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8lon « oz jterativo et expresso mandato Regis.” tl)
But, whenever instances have occurred in which
¢ Parliaments have inflexibly refused to en-
Yegister an ordinance which the king had de-
™hined to carry into execution, the plenitude
of the royal power has afforded a remedy for their
Tefusal.  Upon such occasions, the king re-
‘I:m.'ed, in person, to the Parliament and held a
Uit de justice.” He took possession of that seat,
Which he was supposed at all times to occupy,
and commanded the ordinance to be read, veri-
ed and registered in his presence, for, being
t' e Sovereign and personally present, the Par-
liament, wag held then to have no authority,
acem'dillg to the principle, adveniente principe,
°e8at Magistratus, & principle Which the con-
Stitution of France seems. to have recognized,
8nd which most effectually defeated every effort
Of her parliaments to limit and control the
Wn in the exercise of a supreme legislative
lmthority, @ -
“ Ordonnance ” is a generic term, comprehend-
0’;& n its most extensive application, every rule
conduct prescribed by the Sovereign to his
s}lbjecls in person, as the Royal Edicts, Declara-
tons, and Arréts du Roi en son Conseil, or by
is authority, as the by-laws of corporations and
€ Arréts of his superior or Sovereign Courts.(3)
'h_“ & narrower sense, it signifies all laws
ich emanate from the King directly, and
“308e only;(4) but, in its most limited import, it
18 confined to such general laws as are enacted
oty‘ the 8overeign in person, and are rather codes
o ;eg‘.llations respecting one or more branches
obi urisprudence, than provisions for particular
Jects, and this is its proper signification.(5)
In this gense the ordinance of John the I. of
14:"311 1356 ;(6) one of Charles the VII of July
an 8, usnally called the pragmatic sanction ; (7)
Otl(:ther of Charles VII of October 1446 ;(8) an-
all €r of the same monarch, of April 1453, usu-
\yc&“ed the ordinance of Montil les 1ours(9)
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the ordinance of Louis the XII, of March 1498 ;
(1) that of Francis the I of October 1535, com-
monly called the ordinance of ¥z sur Tilley(2)
another of the same monarch of June 1536, usu-
ally called the edict of Cremieux ;(3) another
of the same monarch, of the month of August
1539, commonly called the ordinance of Villars
Cotterets ;(4) one of Charles the IX, of January
1560, commonly called the ordinance of Or-
leans ; (5) another of the same Monarch of Jan-
uary 1563, commonly called the ordinance of
Rousillon ;(6) another of the same Monarch, of
February 1566, commonly called the ordinance
of Moulins; (7) one of Henry the IIL of May
1579, commonly called the ordinance of Blois;
(8) the celebrated edict of April 1598, com-
monly called tho edict of Nantes(9) and that
of Louis the XIII of January 1629, better known
by the names of Code Michaud and Code Maril-
lac,(10) are the principal ordinances enacted
before the erection of the SBovereign Council of
Quebec.(11)

The ordinance of January 1629, which is one
of the most extensive, and best digested, was
enregistered in a ¢ Lit de Juatice,” held in the
Parliament of Paris, on the 15th January, 1629.
It was compiled by Michel de Marillac, then
keeper of the seals, by order of Cardinal de Ri-
chelieu, and was, at first, received with great
approbation, which it well merits. But on the
death of the Marechal de Marillac, who was
brought to the scaffold by the Cardinal, the seals
were taken from his brother, Michel, who was
imprisoned, and died of a broken heart in the
(astle of Chateaudrin in 1632.

The disgrace of Michel de Marillac affected
the credit of the Ordinance of which he was
known to be the author. It fell into general
disrepute, and, certainly, for a period, was not
cited in the Parliament of Paris. There were,
however, even during that period, some Juris-
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