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"After ihis "personal"I difficulty, the next that arises is as to
thei extent, if any, of the equitable jurisdiction-not powers-of

* these courts. Going back to the Administration of justice Act
(36 X'ict., c. 8), we Rind section 2 to read: "Ay person having a
purely mo-ney de-,rnand..may-proce.ed ,for the recovery thereof bv
an action at Iaw, although the plaintiffs right to recaver may be

* an equit&ible one only."'
By section 9: Il I case it appears to a court of coinmon law,

or a judge thereof, that any equitable question raised in an
action or other proceeding at law cannot Lie deait with bY' a
court of laW, so as to do coniplete justice between the parties

*..the court or judge may order the action or proceeding
ta lie transferred ta the Court of Chanceryé'ý etc., and section Y.

si '\s, IlWhen any action is transferred under section 9
froin a County C otitt," etc.

Tracing out this Act, we finci the above three secti 05s, 2. 9
anîd 15, appearing in the Administration of justice Act (R.
1877, c. 49) as sections 4, 23, and 3o, respectively, with a few un-
important changes.

Section 4 Of that Act appears ta have been superseded by the
Onitaria judicature Act, 1881 (44 Vict., cap. 5), as appears by
R.S.0., 1887, but, we would subinit, only as far as regards the
Superior Courts, the powers of the abolished -"Court af Chancer-v
bulug. by that Act conferred aiso on the Common Law Divisions
of the High Court. The section itself is not specificallv repealed,
'11fl the judicature Act repeals only Il an), enactinent inconsistent
with this Act," which section 4, as far as it affects County Courts,
does not appear to be ; and as section 23 (above referred ta) is
ri-Lodiiced in the present County Courts Act (R.S.O., IZ887, c. 47,
s. iý (j) ), we rnay fairly assumne that it refers ta a case wvhere the
(Yuinty Court is exercising the jurisdiction given it by section 4.

0f course, this difficulty then mieets us : Section 30, above
redurred to, appears again in section 39 af the present Cotinty
C,)urts Act, wvhere it closes with these words : Il. . . actions
w'bicl before the passing of the Ontario judicature Act, 1881,
ilnd the Law Reform Act, 1868, might have been broughit under
the cquity jurisdiction af the Couinty Court."

It was by the latter af these two Acts (32 Vict., cap. 6) that
tile equity jurisdiction ai the Countv Courts (conferred by
16 Vict., cap. i 19) was repealed, and, if they neyer had thereafter


