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for food; though t hcy were quite anxious that
food should be had, but orly on the sly ; and
between the tivo parties the girl died.

It is sornewhat as if she had been lying in a
roorn with two doors, a front door and a back.
A. locks the back door, but would admit any
nînotint of food by the front. B. bars the front
door, but tries his best to smnuggle food in by
the back. Between them the patient dies.
IWho killed her, A. who locked the back door,
or B. who barred the fr-ont ? If that were ai,
it %vould be difficuit to say, that either did s0
singly. And, therefore, so far, the jury were
prol)ably right in acquitting the doctors,
nui-ses, and the rest of any criminal liability.
But in the actual casze, B., who represetits the
father, not onlv barred the front door, but was
also a consenting party to the locking of the
back, trusting, it would seem, to his own in-
genui ty to evade the vigilance of his rivais and
open the door on the sly. And upon this
ground the jury may have been riglit in their
finding against the father.

There is another possible view of the case
howvever. It miay ho said that both parties
eomabined to carry on a contest of wits, a sort
of gaine of chess, over the girl, which was froin
the flrst manifestly likely to result in bier
death, and which, in fact, it did do. If it be
maintainable that those concerned were upon
this g)round guilty of niansiaughter, which we
by no ineans say is the case, then it seems to
folow that both parties to the contest are in
the samne position, and both or neither -ought
to be indicted.- T'he iSolicitor8' Journal &~
Reporter.

RIGHTS 0F THE PROFESSION.

Lawyers have rights for which they pay
tlearly, but which are somietimes ignored.
The persons wh,) pass by the name of nD gen ts
or "1clerks" often do the work that it is the
entire privilege of the lawyers to do. We are
happy to Say that at last something is being
done to protect the profession. Elsewhere
wve publish section ï70 of the new Bankçruptcy
Act, which forbids nny persons but barristers
and solicitors to pr:tctise in the court, and an
orîler of the Worship Street Police Court, for-
bidding any persons but barristers and solici-tors, antI, under certain circumnstances, articled
clctks, frmpatsn. These are steps in
the right direction. Will not county court
judges clend thcir aid to this reformn? In
couiity courts agents, instead of lawyers, ap-
pear, and not only defraud the profession but
wvaste the time of the judge and do injury to
their clients. Surely the couinty court judges
rnight do somnething to discountenance trus

* practice, if, indeed, they have not the power
toput an immnediate and entire stop to, it.-

Thte Law Journal.

ONTARIO REPORTS

PRACTICE COURT.

(fleportid by HrENnir O'fRiEN, E5Q., -rtrrister-att-Loc.>

EDWARDS ET AL. v. BENNETT.

Eje, tment-Defendo nIt retal,-ing possesioiz.

Undffer the circunstanees set out below a new wrît o. hab.
fa. 1pos. tlie ir.st having been executeil andl returneL)
vas refised. Wilson v. Chanton, 6 L. T., N., 8., 1,15,
fi llowed.

[Practice Court, 'Michacimas Tenti, 1S69.1

Oal1er, obtained a rule nixi last Term. upon
the l9bh November, calling upon Henry Bennett
and James Erwin, to shew cause why an order
should flot be made on themn to leave or give up
possession of the enst hait of Lot No. 23, in the
2nd Conce- sion of the Township of Woodhouse,
and to restore the possession thereof to the
plaintiffs, and why R writ of attâchment should
flot issue ggainst them, for having ilVeya1ly re-
entered e-n lhe xaid lot ogain8t Me plaintfs' wilt,
directly atter the Sherjiff had ejected tbeua under
the process of tbe court.

The affidavits in support of the motion stated
that a judgment for want of appearance had
been obtained against the above defendant, Fleury
Bennett, at the 8uit of the above plaintiffis, in,
September, 1868 : tbat thereupon a writ of hab.
fac. po-. was issued upon the 21st July, 1869: that
this writ was fully execnted by tbe Élheritf upoa
the 24tb July, 1869, by the sheriff removing
Mary Bennett and James Erwin, ber son by a
former marria.ge, and bis brothers and sisterp,
Mary Bennett baving after the decense cf ber
first busband married the~ defendant Henry
Benne;t, 'who st the time of thé commencement
of tbe action of ejectinent was flot living on the
premaises ; and by bis nailing up the door and
win.]ow and giviflg possession to one D ivis, vho
resided on the adjoining lot, in the west half of
tbe samne lot. Tbe affiAavit of Davis which was
also filed upon tbe motion stated tbat tbe writ
baving been executed on Tbursday the 24th of
July ini tbe above manner, bie observed smoke is'-u-
ing from tbe cbimney of tbe bouse on the follow-
ing Tuesday, and tbat upon going to tbe bouse ho
found Mary Bennett and bier son James Erwin in
possession, and bie suggested that MNary Bennett
only could bave got possession by striking off the
board wbiob bad been nailed across the window.
There was no allegation of any forcible taking
possession, or any expulsion ot Davis from hi5
'possession, nor was, i-t stated that bie in tact was
in visible occupation. It appeared fuether that
the writ bad heeu duly returned by the beriff au
fully exeeuted by bim on tbe said 24th JuIy.

J. A. Boiyd, shewed cause, and filed sifidavits
of Mary Bennettand James Erwin, wherein it was
sworn that Thomnas Erwin, tbe father of James
Erwin and the first bushand of M~'ary Bennett,
about twelve years ago died seised in possession
of tbe premises in question, oif wbich bie had
.and retained undisputed possession for seven-
teen years or thereabouts before bis deatb : that
lie died intestate, wbereupon bis estate and
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