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~c.There is no rule on the subject, so far as wve know, and
.5i there ought not to bc. The best men should almways be selected.

8, beThere is no part of the duty of a governme.it so responsible as
t bis: it is a sacred trust which should bc exercised without fear,

iing, or fav'our, and regardless of political necessities, old-fashioned
thatprejut] cesor ar.fetched theories.

diM It ma% further be noted in this connection that the amount
seat of Chamber work iii High Court cases now done Liy the Cot:nty

~son jutges, as local judges of those courts, helps te familiarize themn
-ith those classes of cases with which they had reased to have

any connection after leaving the Bar-as not being cognixable by
the Countv Courts. In other respects, the procedure in the trial

nit%, of cases. whethur ini the High Court or County Courts, is the same,
Fst und a farniliarity with the mIles of evîdence is equally required for

luit hoth.

CURRkEXT ENGLISH CASES.
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aid lei re 'alier, P>atiner v. Anuwrlh. (1893> 3 Ch. 369, the Court
lt~rs of Appeal (Lindiey. Lopes, and Smiîth, L4jj.> founti it necessary

tw ovtrrtule the decision of Lord Cottenhani in Humi;ble v. Shore,
lmIt'% ~7 Ha. a 47. A testator bat], by bis will, given a share of his
mmmm~~ rmiduarv rval andI personal estate to bis daughters, borti in his

'ifuiie. equallv. 1h a codicil lit declareti that the share giv'en
ttm oue Of thelli shlould lie for hem life only, anmd that uponr hem
mleatil it shinit] faîl into andt forin part of his residuary estate.

ton. Stirtitimg, J.. following Humiible %,. Shore, held that the shame which
lut\ haul been cut dowil to a 11ké estatt, on thu death of the life tenant
tilv ir fiwas distrilitaille as tipon an intestacy ; but the Court of Appeal

wa4 sati.tited tha, the clear intention of the testator was that it
shtitlt] fornm part of tlie esidtuarl estate, anti the court was there.mmmd fore hound to give effect to that irtenth.jn in spite of the contrary
clecisîctmrts in fHumble v. Shore anti the casýes which had fo!lowed it.
As l.uLe.lJ., sait], lei re îlogt, Morigas, v. Mforgase (see ante

Uri- . i Mayears ago the courts slid into tîme bt habit ofuch ýj. 'hecixlng one will liv the previous decisions upon other wills. ofcourse there are prim-cples of Law which are to be applied to ail
'~dstbut, if Y00 one get at a man's intention, andi thore is no


