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C0"CF1ýNIXG COSTC1 WHERE THE CROWN 18 INTzEgETzD-LAw Socixvv.
l>o, ho, 0j< <~t rt feeution Coneolidated statutes 'U.C.> This etatute""ider Whjch a decree for coets je eiiforced, ie ]imited to cases where the information,are iseubei ini the name of the reigning suit a<tion or other legal proceeding je byeovreign, and they caniiot be levelled or on behaif of the Crown, (secs. 6 & 7)agajnet their author. Officers of the and it doee flot extend to litigation inQu'en, to whom in the usual course of which the Crown is made a defendant."dlIifni8tration the affairs of the Crown In equity, then, the chief reeult effectedare entrued and who for that reason hy the etatute is that the interpositionappear as parties litigant have ordinarily of a relator is no longer really neceeaary

no prowprerty in their hande which to, enable the Court to give coete to a eue-they cau apply or are at liberty to apply ceesful defendant in Crown suite. Other-t0 Satisfy euch a decree,'and it would flot wise the practice jei left as it was: ses Gib-
beconsciofable to levy upon their pri- son v. C'lench, 1 Chan. Cham. R. 69. TheVate effect,9 when they have been acting proper form of order for the payment ofin *the dieharge of a ypublic duty: The coes under thiis etatute ie given i theLord Advocate v. Lord Douglas, 9 CI. & Attorney-General v. Banmer, 4 De. G.l'n 173. Uence, Courts of Equitv wilI & Jo. 305. The position of the Crownnot '5Ue an order which they cannot en- and the Court was pointedly and pithilyforce, and will flot award coete against the put by Van Koughnet, C., in the UnitedCrown or ite officers which they can Stateg v. Denniâon, 2 Chan. Cham. R.neither directiy nor indirectly exact by 263, where hie laid it down that the raie.their pr he that the Crown neither dlaim ior pays

Th" eingtheprricy of the Court, it costs ie that which the Court favoure a&.Works a corresponding. change in the mo'st consistent with the dignity of theright oIf the Crown to dlaimu doste in cases Crown and the practice of the Court.where a subject would be entitled to re- Hie perbaps unconsciouely recalled thecelive the,, by the cureus curie. The gzrave humour of Lord Lyndhuret's ian-Court generauly applis the principle of guage in Hullett v. Thze King of Spgain,.
fciProceity and as it je not able to e- l Dow 177, when hie said that the Rouesc oBt8 againet the Crown i» fiavour of Lords declined to dieparage the dignityof a private suitor, neither will it mulct a of the King of Spain by giving him.
Private 8uitor in coste when the Crown co8s.
Sticceede* Tis practice of the Court jeeovef-nl su*ué upi h famjl LAW SOCIEITY.

'a la,im that the Crown neither paye ILAnT Tzex-1877.
reeive$ doate: Rees v. Attorney-

Geft&erul, 16 Gr 467; Burney v. Mac- dALLe To THE BAR.dlonald, 15 Siin. 6 ; Attorney-ene>.al v. Sixteen etudents preeented themeelves.London, 8 Beav. 270, and i» appeal 1 for examination. 0f thee the following&L L. R.* 471 ; See also AttorneyGenelal were eiicceesful. The naines are given in
L'oi1 Mac. & Gord. 269, where the the order of menit:lUatter ie eiaborately and inetructiveîy dia- A. C. Kiliars, T. Hodgkin>. C. J.onaeedý O'NeiI, F. Robertson, H. E Ienderson,.

Th" mOtntcal statute affecting H. Cassels, F. [Love, .WladTt i1ght tO coste i» Crown cases je the Caswell.aPerial etatute 18, 19 Vict. cap. 90, The following were aiso callsd to the,
wrov; '*as so after introduced int thie Bar under the Rule of the Society forProie, and is now chapter 21 of the 1 cails of attorneys un1der Act of 18761:


