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fixed principle, and actually excluded froma the
cognizauce of the county courts a great variety of
cases that thc Division Courts, Courta of Summnar
Jurisfdictiun, wcre cmpowered to, determine. bMorc.
over, a distinction unfounded ini ý rinciple was
made betwecn actions founded on contract and for
wrongs; the latter bcing ùssumed to bc the more
dilicult in the process of investigation.

The jurisdiction is flot increased in amount by
section 20, but is very matcrially enlargcd as to
suliect nattfer. The gcneral limit as to anîouit,
is £50, but where a suit relates tu dcbt, covenant,
or contract, and the amount happens tube liquidai cd
or ascertincd by the act of the parties (for cxampcu,
ivhere an account bas been statcd) or the signature of
the defendant (as in the case of a bond or promnissory
note) it extends to £100. The distinction is simple
and intelligible. The practitioner wvîll no,,v, if the
amnount sought fo bc recovered for debt or damnages
is £50 or under, bave only to ask lirmself, does it
fali within the exemptions, viz., will tif le to ]and
be brought in question in the action, or the validity
of any devise, bequest or limitation, under any wil
or settlement bc the subjcct of dispute? or wvill the
cause assume the shape of an action for libel, slan-
der, crimiînal conversation or seduction? if not,
ilion the action znay bc maintaincd in the County
Ccunrs.

The powers of the Court are "lmore clearly de-
fined"l in this way: the terms used "4ail personal
actions,"l is the broadcst that can bc employcd,
incluÏ4n actions for the spccific recovery of goods,
or for damages or brcach of contract, or wrongs
donc o thec person or property; ini other words, ail
actions ex contractu, and actions ex delicto, flot
including those 'which form the exceptions set out
in fthe clause-neither Dowcr nor Ejectment fal
within the definition of personal, actions.-Comniu-
suicrzcd

WHO IS THE IRNERWUS?

In the aulhorized copy of fthe Commun Law.Pro-
cedure Act of fthe last Session, wo notice, shah lvc
cali if, a .ýloss upon the Statuto. At ail events on
the iirst page the reader is directcd by a star to a
foot note, and throughiouî the Act -we found certain
figures and letters to wbiclî this foot note refcrrcd.

Dira visions of the leamed labours of Irnerius and
*Placenius, and other restorers of the Roman Law,
floated before us, and the maxim Ilquidquïd non

*aégnoscit ý.rosa) nec agnoscit cuiria&," was upon our
lips. A glossed Act of.Parliamcnt! -%vas sorncthing
su cntircly novel, tlîat wu werc for the moment at a
loss wvlat fo tlîink. Withi rcilcction, occurrcd flie
question,-Wliat doesit mc an? Who is the gloss-
ator? lias the Legisiature draw.n light froîxi
the East, or lias the Lawv Clcrk: or the Quecn's
Printer voluntccrcd fu illumine? Without sayin-
vih Johnson, that tuat "lail change is in itsclf an

cvi, WvC confcss a constitutional timîdity respect-
in- novelties, and think in the roatter of an Act of
Parliament that "lvia atîqua, via est luta."1

It may be said certainly that the common margi-
nal notes in our Statutcs are hcld fo forra no part
of the Law itsclf, and are rejected by the Courts in
the work of Interpretation; and that the note in
question is, something lil<c the changes ini type, to
bc regarded as a little embellisliment of the I>rin-
fers. But an abridg-ernent of the body of the Law
is a vcry différent thing fromn a gloss or note wvhicli
sc.ves as an întcipretation of the lamv itself.

"4The notes in brackcts,"1 says the note, "lindicate
the sources from -%vhichi the provisions of the clauses
&c., are dcrivcd": plenty of room. for IlJudgc-made
Law," if f his is fo read as part of the Act.

IlWhere there is nu bracketed note, the provisions
of the clause are original," so, says the note. What
say you, rny Lords the Judges, tu this? IlOriginal
doubtless means Il mw," and thero is undoubted
authority f0 establish this point "lthere is nu tacw
tlîing under the sun."3

"lThe clauses from the Englisi .Act are taken
-%vith as littie change as was consistent vith theit
adaptation f0 U. C. Law and Institutions." Are
mny Lords to take this as gospel, or wvill they fei
that construction may make thc «little change"' a
littIe lcss or a litile greater wvithout inconsistcncy;
should "«the laws! and Ins.titutions" rcferrcd to, haply
change, is the interpretation of the law f0 change
with it ?

A nice little swarm of points for point lawycrs,
nuight bc formed in f his little note with. ifs guiding
star.

But zeriou3ly -%ve think such noies objectionable
%vhcn placed on tlhe Stafute B3ook : we find nu prac-


