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performatnce, any more than Westinster na adminicular te
lincoln'a-inn b y daniages? Tite nutions of Chancery holiness
and Chancery d iscretionary relief in nid of law tire a growth
front the eecleeinstical. rout of Biahop Chancellors, but are
altogether inconsistent with a due civil administration of
justice. The morale of the china jar contract rni,ýht properly
maise a question of judicial relief or ne ,5udicial relief, but they
ouirlit flot juridically ta influence the kind of relief. Mlucis
Wee should they affurd greund for a discretionary juriediction
as between one kind of relief and anotiier. A lending princi-
pie in thse admisitration of justice is, that a court sbail coin-
pletely dispose of a matter witliia its cognisance. Justice le
one and indivisible. If specific performance bie justice, let
there be specific performasnce: if damages, let there be dam-
âges ; if dismiesa, thon di8missal.

The continuance of thse practice of ieaving a peccant plaintiff
te his remedy at law in damages ip thse more vrenderfu 1 when,
by sect. 2 of the Cbaneery Amendient Act ef 1858, in the
case of a suit for specifie performance, the court May, if it
tbinks fit, award damageg 1e the partî iiijured; and by thse
saine .Act thse court is fssrnisised with tise necessary powers for
causing the damages te ho asseseil. There thse Legisiature
fias halted. Thse rason of thse comparative failure of this Act,
as f lr as it ge, is that, instend of grasping principles. it fin-
gera details. The remedy reqnircd ie a sweeping enactmnent
that the Court of Chancery shalh be bound to administer cons-
plete and final justice in every case within its cognieance, and
ha supplied with ail the machinery nece8pary ins that behalf.
Thse plaintiff thon, in goi»g to Lineeln'a-inn, will bave made
bis eleetien. The cause will receie au adjudication on prin.
ciples of jurisprudence, and flot be denied one under thse tra-
ditions of ecclesiastical diecretion. Sucis is a truc solution o?
thse fusion o? law and equity problem.-Laso Times.

DIVISION COU RTS.

CORISES PON DEN CE.

O»DsICU, ilts Angust, 1859.
:To Me~ Editorr qi the Laejiwral.

GasTLEMssN,-Tisere are two questions te whicb 1 bumbly
desire an answer, in your next issue of the Journal.

Ist. Ilas thse Judge ef thse Division Court thse power te
prohibit agents freon acting at said Court?

2nd. Wben an agent nets for severai plaintifsa in said Court,
lias thse Cierk the pawer or any right ta withiseid thse nioney
collected fur tony one of these plaintiffs, ta satisfy tise Costa of
ail thse suite piaced ia said tCierk's hande for collection b'y une
agent, and ia thse agent in tony tvay respoasible for thse Costa?

bly reasons for asking Lisese questionsa are as tollowa:-
Lit. Thse Judge heme, at a late sitting of the Division Court,

deciared thut he would no longer allow agents tu appear in
said Court, fer tony client; and that tihe suitor muet bencefortis
appear ia person, or by a duiy admitted attorney; ail this
wus thse efeéet o? 8eme insult given te the Judge wisile presid-
il, by n agent whiie pleading a cause at said Court; but

hypnisis the innocent fer thse nct of a single aggreasor?
nd,. The Cierk bere bas been in thse habit o? taking dlaims

for collection, anxd pa7ing bis own ceaI» out of thse first manies
collected, 1 bave put ia several different parties, in twu cases
there i8 mure collected tisan tebat wiIl pay ail cuets ; in one
case tisere ia net enouglt collected te pay ai Costa incurred on
the sunie.

Tisa Clerk thitiks be is entitled te keep enougis for ail cost8,
and pay over tie balance enly. Now Ithink thathis abound
te pay to eacis plaintiff wbatever balance there le, if any, after
paying hisaself thse costa incurred by tisat plaint iff.

I fcel a, difllctsity in la7ing the mit for plainly before you;
hopînig yuu snay bo able to ucoînprehond what 1 svish, und that
you %vill ansvetr tise saute in your next issue,

1 an), Gentlemen, yuurs oedientiy,
A SuusciuBErE.

[1. We know o? no law prohibiting parties freont appearing
by agents iu thse Division Courts. Blut nnprofessional men
are disssbled frein acting as advocates. Tise Judgo onay in his
discretion, refuse Iu Isear thsose wisu make it a business of' con-
ducting or derending suita for oiler men.

2. 11 thse Cierk knows nu one in thse transaction but thea
neent, and bas eponied an account lis te debt andI Costa vritis
bisa, it being understood that tise Ckerk was te have a general
lien for hie coste on tise suits entered, -.ç tisink ho n dedact
tisera eut of the first munies coming tu bis bande. But sucs
a practice, we would add, Beesas te na ebjecinubie.-Ens.
L. J-1

IIAtwtsv2llLE, 3l8t Augnet, 1859.
T&' the £diors of the Lawo JotrnaaL

GE,çrLaMsýz,-Agrepasle te your requestin the Jane aumber
o? the Lzst, Journal, I annez a statemeet, as under, of ait cases
ia wbich Judgment Summonaes bave issued in tise Division
Court bere, for the period frein Tht January, 1858, te 30th
June, 1859,-18 menthe.

court Siting 1514s .lansary, Iffl.-No. of Suffi, 123.
Kroeling v. Rush, dlaimt $21 42. Defendant diemissed, un promis-

ing that Plaintiff be paid by lat February.
Ruxii v. Klippert, claimi $9 80. Detendant examined aond disnxissed.
Gilles v. Speti, dlaim $88 20. Ordered, that Defendant pay $2

per mentis xsntil debt paid. Only 8 instalments paid; no
furtiser proceedings taken.

Gilles v. Bisisup, claim $22 60, Fsmissed.
Ituff v. Sanr, caimt $15 80. Ordt-red te puy SI per' ments, De-

fendant etated bis ability te pay-ne paymcnt made, and nlo
furtiser proceeds lsad.

Court Siting 161A Februarji.-No. of Suifs, 271.
Gilles v. ieisupel, dlaim $29 50. Ordered te puy St petr mentis,

Defendnt stated bis ssbiiity te psy-no paynsent made, andI
nu furtiser proceedings talien.

McNab v. Heinipel, dlaim $15 $0. 07rdered te pay $1 pet' ments,
subsequenfly settled between parties.

Musser v. Colosky, claita $41 50. No service-Defendant ah-
sconded.

Court SiUting 18thM farch.-ÀNe, of 5uits, 181.
Beisang & IFiahnuwsky s'. Saur, dlaim $12 60. Dismissed.

Plaintiff Dot preseat.
C'ourt Sitting 201h fay.-No. of SuUts, 162.

Niemeir v. Tsciîrbart, dlaimu $12 84. Ordered te psy 75 cents
per ments. Ouly titres payaient» matde, and ne furtiter
preceedings takea.

McNINab v. Otterisein, clin $8 04. Ordereta e imprisuneil 10
days, for net appearing. Warrant lssuel, and retua atayefi
by Pliaintiff. Parties seted.

Voisin v. Flache, claim $2 64. Summoas withdrawn.
McNsib v. Dnerîsseker, dlaimt $12 42. Ordered te puy $4 per'

mentis. Defcndant stated bis ability te pay-payments al
madie, agreeably te urder.

Iiswke v. Weisb, dlaim $14 76. fly consent. Defendant ordercd
te pay Plainiiff's claim la 20 days. Order complieti with.

Kratt v. Lougbead, claîm $23 75. Ordertd te bu imprisoned 20
day», for refusing te ho aworn. Prisstldsseeei

M.NcNab r. D«hiert, daim $12 87. Witisârawn.
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