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reach. The code ia made for the purpose of
punishing those who commit murder, and not
those wbo are murdered.

The Attorney-General lias cited the came of the
£'ommonweeoUh v. George Bowen (13 Mass. 854).
Chief Justice Parker cbarged the jury that, if
one couins another te commit suicide, and the
other, hy reason of the arivice, kill himself, the
advlser is guilty of murder as principal. Admit
this as sonnd law, it does nlot follow that a pur-
son wbo comînits suicide is a murderer according
te the provisions eof the code or at common law.
A contrary opinion is expressed by Chiet' Baron
Alderson, in the case eof Regina v. Leddinglon (9
Carrington & Payne, 79), in bis charge te the
jury. 1Re says te tbemn that they have no right
te inquire inte this charge. It is a case eof sui-
cide, and the prisoner is charged with inciting it.
It is a case wu cannet try, and the prisener must
bu acquitted.

No punishmnent by a human tribunal can bo
inflicted on the suif-murderur. Can a punish-
ment, then, be inflicted on eue who attumpts te
commit the act ? The court bas buen unable te
find ln any punal statutu any provision against
an attumpt te commit self-merder, and for the
very reason that bue who commits the aut is his
owu exucutionur; and this ia the llrst iudictmuent
we have uvur huard etf, charging the attempt te
commit suicide as an attumpt to commit murder,
unless there is an analogy in the case of the
Commonwealth v. Bowen, above stated. It is
very evident that this indlictmunt canuot be sua-
tained by any provision of the criminal code of
thia kiugdom, and ire are net avare cf any code
againat which it is an offuncu. That it la a
wickud aîîd highly immoral act la tru; but the
visdos eof legisîstivu bodies has neyer duuned it
vise t0 maku a provision te apply te the act
cbîîrged againat the dufundant, and ire are ot
opinion that vu shouid bu slow te givu an on-
tirely new construction te the code cenaerning
murdur, and to impose a punisbment neyer con-
tumplated, and cf thu wiades et' which the
framers eof the law have net as yut uxpressud a
favorable opinion.

Our statutus, the Attorney General contends,
sbould be construed in refurencu te the statutes
of other countries and te thu commun law. Se
far as thesu statutus and the cummon law can
impart any knowledge of the turras usud, it is a
sou id suggestion; but it wonld net be contended
thtt it vas the duty of the court te. modify a
statiitî te make il simîlar in its provisions te
any other. Evury statuite must have the force of
its cleîsrly definud ters. We find, however, ne
statute cf any country, ner auy provision of the
common lair, wbich will sustain this indîctment.

The dumurrer is sustained, and the indictment
quashed. -Hawaiien Gazette.

the ruling of the Judge of the County Court

of the County of Ontario, in a certain cause

tried before him at the last sittings of the said

Court. This is done with ail due deference to

the learned Juâge, and with the hope that you

or some other member of the profession înay

attack or justify his conduct.

The action was brought on a promissory

note, and was origiually cemmenced in the

Court of Queen's Bench; but by an order of

the Hlon. Mr. Justice Morrison, it was brought

down to bie tried at the last sittings of the said

County Court, under 23 Vict., cap. 42, sec. 4.

The action was against a company, and two

other defendants, individually. The company
and one of the uther two defendants appuarcd

by the samne attorney, but the othur defendant
did net appear, against whom, consequently,
judgment was signed hy default. The ducla-

ration was in the usual form against thosu who

badl appeared, and contained a suggestion that

judgrnent by default had been signed and oh-

tained against him who had flot appeared to

the writ.
The only plea pleaded to this duclaration

was simply that ofpayment, upon which the

plaintiffsjoined issue in the usual way. When

the case came on for trial the defendants' at-

torney appeared in person and made the fol-

lowing objections: firstly, that the record was

insufficient, because a copy of the Judge's or-

der directing the case to bue tried at the County

Court, instead of the order itself, ought to

have been attached thereto; and, secondly,
that the declaration disclosed no cause of ac-

tion against one of the defendants, inasmuch

as the note, uplon which the suit was brought,
was signed by hini as Managing Director of

the said Company.

in answer to the first objection, it was

strongly urged by the plaintiffs' counsel, that

the statute above referred to, expressly pro-
vides that the order itself, and not a copy
thereof, shall be annexed to the record ; and

to the second, that the defendants' attorney

was es oppe m siu .mng sac, a. I -

inasmuch as the only plea was that ofpayment;
G EN ERAL GORRESPON DENCE. that if the record were neot sufficient, advan-

tage ought te have buen takun eof the defect
Digcus8ion of JTodicitel decisious-Poînts s'e- before that stage cf the proceedings ; that the

8es-ved by County .Jidge. plea of payment admitted the sufficiuncy of
To TISE EDTRurt OP' Tfla LÂw JOiURNA-L. the record, hoth in form and substance ; and

DEAR Siîa,-Permit us, through the columns that, as the objections were mruuruy for tute,
of your Journal, te place before the profession the learned judge ought net to defeat the very
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