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tion as sirnilar to our own statutes, and refer, in arder to bring con-
victioni to the minds of aur readers, to the able and urianirraus
judgments of the courts in the cases named, and ta the subse-

04 quent one of Richards v. CulleIlle, 7 Q.B.D. 623, under which the
righit ta commit under the provision in the English Act was held
to, exist. It was also held ta extend ta ail interlocutary as well
as final arders af injunctian. Jessel, M.R., said: "The section ap-
plies in every case where, if the action is in the High Court, a party
could be committed for disobedience "; and Brett, L.3., he]d:
"The Caunty Court, then, has the saine power as the High Court

at evt:.y stage."
Coming down ta aur c'wn courts and statutes, vihat can be

fuller in expression or mare comuprehensive than " every Cou nty
Court (or - every Division Court') shall as regards ail causes
of action within its iurisdict ion, for the tiîne b.2ing, have power ta

J, grant, and shall grant, in any proceeding before such court, such
relief, redress, or remedy, or conibination of remedies, either abso-
lute or conditional, ir.cluding the power ta relieve against penalties,91Cforfeiture, and agreemnents for liquidated darnages, and shall ini
every such proceedings give suchi and the like effecet ta every
g.oeund of defence or counterclaim, equitable or legal (subject ta
the provision next hereinafter contained), in as full and ample a
manner as might and ought to be done in the like case by the
High Court "?

What power or jurisdiction has any court mare than this ?
If there be no doubt'as ta the existence of this special remnedy,:1~'the question of expediency cames ini. Some mnay, no doubt, hold

that the conferring of such a power and the exerciae of it is de-
esirable, \vhilst athers would lîold that it was not ià.ý1ended, and

that it is not desirable; that fl was the mnei coffing of aet Eitgli'sh
enactinent, and einbodying it into our Judicatre A4 ct, without due con»-
sideration of its effctis! (Some men can find -à excuse for every-
thing!) \Vith this last view or contention (if it be contended), we
have nothing whatever ta do. The question with us is, Daes it

t I XIeÇ do flot doubt that there are judges and professional men
wha wauld hesitate as ta the advisability, as well as the pwr
of either aur County or Division Courts dealing with remedies of
so special a character, and which have been considered hitherto

as belonging ta the }High Court only. The cases cited leave


