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be, and often 33, attained by wen whose
youth i3 a struggle with poverty. Let the
examination test he raized by all means, bt
we much doubt the prupriety or necessity of
raising the money test. We certainly think
the examination test i3 not sufficiently striet.
We believe that the facilities for calls to the
bar, snd for admission as attornevs, are tos
many. We should commence with inereas-
ing we standard of qualification, and if that
were not found sufficient, should then be
dispesedd o try some of the other means
suggested by aur correspondent. The whole
sabject ts de~erving of earnest and serivus
consideration, and no doubt ut an casly date
will receive the attention of the benchers,~—
Evs. L. J.

Tue Issewvest Aot or 1864, witn Taner,
Noms, Fonws, axp 4 Feun Inmv. By
James U Filuar, of Osgaode Hall, Barviseer-
at-Law,  Torento: Rollo & Adum, Law
Pabli-hers, King Strect East, 1864,

This littde volwme must command an exten-
sive eirenlat . The Acet which it contains,
and which it expluius in annotated form, is as
yet little understood, and many are interested
i the speedy and correet understanding of it

To attempt a conunent upon an Aet which
tias only been a short time in operation, in the
abretice of devisions to gaide in its interpreta-
tion, i~ no deubt, as the compiler states, *a
hazardous undertaking.”  But we have care-
fully examined his notes, and find that he has
ereditably acquitted himself.
notes are of necessity speenlative
greater part of them are practiead.

Phe note to s 2, a5 to persons entitied to

; but the
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make voluntary assignments, is well conshlered

amd carefully written; and, <o far as we can
Jadge, the conclusion at which the compiler
i;:xm\cs is undoubtedly correct. Hig note to
fs. 3, subisee. 2, as to the meaning of the word
Ftrader,” is one of the beat on that subjeet
ﬂ)rzt we have geen in any work of a <imilar
kind to the one before us.” We have not space
Fo transeribe these notes, ar we should be glad

0 do ~a for the information of our readers and :

as good examples of what they who become
archasers of this work may expect to reecive,
The two nntes to which we have referred are,
werhiaps, tie most claborate in the work ; bat
here ate many others no less valuable for
earning, and as repositaries of decisions early
nd late bearug upon the points <nreested.
Ve have been ngreeably surpri<ed to find to
Fhat a late period the compiler has brought
oW his eases,
%t;;mrtcd i current volumes of the Lawr Times
Fuportxand Jurist ; and at pages 35 and 51
¢ find noted the decisions of his honor J udge

. bevond opposing the application,

b oent views as to amounts of fees that

Lvinw,

Logie in Bugweell v, Thosopne and Warthing-
ton v, Zayler, as reported in o U0 C Lo J,
BenE, B0,

This book, for the purpa~es of the Upper
C.onada Inwyer, is mme suitable than that of
Meo Abbatt, which was reviewed by us mour
last issue of the Zuw Journal. 1t wonld he
well for all who can do so ta beeote poseessed
of biath; but those In Upper Canada whe
require ane only cannot hesitate to prefer the
work of My, Edgar. Thowe in Lower Canwda
who require one only will have as hitle hesita-
tion in choosing Mr. ALbetts work, Thixs
wight naturaily be expecred. The laws of
Upper and Lower Canudy, in regard to eivil
rights are 20 essentinhy different in their
origin, that works in relation thiacto, written
in either section of the Pravinee, nuust partake
Targely of the peculiarities in Jaw of thut ~cetion
inowhich itis compiled. I nee in Mro Abhott's
work will he found many references to Freneh
Iaw of as little service to the practieal lawyer
of Upper Canadaas many of Mr. Flear'srefers
ences to English decision~ will be to the prace-
tieal lawyer of Lower Cunada,

We are dizappointed with the Taitt of Fees
framed by the judges of the saperior courts of
Common Law ard Chancery in Uppa Canada,
as compared with the Tantl frumed by their
brethren in Lower Canada, publishied in Mr.
Abbott's work., Upon turming 1o Pees to
Co m~el in the Upper Canada Tarill] we read
ag follows 1 —

COUNSEL,

“Fee on arganents, examinations, amd ad-
vising proceedings, to be allowed and fined
by the judge as shall appear to him proper
under the circumstanees of the case”

If there were only e jurdze in Insolveney
the rule might not be very objectionable, But
when wereffeet that theve are more thar thirty,
of diffes nt degrees of liberalty, having differ-
ught to
be paid 1o connsed, we hase little bone that
there will heanything like unibriity, Peshaps
there is no subjeet upon which ever the judges
of the superior courts <o litle auree as on the
fees proper in awount for counsel, and certainly
no subject more distateful to thom than apphs
catians for counsel fees.  Whenever they can
they throw upon the master the responsihility
of ~ettling the quantum of fees to be paid to
coun~el.  We have known one judge oo jurle
to atlow and to arder a counsel fee of 250 {o
counxel for defendants at a Chaneery hearing
postponed at instance of plantifis owing to
abeeaee of witnesses, where nothing was done
We know

other judges who would as sonn sign warrants

We observe reference to cases

for their own committal to close custody as
make such an order nnsder ~urh circumstances.
We do not undertake to say who is right and
whe ix wrong. We simply o ivert to the fact to
shew how differendy mea hizh in suthority
view rcaameration to counsel. This being
50, 3t ix hopeless to effer t n uniformity of prac-



