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without being Wited by reference to the preceding words, and that
no limnit was plaed on the discretion of the Court. This is in
effeet saying that the irajority thouglit the ejusdem generis rule
did apply, and that tedissentient Judge tl:ought it did flot. But
the exression ejusdern generis does nlot occui in the reported j udg-

ints, and ail expres mnt' ion of the doctrine seems to have been
carefully avoided. Lord Justice Bankes said there was "an
i.nsuperable difficulty in defining the limitation to be placed on
these general words," thus alniost echoing ini substance the obo-r-
vation of Lord Loreburn in Liir8er v. Sylvester (sup.) as to the
impoSibility of Iaying clown exhaustive rules for the appliteation
of the ejusdem generia doctrine.

The Increase of Rent, etc., Act 1915 has now bccii ainended by
thFi Inerease of ient, etc. (Amendment), Act 1919 (asented to on X
the 23rd Dec. last), and sec. 1 (3) is replaced by other provlsionb
leaving no discretion to the Court on "other grounds," but this
does not, of course, affect the value of the judgments in Stovin v. W
Fairbrass for the present purpose. These judginents justify
the statement that the ejusdern generis doctrine as an actual rule
of construction is of much dininished. importance at the p*reent '
day. It might, in fact well be allowed to flu into disuse as a sepa-
rate rule, being rnerely an illustration of the maxime Verba generaliaM
restringuntur, -,te., and Noe~itur a sociis, already quoted As
Stovin v. Fairbrass shews, the doctrine itself is flot abrogated and
can be applied without being referred to as a substantive rule.
In Larsen v. Sylvester (sup.) Lord Robertson observes that "both
in law and also as inatter of literary criticism it is perfectly Sound."

-Law Times.

TRE FREEDOX 0F Tif E SB'AS.

M. Clemenceau, in hie recent speech in the Frencýh Chamber
of Deputies in explanation of the Treaty of Peace, ini a Singularly
noble passag said: "As regards the freedom of the seas, England
had no need to eemand it of anyone. She already had it, and
there was no one to dispute it with her." M. Clemenceau, aibeit
unconsciously, echoed a celebrated declaration of Queen Elizabeth
necarly three centuries and a half ago. When Mendoza, the envoy
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