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latitude. It was not pretended by the
United States that anIother river in sub-
stitution for the Mississippi w'as te be
fouiid due West froin the ioith-westeily
angle of the Lake of the Woods.

The iode of settlinig tho United States
question is a strong arguient in favor of
tlo late award. Ilowever the Eastern
critics are inclined te thiinic that Oitario
has got too nucli, and wili not complain
that the arbitrators, having founid a point
cleaily defimed, did not go West of it ta
look for a substitute for the Mississippi.
Tihey are nore likely to coiplain that the
Doninion pretension of the due North
ine from uthe Ohio oas not adopted.

On that point w'e nay observe that the
bouindaries establisied in 1791 are per-
fectly consistent with the interpretation
given by the arbitrators to the Act of
1774, as ta the boundary of the old Tro-
vince of Quebec, but woruld net have been
consistent witl the othier ii ter'pretation.
Wliat w'as accoipislied in 1791 w'as the
division of the old Province of Queber,
but on the due north interpretation tliat

'Province w'ould not have extended te Oie
lake of the Woods. We are glad te find

that thje editoi' of the Gazete iitends
vlien lie hastinie to go over thie wiole
range of evidence, and te pi'oiouncejudg'
ient on tle awatl.d We only n'ish tlat

Clo critics would state explicitly what they
con-sider the true bouindaries, and give
thcir reasons. If thiey can put their cases
botter tlian the hearnîed counsel on both
sides, .or raise any iew' points, w'e shall
be surprised.

h'lie foregoing article was in type before
ive saw the second letter i "Boritani-
cus." Oi course we accept lis explaiation
regarding the error as to the leadingcoun-
sel for the Doiinion. He has not giappled
with the only question before the arbitra-
tors, viz., the boundary. The extent or
value of the territory has nothing wlat-
ever ta do with the only question before
the arbitrators, viz., the boundary accord-
ing ta law' and justice. le has supplied
data on which ta estimate the extent of
territory, but lie has not clearly stated

liat lie considers the western boundary
with the authority on whîich lie defines it.

ASSIGNEES' SECURITIES.

In discussing recently the nature of
ollicial assignees' securities, we adopted
the opinion that the secuirity required of
oflicial assignees by section 28 of the Il-
solvent Act does not provide against
default after the oflicial claracter of tle
assigneeship bas ceased. 'We also
ventured ta say that Mr. Samuel Robin-
son Clarke, in his annotated edition of
the Act, appears ta have nisapprehended

the bearing of sections 28 and 29 in this
particular. A letter from fr. Clarke on
the subject will be found in. another
columnIu, and in it he says, that ve seon
to have misunderstood the nieaning of
the passage wlich we quoto fron bis
book. That tiere was no m-iisundeirst:and-
ing about the iatter is clearly shown by
Mr. Clarke's owni lettor, for in it lie reite-
rates the interpretation to wlich ive took
exception. " I think," lie says, "l the
security given by the oflicial assignee wiill
enure for the beneit of the creditor after
ho becones their assignee, and for bis
acts as such assignee." There is, there-
fore, no nisunderstandiiig, but a square
issue between us ; and the result of Mr.
Clarke's renew'ed consideration of the
point is, that lie repeats lis forier
opinion, but in more precise ternis.

Mr. Clarke asks, I Why should the 29thî
section enact that the creditors' assignee
should give the saine kind or security as
the ollicial assignee? '' The ansiver is,
that it does not. It simply enacts tlat
the security roquired by the creditors
froni their assignee shall be, " in manner,
frim and cflect," the sanie as thîat pre-
scribed for ofilcial assignees' securities in
the preceding section. Ani oflicial as-
signee is called upon to give (1) a genera]
security te Ifer Majesty or $2,000 (or $li,-
000 as the case miay be) ; and (2) tiey are
also required, in the case of particular
estates, to give additional security on an,
or'der' of lhe CoulrI lo halt c/'cct. Ain assi-
gnec appointed by the creditors, on the
other land, gives no suichi general security
to Uer Majesty, er is he subject to Cie
order of the Court in tle iatter or secu-
rity. In fact, lie is not required to give
security to the extent oi five cents, unîîless
the creditors of the particular estate
specially require it, in w'hich case they
(the creditors, and inot theojudge or Court,)
fix the aniounit. But having so settled
the security required, the 29th section
eniacts that sicli secirity shall be given
Ilii inanner, forim and efl'ect " thie saine
as that prescribed toI official assignees.
''Iis is the oily reasonable construction
which eau be put ion iht clause of the
29th section ; yet, assuming tiat it nust
bear the construction wlich his question
implies, Mr. Clarklce imîakes it go to support
the proposition that " the sectrity origin-
ally given by au officiai assignce nder
section 28 continues after le becomîes the
assignee of' the creditors."

Noi is lis position ii regard to the main
issue strengthened by referriig te what
happens in deaulat of the creditors ap-
pointing an assigiee. lle says, " wlien
the oflicial assignee beconies assignee cn
default of.an appointmeint of assignece by

the creditors, there is no provision in, the
Act under which lie can b requircd te
give security, and, a f'ortiori, in- this case
I thiînk the security continues." Ve are
ready to admit;that the Courts might liold,
in this case, that tho original security con-
tinues, and in oi- previous article on the
subject w'a expressly guarded ourselves
on the particulair point. i3ut is Mr.
Claike prepared to say that ihen an
ofliciai assigneoe becomîes assigneo througli
the failure of the creditors to appoint,
eitler :hii or another, that hie does not
retain his otlicial claracter ? That is the
position lie mîust take before lie can use
it te str'eiigthieii lis general 'position, th1at,
tlo security required of ollicial assignees
continues after Cihe ollicial character of ie
assigneeshiip ceases. Thore is nothiiing in
Mr. Clarke's letter whichi in any degroe
shakes lis in the opinion (1) tiat Iwhere
the creditors exercise ,io riglitof appoilt-
ing au assignee oitbou'wn ulinder section
29 of the Art, Cie oflicial quality ofl te
assigneeship teriminates, and (2) Chat tlhe
secuirity required by ilu Majost.y froin
n//'/cal assigneeos is not available except
in casos of' defaulit whiih occur duri i'ig tlie
coitiîîtianic of tle ofliciaul nssigneeslip.

il his cciiiommits on tie clause of' tie
29th section viciih latos te security'
Mr. Clarke seemns te us to lie makiig Iaw
listead of interpreting it. 'lie cause it-
self i'eads: " 'ie creditors at tieir' first
imeeting, or at anîy subsequniit Imeetin-g
called loi' that puiposce, mîay appoint an
assignce, whîo shall give seciity to H li-
Majesty in imlalnîer, foim and eflect as
provideld in the nîext preceding section,
for the due per'formance of is duties te
suchi an aioulnt as nay b fixed by the
creditors at sucli mîeetinîg." Or tiis
clause Mri. Clarke says : Il t w'oIuld seoi
that if tie creditors' assignee is ailso a
assignce appointed by the Governor in
Caunîcil, and has aircady given security
îinder section 28, hie is not bouind tO giv
freshî security unîder this section, thouîgh
he inay be called upon te incioaso it,..
Now, in the fir'st place, therc is nothing
in the wiole Act wh'licli declares thiat tle
secuirity given by an ofilcial assigle is ta
be available as secirity in cases where lhe
dors not act as oilicial assignee ; and, in
the next place, the clause says nothing
about a '1creditoirs' assignce w'ho is ailso a
ollicial assigneo," ior does it put sieli an
assiglice in aniy different position fiomî an
assiglce who is ent also an official assignee.

Mir. Clarke accuses usoi notdistinguish-
ing between the two classes of securities,
ianielye thuat given ta li'er Majesty, and
that given under 28 a of the Act, for the
special benetit of a particular estate. In

point of fact iwe devoted a pa'agraph of


