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system without first building up another 0o1

a plan better adj usted te the requirements
of substantial j ustice, would not be the act
of a statesman or a jurist. He doubtless
kilt that so te build would ho a work
se vast and important as to require ah-
soltite and entire devotion te the subject
for a longer period than any Government
or auy member of it could give. The
Attorney-General has tlherefore taken up
certain defects, and though they are few in
umber, ihe question with us is whether

ho has not possibly attenipted too mach,
at first.

We have only time te dIo more than
mako a brief reforence to some of the
clauses in this Bill.

The first section lays down a rul dimly
rocognizod as the law exîsts, but sound
ini principlo, and which, if carried out, mnust
prove beneficial. iNo doubt this section
is intended to be a key te thse whole
statute, and subsequenit clauses would be
read having regard to this logislative
direction.

Section 2 requires mucli consideration.
"A purely money demand » is leaving a
good deal to interpretation, and may ad-
init of mucli difféence of opinion in tise
application of thse terras to particular
cases. WYe are not now prepaired to say
that a botter termn ceuld ho employed if
designed to be used in the broadest and
inost conipreliensivo sense, and it is diffi-
cuit to understand how sucli cases sliould
have gradually passed te tise exclusive
jurisdiction of a Court of Equity. Thse
rigid mile as to judgments and as to par-
ties iu the Common Law Courts w-as no
doubt the great bardîer. Section 8, in par-
ticular, seerns a necessary complement te
section 2; a careful examination of the
clause nsay suggest an alteration in the
language. Thse principle of the proposed
enactment we approvo.

Section 3. This enlargement of the
equitable plea, &o., has our entire approv-
al, and we think it is so framed that its

value cannot be impaired hy a narrewing-
down. process, whicha to a great extent cur-
taile(d the benefit of the similar provision
recommended by the framers of' thse Eng-
lish C. iL. P. Act.

Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 relate to equit-'
able defences, &c., iu ejectment, and
with respect to thetu wo should liko to
hear somne explanation before expressing
an opinion beyond this, that the prînciple
of allowing equitable defences to avoid the
necessîty of a suit in Chancerymght to
ho extended to actions of ejectment. A
demurer te a notice is a new feature, and
in considering these clauses it ouglit te ho
borne in mind, that the notice is ne part
of tise record. To ho in keeping with
thse proposed change the notice or its
equivalent should forni an integral part of
the record.

Without committing ourselves te de-
tails we xnay say that the proposed enact-
monts in sections 9 and 10 are in our
opinioh desirable and nocessary. They
aim at a tangible evil, a standing reproacis
in our systeni of administration, an evil
against which foreigu jurists have lovelled
niany a shaft. Lt is absurd when a suitor
comes te a Court of Justice te obtain
justice that lie should ho told "ýwe cannot
give you thse art icle hore, begin again iu
another Court ;" "but," the suitor says,
" this is a Court of Justice, render te me
my due."'l "No, yen cannot have (e. g.)
equitable justice bore, go next door." Weo
are awaro that thse argument pttshod would
lead te a largor moasure of relief than IMr.
Mowat proposes, but that in good tme ;
thse clause is a stop in tise right direction.
Sections 32 te 34 are provisions in the
sanie connection.

Sections li te 15 relate mostly te pro-
cedure, and wo shaîl net now pause te ex-
amine them.

The lGth, 17tli and l8tli sections re-
late te the mode of trial of issues of
fact and will net vcry matorially alter the
prosent law. Lu our judgment they de
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