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of by a single Judge. lie exorcises a subord inate
and generally a delegaîed power. But of laie his
jurisdiction is mucli increased under powers ex-
prcssly or impUc.dly given by Statute. No wvords
are of more frequent occurrence in our C.L.P. Act,
1856, tirant tire words "lCourt or Judge.'l Tite
jurisdiction acquired by a Jud-c under an Act of
Parliament trust be governed by the provisions of
the particular Act. In some case, the powers con-
ferred are concurrent with those of the Court and
exercigable subjeet f0 tire controi of the Court.
lVhilst in aothers the jurisdietion of the Judge is
complete and supreine in ilself-admitting of no
appeai. The nature and extent of tire jurisiction
must be gathered from the langunge of tire Statute.
The Court, it seemns, may delegate ils powver ta a
single Judge %vithout any express enactnient for
that purpose. And %vhiere a Statute confers autho-
rity, unless a distinction is made in tire Statute
betwcen the powers of the Judge and those of tire
Court, the Judge has the samne power as tire Court;
(Smeeton v. Callier, 1 Ex.,'457.> Wherc a motion
is ta be made in open Court in lcrnt lime il may be
urged that the Legisiature contemplatcd that such
authorities should be confined to the Court, (Jones
v. Fit :addam, 1 Cr. & M. 855); or where the power
as in Prov. Stat. 7 Vie., cap. 30, sec. 6, for relief of
Sheriffs on adverse dlaims, is dircctcd Io be exer.
cised by rule of Court; (Sluzw v. Roberts, 2 Dow].
P. C., 25.)

No better example can be addueedl of the dis-.
tinction to, be observed between the powers of
the Court and a Judge than that of the Inter-
pleader Act, 1 Vie., cap. 30, already mentioned.
The first section enacts that il thall be Iawful for
Il he Court or any Judge thercof"I to makze ruios
and orders; but the sixth section before amend-
ment enacted that "the Court" should have the
power to, cal the parties befure thern by Ilrule of
Court." The inférence that the le-islature con-
templated a distinction betwveen the powvers ta be
exercised by the Court and the Judge wvas irresis-
tible. To remnove the effect cf such a construction,
and te confer upon a single Judge povcr ta, deai
with applications under sec. 6, an express enact-
ment xvas passed, (9th Vie., chap. 56, section 4.)
lVhcrever the legisiature give powers in general
terme, and without any exprc.9s limitation, it is the

,ame a.q if those powvers were given by common
law. Tire legislature is awarc of the powers the
Courts are accustomed la exercise. Wlîea frcsh
powcrs urc given by the legisiature they are to, be
exercised in the usual ana ordinary way. 1'iîen
:secial limitations are îniended to bc iiposcd the
legisiature express ilienitcives Io that effeet, (per
Alderson B3., ini SnieIton v. Caillitr, ubi sup.) There-
fore i lias becu lield under Shah. 7 Geo. 11, cap. 20,
empow'ering lire IlCourt,"' upon paymnent cf pria-.
cipal monL.y, iutercst and cass, due on any mort-
grage, &c., sued upon1, to discharge the defendant
from the action thut a Judge in Chambers bas
power la ezîterlain tire application, (Smnecton v.
Ca/lier, uI'i szil.) Whcre a iudge exercises duties
wvhiclî belong to the Court, it is Io be taken that
he is to exereise them in tire same manner as the
Court itself, unless there is something in the con,~
text of tire Statute svhich leadi ho, a difierent con-
clusion, (1b. Parke 13.) A Judge in Chambers bas
flic samne jurisdicîion in respect cf the costs cf a
summons as tire Court ivhom lie reprcscnts bas
over the cosis cf a rule ; (Doc dent. Prescott v. Roe,
9 Bing, 104 ; In re .Biddge and Wrigl*it, 24 A. & E ,
48; Sliwriff v. Gresbyi, 1 A. &. W., 588; Davy v.
Broiwn, 1 Bing., N. C., 460.; Wilson v. Wortharp,
4 DowI. P. C. 441.) And if a party miahe applica.
lion to the Court in a vexatious and oppresive mnan-
ner, for an object that rniglit lie obtained ah far leste
costs from a single Judge, lire Court rnay refuse
the application with costs; (Tne .Duke of Bruns-
ivcic v. Siornan, 5 C. B. 218.) Though a Statuto
direct somethirag ho be donc before a Judge of a
p-,ir1ieular Court, such as Court in wvhich action is
institutcd, it does not followv that a Judge in Cham-
bers, though of a different Court, has no power to
act. On the contrai-y, it is eriacted, 61,that the Chief
Justice and Judges cf the Queen's Bencb and Com-
mon Pleas shall sit in rotation, or otherwise as
they shall agree among themscives, and that every
Judge cf eiher Court, tourhatever Court he may
belong, shall be authorized ta transart such busi-
ness at Chambers or elsewhere depending in eitlîer
of such Courts, as may bel aecording to the course
and practice of the said Courts, îraxiacted by a
single Judgell; (12 Vic., cap. 63, sec. 9.) This
Statute, if it men anything at ail, must mean that
a Judge in Charmbers is in eifect a Iudge af each
of the Courts, no malter lu wbich Court lic may in
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