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LT se SUITS.
POWER oF Couvxskl. AND SoLiciTor To COMPROMI

Le—

Jackson,
Q. C
There are no
policy of thys g
Pprizes.

Bart,, Q. C,, and Charles Russell,

t a few who question the

There may be said to pe two main

and go on the
l?encl_a One s 5 Commendable de-
Sire. to fil] 5 highly honoraple posi-
tion, and the second s

the certainty
of 2 handsome salary for life, Now judicial

salaries are not, in comparison with the stand-
ard of modern incomes,

what they once
were,

cheap judges do not by any Means epsure
cheap justice ; in fact much the Teverse. As
to the other inducement we may aptly quote
the language of gy English writer: when
speaking on the question of :

Ication of Lord Sel-
borne’s le.tter —*“An ‘org; judgeship
IS not quite what jt once was ; the very effi-
ciency of the Court of Appeal hgg turned the
courts of first instance in reality into inferior
courts.. 1It, therefore, May well admit of
doubt whether the abolition of historic posts
such as that of the Chief Baron, 5 not a misj
take. It does not need the example of Sir
Alexander Cockburn to prove hoy great, how
salutary, and elevating may be the inﬂ(;ence
of historica) traditions and associationg, The
future will assuredly gain litt]

POWER oF COUNSE[L 4AND Soricr.
TOR TO COMPROMISE SUITS.

uct causes on behalf

The
attorney hag been hel

d to have power in the

oing away with these judicial.

dona fide exercise of reasonal?le care %ng
skill to compromise the. pending lxtl'gat:;)le |
in any manner he ma): judge to be m; the

interest of his client. Such a compro.m.shas
binding, even if no express authon‘t{y as
been obtained from the client.  But if t| e
be no express authority, an‘d the arranger:seto
consented to is of so unfair a char:.xcter‘ Lo
suggest fraud, the-n the comprvorz‘xsemx;z o
binding on the client: Bradyv. Iur Ir, .

R. 2 C. 1. 314; Berry v. Mullen, h s
5 'Ea. 368. The general rule {nay per ai)

be ;tated succinctly thus: The atFomo)tv.
has power to make dona fide cox'nproml.ses \
the cI;ient’s case in the absence of any dissen

on the part of the latter: Chambers v. Mason,

>, B. N. S. 59.
’ (;f Bhowever, the client has. given eylt)pret:s:
L2 ctions not to compromise, t!we ette
"}St"“ ems to be that a compromise there-
fter seﬂ'ected will be valid as be'twet.:n the
aftef_ : litigant, if there is nothing in the
partlest sguggést suspicion or to put the op-
t:;nitz pgrty on enquiry as to the extent of th:
fttorney’s authority ; but thaE a;s btl)ett\:e:n
and client, the formeris liable
att(')me{ damages, and will not be exculpated
acmnh l}):r show that his conduct was reasox.n-
e deskilful and for the benefit of his
a?le ta;n Fray v. Voules, 1 ElL & EIlL 839.
c ’?I{;ﬁ.s implied authority extends.nqt. mg:rely ,
to enter into a compror?is;, bu;;;s:ﬁ:: t:;
i donment of the ¢
:Irilz:: i:l:;t; particular suit, per BACO}I:, C; J.'
in bankruptcy in Re "lVaod, 21 WN S 1 ;:5 ;
see also Rumsay v. King, 33 L. T. N. S. 728,
Jet processus.
" ';‘(;x: proctor who acts for a married woman
has the like ample power to compromise :n
her behalf, and that in litigation z}ﬁ'ectlg er
matrimonial  rights or oth'erw1se: _ a;m
v. Stanes, 1. R. 3 Prob. & Div. 42. S;: ;ﬂ;
may compromises be carried out on .be al ,:.
infants by the observance of“ certain pre;hev
quisites which are well indicated b'y .
Master of the Rolls in the case of W:Isa_n v.’
Birchall, 29 W. R.27:  Before sanction
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