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DejmOre's Casi-.

and bis cont"rnporarics at the Bîr. le
wvasa cii ys e aey and unatff'ctecl in blis
mlalners, hotuii i andi out of court, and
even silice his clevitiîon to the Bench fthc

Vic C1'~e'iorwaeiking away front bis
couit witlî bis cigar iii bis lips was not
an unifaniliar- 1igure in ftie preeincts of
iLinceis Inn" lThe latuce hne-
1er Wiclieis inarricci, in 13 17, Hlarriet
IFraiie, d(augç,ieter cf Wiilianî BaDtve,,Es
of Cowley llousc, Cloue'stersLire, by
whiien hoe le'cves a f'inlly te laiontl bis

1oes.-T/te Lawn Tie.

Du.3MPOR8 CASE.

A now cemnrndntary un DonCor')s Ces'ý
andti h laiv of con, litions ut forfeiLluto, ia
view cf le elaberate andl care fui annotil
tion there-on in Sniiîih's Leading Casep,

igit enti at first a wel ef supecrroga-
tieni. If t ner-vertlieGs tue that -whil
the essai' 1 in q11eAîton ivere exce lî.nglv
full andl w ei coniiercd n;: varions de-
rivative to')ic',' arisuîg uiit th eaýic
tien of dt genral. law cf 1onluio 3,t3

souin's i the deci ioni iÊseif was
hardly refur' I te, and tito extcnf te
-%vlîei it ,v'is eitiier jusfiflo'c by~ thc state
of thli ii wiien it tcs ltr)tulOICle ci
has bcri since t ,rinnt'Ji loy adJlîn li ie
er ci'u' 'aýu1îh v \nii, trsp ' y i u a

l ttu te iù ste J1 for dicli' ssioni.
'' ~iîî rlia'tji'. C tcai tva', cstruck

111e as e-,'trarliuarv, it is ti'law vof the
land, sas Lord.i ÈIon, ili i 807." "ie'
professicon have always wiveul at

Jz)ore's is' but iflbas becu lac' fer
se inany centuries tli't we c innot cciv
reversa- if," says Sir Janies Miansiicld. lu
1819-t AuJi thlis lieoato as silie
beun c'iceucl iii cases alincst withcut
nnm'uuîbe, tend itoraeo by text-beolts as if
it was tic resuit cf elaboratu exaina-
tien aud sound juclicial atithority.,'

Ve propose te sio-w la this paper, mn
tise first place, fliat the Case in question
was eriginallv -withcut feniridatimi in the
law cf cenditiens, as it then existuti, and,
was without subsequent eîîfirinxafin by

"Br'uell v. 3Ioeplersotî, 14 l'es. 173.
'J' Doc v. -BUes, 4 Tautit. 736.

1Ses per Nelson, C. J., D(ekhen v. ii7eims,
17 Wend. 447; Waiwcrtli, Chancellor, s. c., 22

weanl. 201, '209; aise0, "ean. '1. & F. S~. Co. V.
iot, 14 Mo. 46 ; Lynide v. Ilough, 27 Barb.

415 ;Williamns Real Prop. 354 ; 2 Prest. Colîv.
197 ;2 Grectîl. Cruise, 10 ; etc.

tiecisicit utîtil tise case first aboe cifcd;
that if ha t, thurefere, ne greater claim te
ha recnized ut thit tirne as suttiud. law
titan any other " veteracle errer ;"that,
in thie secondt place, since that recegn-
t-in if his, wvth li arcliy ami exception,
been conirined( by sec decisien ; and,
wlbil", î'eferr"d te by thse dicta cf jucîges

or text ivriters as ian', lias heen îvith
aiîcosf eiîtiro ilitifürmitv ciisapproecd cf
in regard te tise doctrine if propeunde,
and cnly recoîIizeîl liv ccl case ci the
gyreni(, titat flic, ppue' ule it deelares bias
hceeî se 'long cuneec as setfl'd law ;
andi that, iii the tilcl place, the iea un

wluhif was aetuaiiy foliired lias been
entircelY contruvestedL by modern dcci-
scuns.

The case, as repurtel b1e Lord Cckc,t
aras decideci 45 Elîz. (cu1603), and.
Xia is ie,: A licfor ycarý, by the,
Prc' e,itn anti Sehlars cf Corpus Christi

c elsc'-e, i xfoed 1,Ica ulpen pru tint,
flic lex'ca and. lîis-,iî should f ot
alieu" '' ith-îl' thce se'cui tic 'ns' cf
fthe,~ssc Sudsý1 a liuî' rkgra1e CL.

hy fic 1'ssces teD the !eGs(""s tý alh ns
ty tiutnî r; an i îl'1' lessuee the, J il

trnis te n olio i -,wrntiviî lu ili o une
'ua if an te tals l deun i sut.

lt' lacet ruentureci fur coniition
brîk 'il bi thu latter assignumcnt, andi

duraisedc to fh lrIintii. i,) enter ard
sue te flic l'ilatsf its tror1 csss for a
ruenltis* mlte 11pel bilil ly flic l'atter.
[f M'is, beld by flic Court, "1that flic
alieutien by licuas" te Tauliha ilî deter-

mined the c'ondition. Se thaf iso aieu-
afiets wvih lie [or any one eh ') mnicilit,
aftcrxvards niiaIse coîild break ftic proviso
or give Cause cf cîîtry toe ie1ssor-s.'ý
In ftic report cf this case lev Ce' ari-

Ou reaaonls, or, rathe'r, varie is foints cf
une rcascn, are Igiven fer fl;u' e (-,tPaor-

d iiary " conclusion i buwhien examilnec
ther wvil1 bu found te bu iiierGly itc'ra-
tietîs iu difforent shapes cf flic proposý-
tiesi, that a condition is ant entiru tiiig
ami caniiet be apportioned. In cuuisidcm-
inu gtfli wciglit f fuis case if le tg ha
berne lu nîjuci that Coke, ini his reports,
as a ruie, expandeci the peints decidled
accerding te his notion cf f heir iinport-

Sec autherities in precetliug note, and post.

t 4 Ce. 119 ; s. c. nuos. Dîe'tpor v. Syms,
Cru. Eliz. 315, where if is reperted as decided.
40 Eliz., aud in 1 Relie Abr. 471 as 43 Eliz.
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