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1 an aware that in entcrtaining the appeal in this case
we are gîving- to the word " verdict " in sec. 1021 of the
Code, a meaning that, it dloos not usually bear. While flie
general dictionaries, botb ngis and American, mention
its use in the popular or phiilological sense as wben oe

speaks of "the verdict of the peop)le." yet they ail so far
as I have seen con fine its legral weaning to the fludings of
à, jury. he saine may bc said of the English Law Dic-
tionaries, ani also of flic Amerîccan, so fa r as I ku)ow, vepqt
that of ihipaije & Lawrence, wvbiclh defines it as " ',be opin-
ion of a jury or of a Judge siting as a jury on a question
of fact." This Iast definition lias beea approved in Car i' rt/e
v. C'arlyle, 31 111. App. 338. On the other band sorne of
the American law dctionaries not onily dlefine flic word as
the findling of a jury, but add that it is inapplicable te the
findings of a Judge. Black>s Law D)ictionary says: "hI
neyer mens the dccision of a Court or a lleferee or a Com-
missioner;" and Abbott's says: " The decision of a Judge
or referce upon an issue of fact is not called a verdict, but
a finding, o r a finding of fact." Iu Bearce v. joiaker, 115
Mass. 129, Gray, C.J., says: "'None but a jury eau render a
verdict ;" similar language is uscd in Otis v. 8 pence, 8 IIlow.
Pr. (N.Y.) 172; Kerner v. Petigo, 25 Kan. 652; McCullagh
v. Allen, 10 Kan. 1154; and Fronan v. Patterson, 24 1>ac.
Rep. 692.

1 do not know of any English statute in which the word
lias any other meaniug tijan the finding of ajury, uer any
Canadian statute where it can be otherwise eonstrued, un-
leas it be in this sec. 1021 of the Code, which. we are now
considering. Nor arn I aware of its being used lu any other
sense by any English or Canadian Judge or ],- gal; writer
except by the Master of the liolis (Jessel), ili iKrehl v.
Burreli, 10 Ch. D. 40, where in a civil case tried hy hlm
without a jury ho says: "I give a verdict for the pla'ntiff,
and reserve my judgment for a fortnight.>' This was said
thirty-five years ago, but snch use of the word does -not
appear to have been followed unless At bo in flie section
whicli we are now construiug (possibly hecause .lessel was
more distinguished for'his legal acumen than for bis exact
scholarship). It would have been inuch more satisfactorv
if IParliament hiad used unambiguou$ words .that could. have
not given rise to the present difficulty. A furi her argu-
ment in favour pf coufiniug it to flhc verdict of a jury inight
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