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trate, judge, or practitioner, %vill derive much benefit from a careful study
of the prenises set out, for on thcmn lie can form a sensible conclusion, even
shouid that conclusion be at variance with that of the learned commentator.

Mz7 e regret to see that juidge Sinclair (a-ils foui of another iearned commentator
-the late R. A. Harrison, C .J.Q.13., and aileges that that iearned commentator
bas overlooked iin his conhnentaries certain legal decisions. He fias flot spoken
unkindly of the late Chief justice, nor do we now speak unkindly of Judge
Sinclair wvhen wve say that in dealing with the competency witnesses under

this and ainending acts he has iost siglit aitogether of the Canada Ternperance
Act, .. C c. 1o6, S. 114 ; the arnending Act Of 57 Vict., c. 34, s. 13, vihich

N hae trade tledfnat Dlqo cases, and their wvives, coînpetent but neot

compuliable witnesses.
k'iav. Joddy and othcr cases in our own courts, and latter y a recent

deciskm) of J udge Rose, Regina v. Hart, have decided that liquor cases are quasi
crinilcal, and that the Ontario Evidence Act does not apply. The Ontario
Legîsiature having no power to deai Nith evidence in crirninal cases, it was
niecessRry, that Dominion legisiation should be invoked to give to the dcfendant
and bis wife the privilege of givring evidence. The first-nanied act made theni
conipc/dn/ and conm/cUa b/e w'itniesses, wvhile the latter act struck out the words
(11( cinîpellablc, and vet reserved their conipetencv' shnuld they choose to givc

W' brise who are prepared to draw conclusions for thernseives without be-
coiig case lawyers will find the work of great use, as it rneets to a certain
(u.teilt anl obilci, diction of the late Sir WVilham Bueil Richards-it wouid take a
lawver alh iis tinhe to watch the vagaries of thc Ont ario Legisiature so that lie
coffld give an intelligent opinion, and such care shouid not be expected frorn a
jucige uniess the special provisions of ihe statuites are cleariy piaced before hini.

Correspondence.

.4I'OIXTM'IIENT 0F COUNTY JUDGES.

7ao ii' Edjir of Tlir CANADA LAWJTOURNAL:

'Si ,-" Lex enquilires i n vou r last issue if it would "not be better to appoint
County Court judges otutside of the local bar ''-who cati doubt that it wouid?

It bas alwavs seeic'i to the writer that appointmnents froin the local bar
M~r Mnost objectionablo, and that only the necessities of politics, wvhich can

us ifv alns ao -thng, bave uplield thein. Everv one wvill admit that those
apj>ointed otadrnirîister justice 'shouid bring to the position minds as far as
possible unbiased by fear, filvor. or affection-bx' iriterest, enmity, or prejudice.
Hcnw cati the local practitioner wvhen appointed do this ? In nine cases out of

V ten lie is a politician wlio thus receives his rewird. We all know the rancor of
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