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perfected his examinations both of authorities
and principles, stating his conclusions in forms
to be enduring. When, therefore, he says some-
thing contrary to our iprior ideas, we do not
instantly condemn it, but institute a careful
examination, to sec whether, after all, we were
not mistaken. With this caution, let us pro-
ceed.

Of prime importance in a treatise is the abili-
ty, in its author, accurately to discern the mul-
titudinous distinctions in the law, and to state
them with unvarying precision. How stands
the work before us under this head ?

The author commences by enumerating four
causes which, he says, have “recently ” revolu-
tionized much of the doctrine of his subject—
hence the necessity for his book. As we cannot
examine everything, let us begin by seeing
with what discrimination and accuracy of
statement he deals with one of them. It
is, in his own words, “the relinquishment,
by England and the United States, of the maxim
that the place of the commission of a crime has
exclusive jurisdiction of its punishment, and
the extension of such jurisdiction, with certain
limitations, to the country of arrest.” The con-
nection in which this sentence stands, and the
use of the word “country,” not county, in the
closing part of it, show that the author is treat-
ing of the question as between two nations—
not of the venue, where no inter-state question
arises. And we are startled by the statement,
not by way of imparting information, but as of
a fact known to all, that, within certain limits,
we, if we can catch an Englishman who has
committed an oftence in his own country, may
punish him for it, and the British Government
may do the like with an American ; the two
nations having relinquished «the maxim that
the place of the coramission of a crime has ex-
clusive jurisdiction of its punishment.” And
this has been done “recently.” And it is one-
quarter of the reason why a new book was
needed. Well, a8 the author knows better than
we, of course the presumption is overwhelming
that he is right. So, let us proceed. Further
over we shall come to the treaties or statutes
by which this has been effected, or to the de-
cisions in which the courts of the two countries
have abandoned stare decisis, and announced the
new laws. But, no; reading on we find that

there is claimed to be no such doctrin€i i gh
this: “ In criminal cases the country of * el
hag jurisdiction over all offences com™! e
against the laws of such country, 't 4 i
limitation that, as to offences commit
foreign countries, such country of arrest ipsb
jurisdiction only of offences committed ; obje”
its sovereignty.” We see no very gre# thﬂ’g
tion to this statement, which is a different he
from the other; but we look in vail fofow
authorities to show that the doctrine i& 8
of international or inter-state iaw, ‘,recez
In England and the United States ther® b 1o
been, at different periods, some changes {hes?
the p]a.ce of trial, or the tribunal ; put
are local questions, having nothing t0 do
international relations. Nor, as to thesés t."
we informed of anything special and recee of
Yet the assumed “recent” change i8 ¢
the four reasons for writing the book !

A single instance of the want of nccur&CY’ P’
of stating a doctrine in two conflicting n0
should not condemn a book, for prob®
author ever wrote much without com™ tb“
some slip of the sort, Yet, when we fil o
the very motive for writing is the assu® pab
istence of what does not exist, and @ ‘r
with him is one thing on one page an “noniry
thing on another, we are put fairly on end veb
concerning his performance. We do not
for this reject it, but look into it further:

Turning over the pages, we come t0 & ch:lp;
ter largely occupied with showing that ps?®
a certain question of law, assumed pot 0 re’ﬂet
been directly adjudged, be presented ¢
to the courts, it ought, in just reason 82 on’
lished principle, and in harmony with dect® 105
already made, to be decided in a way 1¢
ed. Looking into the authorities, we fin'
this exact question has been freque®” ;g
judged, that there neither is nor ever ¥ g

real dispute about it, and that the decis? g it
directly the reverse of what our author “’noce
should, and probably will be. And we pe
that, to sustain his erroneous proposlt’loz;,e!
actually cites and even states some of tb° pob
which support the contrary, apparent yere to
aware of their effect. 1 have not roo™ ’ i of
explain the matter fully, but, in brief !
follows :

{To be continued.]




