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it enables the reader to compare and contrait the Engliih and
Canadian euies on any particular branch s they are to be.found

ih the same ehapter.

For greater eonvenienee there is a separate indeit and tablé
of cases of the Canadian notes so, that we have in effect a sei'n-
tifie digest nf ail the atithorities reported in the various provinces
above reforred to.

It will therefore be readily seeri what a complete and useful
work we now have en this moat important subject. The mater.
il is ail there, and we ean weli be satisfled that sueh learned
Iaw.yers, such accurate writers and such experienced authors as
Mr. Theobald and Mr. Arinour have not, in this instance, £ailed
in the exuellence of their work.

An examination of the volume before us leads us to hope
that in future editions of other standard English text-books,
others niay fôllow the example thus set by Mr. Armour.

DEFAULT IN CONTRACTS.

The reeent decision of the Divisional Court in Labelle v.
0'CoU»iýor, 15 O.L.R. 519, is an instance of a Divisional Court
flot foliowing the decision of the Court of Appeal notwithstand-
ing the Judicature Act, a. 81. In Labelle v. O 'Connor, the couet
decided that where a purchaser muakes default in a contract for
the sale of land, in whieh time has been made of the essence of
the contract. t.hough he forfeits his deposit, he does not forfeit
other payinents which have been made on account of the pur.
chase nioney. In Fraser v. RVan, 24 A.R 441, t., Court of
Appeal held that the' forfeiture extended to ail payments which
had been made on accotint of purchase money, and this wus fol-
lowed by Street, J., in Gb .nsv. Cozens, 29 Ont, 356. These
cases, however, seeni to have eseaped the notice of the court
in Labelle v. O'Connor.


