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fraud at the expense of credîtors if these decialons are upheld,
and it is to be hoped that nt the riext sittings of the House the
mnatter wffl be placed beyond dispute, and the Act Mnade to con-
forrn to the original intention. which wvas a highly betneficent and
benevolent one. Morcover, the elevnent of uncertainty which at
prescrit prevails as to the construction of the statute, and to
which attcntion has been drivn by this article, renders it ail the
more necessary that ne tiime should be lost in inaking the statute
corfori tu the original intention of the frarners.

W'. F. B3URTON.
Hanmilton, 1-ebriuary, zSqs.

CURRISYT Ii-NGLISH CASES.

.Illin v. Wil it, %1894) 3 Ch- 276 - 7 R. Aug. 128, w'as a somie-
what ciiricus case of slaniler. The' defenctant was a chemist, and
sold a preuaration manuifacture.xl 1w the plaintiff, but on the
packagiàs furnished bY the plaintiff he affîxed a notice iti which he
n2çornniended the public to try an other preparation, of which
tl>. dufendant wase the proi)rieto;r, is bein ' far better -than an '%
other preparation vet offt'red.- The plaintiff claiinvd an injunc.-

tioli tu restraun thuc defvindant fromn affixilig these notices t0o odý
iîimntfactiired by t1io plaintiff. The plaintiff adduced evid.ence to
showv that his preparation was inucli better than the deftrndanit*s.

R>i...J., wi th >ut calling on the defcndant, (Ir httighis eviz

dunce, disniissed tht' ictioni, being of opinion that the notice wWs
il 11tVre pif of the defvnçaiit's prc'paration, and %vas Ilut action.
abl* -. but the Cour t of Appeal Lindiey. Lopes. and Kay. L.jJ.
werv uinable tu, assent to this view of the case, wnd dire 'ted ý1
ncew trial, bt'ing of opinion that Ïf, on the w hotu cvidence, it

should be vstablished that the notice wfalîe in faet the actimn
would lie.

Ire Mdienry, V'd. Perenott v. (18d I94) 3 Ch. â90o ; 7 R-
Nýiov. 194, the simple question was. \Vhen did the cause of action
accrueF l. v a inemiorandurn of (eo lt ated in 18? of boids


