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then by publjck hoetility. And this is
the cause that we have mentioned the
said ancient law fer their punishment,
they be lawfuîîy banished frem princes'
courts, and Subjects' houses.

Ut videat caeco sit simia prEeda leoni:
Re- cecus cernit, cum sycophanta perit."

He justifies the cruel punishment for
High Treason, the drawing, hanging,
beheading, embowelling, &c., by refer-
ence te Iiely Writ as follows : "Irnplied
in this judgment is, firet, the forfeiture
ef ail manors, lande, tenemente, and
hereditaments in fee-simple, or fee-tail of
whomsoever they be holden. Secondly,
hie wife te lose lier dower. Thirdly, hie
ehail lese bis chlildren (for they hecome
base and ignoble.) Fourthly, hie shaîl
lose bis; pesterity, for his blood je etained
and corrupted, and they cannet inherit
to him or any other auncestor. Fifthly,
alI hie geode and chattels, &c. And
reason le, that hie body, lands, goode,
Peeterity, &c., shail le tomn, pulled
asuinder, and destroyed, that intended te
tear, and destrey the majesty of gevera-
ment. And ail these severail punish-
mente are found for treasen lu Holy
Scripture.

1 Reg. ii. 28, &c. Joab tractua, &C.
Esther, ii. 22),23. Bithan suspersý8, &C.
Acte, i. 18. Judas suspensîu crepuit

medius, et diffuscs sunt viscera ejus.
2 Sara. xviii. 14> 15. Infixit tre8

lanceas in corde 4bsoi.on cum adl&ue pal-
Jntoeet, &C.

2Sa.xx. 22. Abgct'8UM cap Ut
Shebafdiii I3ichri.

2 Sain. iv. j 1, 12. Interfeceruni
Baanan et Jtech<ab, et supenderunt manus
et pedes eOrum super viscinam in Hebron.

Corruption ef bleod, and that the
children of a traitor ehould net inherite,
appeareth aise by Hely Scripture.

Peal. cix. 9, 10, il, 12, 13. Mutanteà
transftrentlir fuli ejus, et mendicent, eý

ejiciantur de habitatirnibus sui~s, et diripient
alieni labores ejus, et dispereat de terra

memora ejus."
Thus much to prove Coke's fondnese

for indulging in Scripture words and
citing scriptural authoritieS, and indulg-
ing in pious reflections.

(To be continued.)

SELEOTIONS.

ARCIIITEOTS FEES.

In the case of Footne' v. Joseph, nearly
twenty years ago, the Court of Queen's
Bench. held that an architect suing for a
commission, though. ne express agree-
ment he proved, may establish the value
of his services and recover as for a quan-
tum meruit. The Court may adopt a
commission as a convenient mode of re-
mruneration, but not because an ardiitect
is by law en-titled to a commission on the
outlay. The case was very clearly put
by the late Mr. Justice Aylwin i "IL
would be dangrerous," he said, "4te, sup-
pose that architects could establish their
own tariff of prices within their ov"
guild, and thus tax their own bis. That
could flot be sustained, and if the Court
now adopted the standard of 2J per cent,
it was net because there wvas ne proper
evi(lence te show what was the value of
the plaiiitiff's services, It was, there-
fore,-necessary te take the evidence given,
which seemed to establish 21 per cent.

1as a fair remuneratien. But he did net
subseribe te the doctrine, that becauSe
a building costs £20,000, the architect
wae te have a certain percentage un that
surn, On acceunt, perhaps, of the intro-
duction of a number of foreiga novelties
and luxuries, which. in ne way increased
hie respensibility or labour. Éi busi-
ness wae te see that the house was pro-
perly constructed, and the mere expen-
diture coiiîd formn ne basis of the value
ef his services. Hie agreed with the
judgment because it did not adept that
basie." (5 L. C. J. 226.) Tfhe case of
-&0y v. Huot et al, before Mr. Justice
Torrance, noted iii thie issue, je very
much like that of Footner v. Joweph, and
,wae decided in accordance with the pria-
ciple there laid down.-Legal New8.


