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dence which showed that Poncet camne to, this
country froni Cayenne, an escaped forçat; that
ho was in the United States Arm or a few

.mnonths, received the bounty and was dis-
<o'uoarged at Governor's Island for ignorance of
English; that lie thon went to Eijux hotel,

'whea-e ho lived last August. Ho was ficahly
assLsted by Mr. Windelscheffer, an actor in
one of the theatres, and bis wife, and a Mr.
IliILand, a tailor in Third street, to return to
France, t.aking passage in the Queen, in Sep-
tomber. lMr. Hihand, on his exa mination, said
that ho 2iad receivod a letter from Poncet,
announcipg a box of presents coming by ex-
prcss. Thiig box was interceptcd, and in it
were fQYund the watch and ornaments of the
murdered judge. The commission, with the
testinioiy,,wa-s formcrly oxecuted yesterday,
*and will, beÀn.iediately returned to the court
.at Versailles.

Thus the pro4sL of a murder have been dis-
#.oovere&- Lt cou-Id not have been done by the
SEnglish or Amnenican systemn, which permit no
>such rigid examination of persons suspocted
,of crime as is cornpulsory in France. Still we
.-cannot aeknowledge that the French systein
*is the preferable one. Its effcctiveness is but

.(,one of the compensations of despotisin. And
iît is botter that one murderer shouhd escape,
than that a thousand guiltless, though sus-

m.etdnen, should 1>e put to the torture of a
cross examil3ation bj a judge.-N. Y. Tran-

ANOTHER POLICE BLUNDER.
ýAtý the Mildechaîl petty sessions, a man wag

,formally disecharged 'trom custody by the magie-
trates,, under the foilowing circnstance:-It
appears that the nietropolitan police lind received
informuation (rom the paish ,authoritiem of Mil-
denhali that a inan.:belonigin)g to a iieighibouring
parish had left bis wife sindchiltiren chargeable
to the Mildenhai Union, anýl thtt the deiinquent
was supposed to lie somewhere in the metropolis.
Otic of the force, fromn the, desctiption given. and
theplotograiph furnishod by the union ougthori-
tics,ý suspected a certain carpenter, and at once
apprehended the mon nt the shop. where he was
eïnployed, on the charge of deeerting hie wife
and family, and lenving them çhangeable to Miii-
denhali Union. Protesting in vain hie innocence,
the young man was taken into cuslody, and on
the following day conveyel to Mildenhail, but
'when brought faèce tu face with lis supposed
wîfe it was apparent that the officer had coni.
mitted a mistake. and had captuned and, brought
seventy milew into the country the.wrong man.

THIE LAW & PRÂCTICE, 0F THE
DIVISION COUTRTS.

(Crmtinued from Mae 6 )

(OXITTED ONflEIR THE KEAD TREATING OF "WaUuE ffl
CAUB2 C? AMTON A1u$ES,> VOL 1. PAGE 153.)

hia recAcnt case (Sic/tel v. Borc/t, 9 L. T
!LS. 657) the meanitg of the tcrms " Cavise
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of action," was considered in the Court of

An inhabitant and native Of Noryway drew a
bill Of exchange there, endorsed it there, and
po)sted it fromn thence, to England, where it
was received, accepted, and again endorscd.
It was held, in an action by the endorsees,
against the drawer, the foreigner in Norway,
that such a suit was flot maintainable, as the
whole cause of action, within the mneaning of
the C. L. P. Act, 1852, secs. 18 & 19, did not
arise within the jurisdiction of the superior
courts.

In givingjudgmèent, Pollock, C. B., ohserved:
-" The caus-e of action mentioned. in secs. 18
and 19 mueans, in my judlgmcint, the whole
cause of action which has arisen within the
jurisdiction, flot the more breacli; that alone
is not enough ; for it is the contract complete
which gives riso to that breach. The cause
of action-that is the whole cause of action-
was neither entirely in INorway for in London;
but it would bo requisite to have the evidence
of what took place at both. I amn not satis-
fied, therefore, that the whole cause of ac-
tion arose within the jurisdiction, and the
statute does not, in my opinion, in this case
apply."

Aperson ceases to have a domicile or dwell-
in a place the moment he abandons it without
an intention of returning there, though ho has
not established a dwelling elsewhere (INut-
brown'â ca8e, 2 East. P. C. 496.) A prisoner,
it was hehd, resides where the prison is (-Rex
v. 8alford, 3S Magistrates Cases, .5), and in a
case beforo the Judge of the London Sheriff's
Court (2 C. C. C. 292), the defondant, who
was a Dublin attorney, had been taken in
execution in another suit and lodgred in the
Whitecross Street Prison, where he w-as servcd
with the process of the County Court, ho was
hehd hiable to, the jurisdictiou of the London
Sherifl"s Court. But a more temporary im-
prisonment wouhd probabîy not be hehd to
constitute a dw'elling within the mûeaning of
the Division Court Act. (See 10 East. 25 ;
Rex v. Bi*rîningham, 14 East. 252; Rex v.
Ludlow, 4 B. & Aid. 662.)

A corporation dwells at the principal office
where its business is transacted, and it is
wholly immaterial whero the members of the
company reside (Taylor v. Crowland Ga8
Co. 3 W. R. 368, and see Brown v. L. J&XN
IV RailwjY. il Weekly Rep. A84.)


