
ucy itot tu consent to a refèrenco ; but hie did so notwith- 3. On notes of lîand given ivlully or partly iii consider-
.standinîg tic prohibition. Site wa~s hceld to bo bound by ation tlicrcof.
this ttcC; but the attorney wvas said by the court to bc liaîble 4. Actions of cjcctmnn, or actions in wlîich the right or
l'or niece; (ci. Lut,îe v. J'arkcr, 1, Salk. 863 titie Lu any curporcal or incorporcal licrcditaineîts ; or w1y

(kl&v. 1l'lliancq, 1 T. R1. 170 :Favrili v. Etistera toli, custuimi, or flraîîchiis, contes ini question ; or
<oiuulies Rtitibc<:y, 2 lExch. 344 ; Chamnbers v. ilaxon, 28 5 [nt %icl h U validity of amîy devise, bequcat or Iimii-
L. .J. 10, V. Il.) It is to bc rciurkcd, however, that in tation under any wii or settiemntt m:Îay ho dis1îuted; or

Frwv. l'Oulés it was doubtcd by soino incmbers of the 6. For îîîalicious probecution, libel, siander, criinial
court whcther the client is bound,'evoni as to third parties, conversation, seduction, or bre:îch of promise of tnatriageC.
wlîeîî the attorney lias acted ecarly u1tra u',rc, as in coin- 7. Actions against a Justice of the Pence fur anything
proiiig-, notwithstanding au, cxp.css prohibition front thc donc by huiiii the execution of hir office, if hie objects
client. Ir this bc so, theu, necording to commuon law duc-' thereto.
trie (Swbî ifeit v. Sioit!fe?#), if counsci compromise, nlot-
withsualiding the express veto of tic client or his attorney, CsST IXI U ORSHV UiDCI%
or both, tie principal client is bound by tho eounscl's net.
But il the compromise be by the nttorney, it is void, if'îmade Thc Judgc of cvcry Division Court iay hold plea of,
against the eîicnt's instructions. and mnay hear and deterinine iii a sumiîiary w3y, for or

It i4 clear frontî these cases that whulc tic courts of coin- CD 1.nAi persol b o s orp re othcie. r aae
mon law arc indisposed to admit any limiit of counsel's iAlproa cin hr h cto aae
authority, they are rcady to enquire strictîy into the extetît claiîîicd do not cxceed tcn pnundis; and
of thc attorney's authority tu bind his client. It is assuiiied 2Ail claims and dcmands of dcbt aceount or brcach of'
tlîat the client is bousid, as to ihird persuns, in ail cases by contract, or covenniît or inoney deîîîand, whether payable
bis attorncy's net, unless elcarly beyoad thc seupc of his in moncy or otherwise, wlîere the aimînunt or balance dlaim-.
:îuthority. But what muakes an net bcyund the scolpe of nu cd doeq not excccd tweniy-five pounds; and cxcept in cases
&ttorncy's nuthority ? Noyu letscxrs eo o in which a jury is le*gally deinanded by a party as hierein-
until tic attorncy bc changed by order of Uic court, there aftcr providcd, lie shall ho sole judge in aIl actions broughit
arc numuerous well-ow caeinwiha letcno n such Division Courts, and shall dcterniac aIl questions
istultify bis attorney's discretion. Blot an express veto by a' of law and faet in relation thereto, and ho mnay ruake such
client is a dangerous thing for an attorney to disrcgard; orders, judgnients or decrees tlîcrcupon as appear to him
and if that veto bc dirccted aninst a contcmpLated coinm- just and agrecable to equity aad gond conscience, and cvery
promise, Frtýy v. V'udcs shows that even the sanction of such order, judgmient and deerce shall ho final and conclu-
couasel will not save the attorney fronti a liability nt least' sive betwcen thc parties.
for nominal danmages ta the client, und perhaps even for
substantial damages .(Riley v. Steward, 23 L. J. 148, C. SPECIAL PROVISION AS TO JURISDICTION.
P.) Ilow far counsel would be liable in snoh a case is a Upnaycnrc oh ayeto uacrani
very different question, whieh may perhaps be settled if the Upboon any o.rac f gsor haycatof a isua certin nyaction of Swunfeit v. Lord Chelmsford shuuld ever be tried. zaoo'nnykn fgod rcmoiis ri nother nmnnr-r than in money, the Judge, after the day bas

passed on which the goods or conînsodities ought to have
D IV IS I ON C OU R T . heen delivcred, or the labor or other thing perlbrmied, niay

give judgmeat for the amount in money ns if the coatract
OFFICERS AND SUITORS. had been so originally cxprcssed.

TUE umuDrotoNCF UE IVIIoNCOUTS. No privilege shahl ho nllowcd ta any person ta exempt
hins front sueing- and being sued in a Division Court, and

The subjeet ofjurisdiction ia the Division Courts is in any executor or admninistrator înay sue or ho sued thercin,
no small degrce complicatcd froas the numnber of cnactmcnts and the judgment and execution shail ho such ns iii like
and the want of logical arrangement in ail. Although the cases would ho given or issued in the Superior Courts.
consolidation is nut yet proelaimed, the work as it passed A ruinor nmay sue in a Division Court for any suiîî not
both Houses ay ho rchied on for a correct exposition of excccding twenty-fivc pounds, due to himi for wages, in the
the law ns it is. We shaîl theref'ore ho doiag gIood service same manner as if hoe wcre o? fuil age.
to suitors and offleers ia these Courts by exhibitiog to themn A cause of action shall not ho divided into two or more
the subjeet in the clear and intelligible shape in which it suits for thc purpose of bringing thc samne within the juris
is presented by the Report as adoptcd by the Legislature. diction of a Division Court and no greater suas than £25

shahl ho rccovered in any action for the balance of an unset-
CASE INWUIH TE CURTSHAV NOJURSDIT itled arcount, nor shail nny action for an y such balance ho

CASE INWHIH TU CORTSHAVENO URIDICION, sustained where the unsettled account la the wholc excceds
OR HlAVE ONLY A QUALIPIED JURISDICTION. Ififty pounds.

The Division Courts shahl not have jurisdiction in ny of A judgnment of the Court upon a suit brought for the
thc following cases:- balance of an account shall bo a full discmarge of ail de-

L. Actions for nny ganmling dcbt; or nmands la respect of the accouai of whieh -uchi suit was for
2. For spirituous or malt liquors drunk, in a tavera or the balance, and the entry of ,judgmcnt shal ho amatie

aie house ; or accordingly. Z
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