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company.” With regard to that case, the Lord Chancellor,
without certainly expressing any npproval of it, distinguinhes
it from the case befure him, ohserving, that if the proposition
of Lord Langdale were limited to the extent to which the words
in which it is expressed go, there might be no exception to
that proposition ; but uncoubtedly he would mos asseat to it
if earried one jot beyond those limits.

From these observations of the Lord Chancellor we hope to
see the principle he has laid down in Forrest v. The Mauches
ter, Sk!kld, and Lineolnshire Ruilway Company acted upon
in the decisions of the Court of Chancery, as far and ns exten-
sively as they possibly can be, consistently with the right which
individusl members of & company have to prosect their own
interests by bond fide proceedings; and that companies,
whether they are actuated by religivus or commercial motives,
or both of them, will be warned that they cannot, by assuming
the garb of & shareholder of a rival company, or by employing
him as their tool, attain those ends which shey evuld not do
io their real charaoter,

The principle might also, we think, he more extensively ac-
ted upon by the Legislature than it has been, and that every
mesns should be taken to prevent suits in eourts of justice
being eommenced, except for the interests of those on whose
acoount they are nominally instituted. Administration suits,
for instance, in the Court of Chancery, have not alwnys been,
and arenot always mow, institoted either for the benefit of cre-
diwrs or the estate to beadministered. Bus perbapsthe most in-
iquitous law proceedings ever tolerated by courts of justice,
or borue for a long period by a patient people, are those in
which eompanies are wound up. Can 2o additional seeurity
be impoeed against such proceedings being wmwnlg under-
taken and recklessly carried cut? Ilow often have they been
commenced and carried on by the mere nominees of those who
groﬁt by them, ostensibly, indeed, for the payment of creditors

ut in reality for the creation of costs, the apparent movers in
the proceedings being the mere puppets of those undertaking
the profitable process of winding up the uffuirs of share-
holders unfortunate in the object of their speculation, but
doubly unfortunate in falling into the hands of the winding
up fraternity.

A correct return of all the cases in which the operation of
winding up companies has been performed, giving the names
of the operators, the amount distributed, and the cost of distri-
bution, with, perhaps, a few other details, would form a very
instructive commentary upon the evils of allowing any person
constructively to represent others, except in those cases where,
to use the words of the Lord Chanceller, the suit is a bongt
fide one, faithfully, truthfully, and sincerely directed to the
benefit and interest of the persons whom the party originating
such proceedings claims a right to represent.—Jus ist.
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The power to hold a court is nothing but a delegation of
an authority, and when the time and piace for holding it is
appointed, in the delegation thereof, the direction must of
course be followed, or all acts not in accordanee with the
provision will be void.

In the old Court of Requests Act the days of sitting
were fixed by statute. By the Act regulating the Division
Courts, peither the times nor places of holding the courts
aro appointed.  If no provision respecting sittings was
contained in the Act the judges, by their authority as
jadges, would doubtless have the determining when and
where courts were to be held, subject to the ccntrol of the
superior courts of common law. Dut the Aet expressly
confers the necessary power, as will be seen.

The generul provision as to the tintes when cnd the
places where the courts are to be held is contained in sco.
G, which enacts as follows :—

A court shall be holdea in cach division once in every
two mo «ths, or oftener, in the discretion of the senior or
acting county judge ; and the judge may appoiot and from
timeo to thne alter the times and places within such divisions
when and at which such courts shall be holden. Section
3 also provides, that there shall be a court in every city
and county town; and section 7, before umoticed, enables
the Governor to make special order respecting the bolding
of eartain courts where the amount of bpsiness in the
division, or its peculiar sitnation, renders frequent courts
unnecessary.

Where no order has been made under section 7 for
holding tne courts, the appointment of sittings or deys
when the courts in each judicial district are to be holden
belongs to the judge, and are fixed at his diserction, sub-
ject to the direction (iu sec. G) that in each division a court
shall be holden unce in every two months. In like manuner
the julge has the sole power of appointing the places
where «ne courta are to be held within each division.

The direction in sce. 6 calls for some observation, viz. :
« A court shall be holden for cach division once in every
two months,”’ that is to say, not in every three mounths,
nor in every six montha (quarter or half year), but one in
every two months, or in every sixth of a year. The year
is thus regarded as divided into six parts or periods of two
months cach ; and at some convenient time in each of these
periods a court is to be held, but not necessarily at regular
intervals or a periodicity of two months fixed. This is the
plain aud ordinary sense of the words “ once in every two
months,”’ . e. calender months (Interpretation Aet, sec.
13). Indeed it would not be possible to comply strictly
with a provision to hold sittings at regular intervals and
stated days, for the day might fall on a Sunday or legal
holiday, and besides the judge is also sole judge of the local
courts of record, the terms and periods of sitting of which
are fixed by statute, and no arrangewent could be made for
so holding the Division Courts that would not conflict
therewith. Therefore the necessity for leaving to the judge
the power of appointing the sittings for such days in the



