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AS ENGLZSH JUDG.E ON SHYLOCK.

Ini these days, when s0 many people are
Inlliled, to take liberties with property, it
Frns~ likely that the IlLeague"I which, has

b61formned to proteet both liberty and pro-
1>'tY Wiil find enough te, do. There are, of
e0ie traduoers of thie excellent body, for

*tgreat organization was ever etarted
'Vhi0h lias flot been made the shaft of mis-

iac or even maîicious criticisms ? One of
th lighits of the "lLiberty and Property De-
fel108 League"I is Lord Bramwell. and we are

8nefrsed to find that his viewe on these sub-
jets have incurred the gentie ridicule of Sir

WilaiHarcourt. The Home Secretary
1%eyVentured to assert that Lord. Bramwell

411tertained s0 vast a reverence for ail kinds

OfPt0p6rty that if lie had been called upon to,
41eide the legai dispute in "lThe Merchant of
Vl 8IUce hie would infallably have declared

t4t-111tni'sPound of flesli muet be given
tOh8creditor. Lord Bramweii, with the

eekn8e which usually characterises hlm,
h%'8 niet Sir William Harcourt'e littie joke by

au8,1wer deiivered from the judiciai bencli.
lthe course of an Appeal Court case the

leMO judge took occasion to, respond to the
~Yf illustration of the Home Secretary.
Par fromn expressing the slighteet shame or

Danteflle for the views whici lie hoids as to,
the8c4-rOde of property of ail descriptions,
lo Bramwelî actually seems to, glory in

theitn- The session of the Court of Appeal
W88 Probab>y the earliest opportunity that

D*re8ented to him of answering Sir
'nHarcourt'sbanter; but at ail events,

4 8ied on the opportunity and turned it to
tebest account It is interesting to hear
*ht» judge--especially a judge of Appeal

&40 ftaw iord-thinks of the legal bearings
of aSlakespearian drama. Apparently the

&,f von, if ie ever had any legal train-

's'uogh, te avoid falling into error in wliat

dntybe Csed the cause cé2èbre of Shylock v.
Iro%0 Pertia's statement of the case
ld, Lord Bramweîî tells us, have induoed
h4te giv6 the Pound of flesli te the usurer,

eXcPt fer One littie flaw in lier argumen*
coulilhiad. not been e"appropriatd," and

tll'o t therefore, be regarded ms property
**'hicSylock had a good legal riglit until

it had been cnt from Antonids quivering
body. Supposing Lord Bramwell te, have
been sitting in banco with the Doge of Venice,
on the occasion of the famouis trial, and the
Pound of fleeli had been lying on a table,
ready cut; in that case the decision of the
English judge would have been in favor of
the plaintiff's dlaim to, the possession of the
horrible pie.ce of Ilproperty." But then, as
Lord Bramweii truiy remarks, in order te, get
the fleeli, aseauit, and even murder, wouid
have had to be committed, and therefore the
contract was nul1 and void from. the begin-
ning. No doubt it was stupid of Shyiock not
to have taken counsel'e opinion on this point
before lie lent the money te, tlie mercliant ;
but malice made him forget lis prudence and
clevernes for a time. Portia accordingiy,
when she. argued that Antonio muet part
with sixteen. ounces of lis "lpersonal. pro-

perty, Y was distinctly in error, and the Vene-
tian Court unliappily was acting ultra vire8,
as Courte sometimes do. It liad ne riglit te,
tell the Jew te take tlie flesli, but te, be care-
fui "ite spill no drop of blood I with it. The
moment Shlock had advanced tewards his
victim, knife in liand, lie would have been
technicaily guiity of an assauit with intent,
and wouid have been obliged te appear at
tlie police court of the period next morning
te, hear what the sitting magistrate thouglit
of the offence-London Te2egraph.

COURT 0F QIJEEN'S BENOH.
[In Chambers.]
MoNTEEBAL, April 29,1885.

Coram Caoss, J.

WYLIE et vir, Appeilant, and Tnz CITy op
MOiN'rEA4L Respondent.

Appeai to Sup-rem Court-Future RtgLts.

The appellant wus condemned by the
Superier Court (7 L N. 26) te, pay tlie
respondent $408, for taxes due te, the City,
fer tlie years 1878,1879, and 1880, dhi preperty
beionging te Appellant, and by lier used as
a girls, private schoel. This judgment was,
by a majority of tlie Court, coniimed in
Appeal.

Kerr, Q.C., petitioned fer leave te appeal te

1 the Supreme Court, basing his riglit s0 te de
1 upon the greund that the judgment cern-
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