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The (mmediate resrrsion meent in the section i2 obyi-
curly the reversion expeetant upon the tenaney in litization
And the persan entitled to it may or wmay not be the party
grantine the lease to the defendant. For esample, it a
party. sfter haviae demised premises, «ell the property, in
case the lessee refuse to pay the rent or qive up the pro-
perty, we think the vwner, under the purchase, could bring
cjectinent in the County Court, as being the landlord under
the act (or person cntitled to the immediate reversion ;g
for by his purchace hie beeawe owner of the property, sub-
Joct to the tenancy
for a ternie of years, upon the death of tenant fur Life, the
party eatitled to the 1emander in fee could bring his action
ax the person entitled to the premises  But it has been
held under an analageus nclish enactment by Patteson,
J, thut a mere constructive tenaney arising vut of a mort
gage trapsaction i3 not suflicient.  (Jones vo Oheen, I8
L.J, QBB ~). Thiswas arule for prohibition to restrain
the county judge from proccediag in the case, on the «round
that there was no tesaney vroved to exist between the
parties, beyond what was to be implied from the relation-
ship between mortgagor and mortgagee. The plaintiff was
mortiragee of theprgmises; the defendant claimed under
the mortgagor. It was objected at the heoring that theie
was no privity of coutract between the plaintiff and
defendant, but the judge overruled the objection, and gave
judzent for the plaintiff.  Patteson, J., in aivine judg-
ment said : ‘I do not think anything is clearer than that
the act contemplates the ordinary position of landlord and
teuant, and not that existing between morteagor and mort-
gagee 5 and 1 do not find anything in the affidavits to show
that any such relation existed 1n the prosent case between
the parties I therefore think that the county judwe had
no purisdiction to try this case; and that as far as richt i~
concerned, the defendant is entitled to a prohibition, * *
There was a total want of jurisdicetion.”

Oc it tenant for lite dewise premises

Another case has been decided in England upon this
point  (Banks v Keblee, 20 1, J, Q B. 476). It
appeared that an agrecment in writing had been entered
into between the parties, for the purchase of the premises
in question fur the <um of L1348, to be poid by weekly
instalments ot £3 cacl, uutil the whole purchase money
was paid.  Tpon a rule for a prohibition it was held that
the relation of laudlord and tenant did rot exist, and thut-:
the county eourt had no juiisdiction

If vur view be 11ght, the question which a practitioner
should determine as to whether the plaintiff is entitled to!
bring the action i<, simply—is he the party or not (suhirer to -

tenaney) entitled to the preiises indispute 7 1f heis, then,
subjeet to other restrietinns ia the statute, the action lies.
{Ta be cantinued )

ATTORNEYS" BRANCH OFFICES.

[t has been fntimated to us by the Benchers of the Law
Soeiety, that in Upper Canada there is a viclous sy~tem
springing up wherchy nttorneys iving in leading cities and
towns establish in <maller places branch offices, under the
superintendence of articled or other clerke, who receive a
certain propurtion of fees fur work done in compensation
for their services.

We need not say to vur more experienced brethren in the
profession, that in poiot of kv such asystem iy iilegal, and
on grounds of public policy must ohjectionable.

It 13 the duty of an attorney to iustrucet his clerks and
advis¢ personally with his clients, in order that the fonmer
may profit by the instruction so as to qualify thewselves to
pursue the duties and avocations of the profession to which
they arc brought up, and that the latter may reap the hene-
fit of the advice and judgment of their principal (per Rich-
ardson in 7 Maore, 243).

The attorney who, while actually carrying on his profes-
sion in one place, cstablishes branch offices in other places
under the management of his clerks, is unmindful of both
these duties. On the onc hand he neglects his elerks
whom he is bound personally to instruct, and on the other
he neglects those clients who are entitled tc his personal
attention, and the fruits of his cxperienced judement.

In our opinion the case is not at all improved by the fact
that the attorney occasionally makes the circuit of his
branch offices.

Attorneys, after haviag been duly examined and found
qualified to act, are admitted to practice under the sanction
of and with the approbation of the Courts  When admitted
they arc entitled to the privilege and protection of the
Courts, and are subject to punishment by the Courts in
cases of misbchavivur.  The Courts, however, could exer-
cise no control whatever over attorneys if they were allowed

i to have different clorks in different parts of the Provinee,

where clients could seldom if ever have personal communi-
cations with them (see per Burrough, J., 7 Moore, 241).
Besides, the system of remuneration establislied in these
offices, is quite opposed to every principle of public policy
reculating the conduet of the professivn in their relations
to the publie.  The payment of a proportion of profits to

L inexperienced clerks, could oniy be an iucentive to stir up

litization held out to men (or rather boys) whose motives
would not be coverned either by learning, experience, or
common prudence

It is unnecessary to do more than refer to fHopkinson v.
Smith, T Moore, 237, to shew in what light these partner-
ships are viewed in England 1t there appeared that plain-
tiff, an atterney, lived at Dewsbury, in York<hire, and had

.a branch office at Wakeficld, five miles from Dewsbury,



