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INTRODUCTORY.
Tire mtarvellous advance whicb bas been made

c4uring the ]ast balf century in almost every
department of science, manufactures and trade,
t9jether 'with tbe iflcreased complication of
inçrcantile transactions, has been attended by
a!"Ir ormonS expansion of jurisprudence. The
#uiItiplication of railways, teiegrapbs, banks,

4»n~rance COMPanies and corporations of every
l#ini -4 giving rise to nuMberless questions of~tee intricacY and 1noveîty hias led to an
imleense incFease 0f legal Work, and caiied for

& rester nuiabr Of persons to do that work.What con be more rerakable than thre sudden
tea mbic the nglsh bar bias made witin
tnis LewnLrst0f ma now living? The

Englsb aw istfor1817 shows that there
wPFre then but twenty-nine King's Counsel.

lA$Year there Ivere one hundred and ninety-
~!n. lu 1817 tire number of barristers was.about Seven bundred Now it is six tbousand 1

In tire United States tire increasq, bas been
'equaIly inarvellous.- aud in Canada, as we ail
know, it bas flot been amail. The multipli-
CalUon Of judicial decisions is positively start-
iing. The lawyer who would keep. abreast

*ihbsProfession at tbe present time needs
ail, the aids within bis reach. Besides the
'rpOrts and digests, journaîs of a purely legai
character, or nearîy so, bave been estabiisbed
tiralmost ail tbe great cities of England and
thte United States, and have not only proved
extremaeîY useful and acceptable to the members

:Of-'the bar, but have done mnch to keep up thre
enterest which every one sbouîd fe in bis
profession, THE LEGAL NEWS is intended to

4 a Similar place ia tire literatu-e of the
Pýrovice of Quebec and Canada, and it js hoped
'will bc a welcome visitor once a week to the
?rnce or the library of the professional mani.

Xoexertion will be spared to ensure accuracy
au! cotaleteness witbmn the limits assigned to
thre Woik, and if tire journal finds sufficient
8kP9Ort it is hoped tLat considerable improve-
.'4lnt8 will be effected.

RENDERINO JUD'JMENTS.

it would be no easy matter to bit upon a
model of a judgment and a style of delivering
it that would satisfy everybody. Considerable
divergence of opinion may be observed in the
suggestions on this point go often heard in
private conversation. And evcn if a model
could be agreed upon that would give generai
satisfaction to the bar, Judges could hardly bo
expected in the discharge of their %aborious
duties to tie tbemseives down to a style foreign
to their natural or acquired habit of expression.
Whenever the matter of a discourse is of pro.-
eminent interest the mariner is apt to be over-
looked, or is left to regulate itself, and judg-
ments, like arguments at the bar, seldom rank
among specimens of polished eloquence.

Some latitude, then, muet be allowed to the
individuality of the Judge. Ease cannot ho
sacrificed to elegance nor accuracy to the desire
to be brief. But there are certain points
connected with the delivery of judgments on
wbichail are agreed. These points we shall
endeavor to indicate. The remarks which
follow may be taken. therefore, not as the
expression of individual opinion merely, but es
the resuit of a conîparison of the views of
those wbo bave some dlaim to be considered
well-informed on the subject.

As the explanation of the facts of the cage,
if made at ail, is obviously intended for the
bar generaily, and not for tbe counsel who, are
already familiar with the pleadings and
evidence, it is desiràble that it should be at
once clear, concise and complete. That is tO
sly, an intelligent auditor sbould not bave
rancb difficulty in grasping the points on which
tbe parties are at issue. He sbould not be Ieft
to piece together scattered bits of informat ion,
or to. follow the tedious verbiage of the
pieadings before he can make-out what is asked
on one side and resisted on the other. It lB
desirahie, in fact, that the Judge shouid begin,
as often as practicable, with a brief statement
of the nature of tbe demand and of the defence,
go that thc listener may not be Ieft to grOPe in
the dark for the point in dispute during the
reading of iengthy extracts from depositions,
affidavits, or correspoudence.

In a Court of Appeal it is still more desirable,
that the issue should be p!ainlY ttatocl at the
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beginning. We sometimes hear a case argued
with considerable warmth and energy by so!ne
one member of thc Court, ani it is nv rn
the exhibition of unusual warmth that we are
led to surmise that the Judge is expesn an
sustaining his individual opinion and not that
of the majority of the Court. Thon it may
happcn that hc is followed by colleagues who
manifest equal warmth on the opposite side.
The case is fully argued by the tnembers of the
tribunal, and when the discussion is at an end
the listener involuntarily turns te the bar who
have been constitiited, so to speak, judges of
the disputation, and expects to hear froni thora
the familiar words, "ITaken en délibéré."

0f course these displays are of coxnparatively
rare occurrence, and no exception can lie taken
to the ordinary manner of many of the Judges.
It may le inferred, tcoo, that those who lapse
into the fault adverted to are unconscions of
the liglit ln which they appear, because some of
these gentlemen before thieir appointment to
the bencli were accustomed te condemn very
strongly that very mode of delivery of 'which
they themselves now furnish too many illus-
trations. It may be that the interest of the
questions involved, Sud which have been the
subject of earnest and Prclonged consideration,
betrays the speaker into a prolixity of which lie
is faintlY conscicis ; or, perhaps the discussions
'which have going on in Chambers are adjourned
te the bencli and continued from the judgment
ses.t.

As we remarked at the outset, it is vain to
expect that judgments can be framied-on one
model; but it is at least possible te avoid the ex-
hibition of that heat whicYsomnetimes glows in
judicial deliverances. The Judge who differs
frOm the m'ajority is not required to convince h5s
audience that lie is riglit and that bis colleegues
are wrong in their view of the law or the facts cf
the case. Stili less is he called upon to stig_
matize as ' absurd,' £ contrary to common sense,
'preposterous,' or, inconceivable,e any opinion
which is about to be adopted and sanctioned by
the judgment of the Court. Stich offences
against decorum are apt te provoke reprisals,
and always detract from the respect which is
due to thse bench.

The dissentingJudge would do well, probably,
to express bis opinion in wrÎting. That bas
been the practice of several eminent jurists.

But at aIl events let hlm bie content to state the
remsons of bis dissent in a lucîd and orderly
manner, and thon perbaps lie will not flnd it
needful te add auy further observations by way
of reply or otberwise after the judgment of the
majority has been pronounced. As tethe latter,
the delivery of it may usually bce intrusted
with advantage te a single Judge, unless the
differences of opinion ameng the majority are
s0 marked and important as te call for separate
statements.

Much miglit bie added on-this suhject. Many
cf our readers would ne dolibt find it easy te
make additional suggestions cf hardiy lese
importance. We shal lie glad te hear thenm.
But if the few hints which. are bere put
together were generally acied upon, we venture
te think that the Judges, when laying the result
cf their deliherations hefore the bar, would have
a less wearied and far more interested audience,
than sometimes flls te their lot.

APPEALS.

During the Decerner Term of the Court of
Queen's Bencli, at Montreal, judgment was pro-
nounced on th:*rty-five appeals in civil ceues,
The result was as follows:

Coufirmed unauimously .............. -1
Confirned, 1 Judge dissenting ........... a
C,,nfirmed, 2 Judges dissenting ............ 4
Reversed uuanimnously.................. 6
Reversed, 1 Judge dissenting ............ 2
Reversed, 2 Judges dissenting ........... 6

Total.................... 3

There was also a reserved case froni the-
Crown side, in which the conviction was affirm-
ed, one Judge dîssenting. When we remember
that these appeals present the most difficuit
and comPlicated questions arising ýn the great
volume cf business disposcd of by thse lower-
courts, we eau hardly charge thse Judges with
lack of unanimit y, seeing that they were al
agreed in twenty out of thirty-six cases. Thse
fact that judgment was confirmed unanimouely
in fourteen cases, equal te two-fifths cf the
whole number, seems te indicate a disposition,
on the part cf some members cf the bar te try
the chances of an appeal in rather weak cases.

We propose, iu the present and future issues
of the LrnAL NEws, te furnish a synopsis of
these decisions, as well as cf the judgments that-
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'Zny bc Pronounced in future terme, and in the
execution of this task, we shall at ail times be
giad of any memoranda (apart from the printed
factum1s> with which ve mnay ha favored.

LAWYER.Sl scRAp IJOOKS.

A letter enciosing a eubsciiption ta, the
1L11AL NEws suggeStS strongîy one aspect in
which a journal like this muet give good value
tO Its suhscribers. Our correspondent wrîtes:
41 As a very aid and constant practitionar for
IuPwards of thirty years, 1 have long fait the
want of a publication something larger in its
fild than aur ordinary law reports, and which
'though in somae measure to be found in the
broad colunse of the Gazette, le not conven-
lent to keep for my own use. For over twentY
Years 1 have kept, and for haif the time have
alrmnged aiphabaticaîîy and in form for readY
reference on ail Points inivolved in cases, aliiewspapeir reports Of law cases, as they appeared
lu the Gazette, and very often in argument 1 cite
them, and they are received as cauthorlty,' lu
(lefauit of better.,

A good many iawyere, like aur correspondent,
begin ta mnake scrapb><ks of cuttinge; from.
newspapere, but very few have the perseverance
to keep them up so long as ha. The time and
labor needed are too great. But what we wish
ta say je this. Looking at the LEQAL NEwe in,
!te humblest light as a mare record of matters
which it is desiabia to keep hy one for refer-
ence, it if; evident that the first cost of the
blIank books used as scrap..books, ta gay nothing
'Of the lahor of indexing and arranging, wouid
be More thau the subecription ta the LsEGu
lqule, besides the advantage of having ona
convenient and handeame volume, carefuiiy
1 ndexed, instead of seeeral unwieldy ecraP
.albums.

REPORTS.
'COURT~ OF QUEEN'S BENCH-APPEAL

SIDE.
Montreai, Dec. l4th, 1877.

Pesc,1 :-Chief Justice DoaîoN and Justices
MONK, RÂMsÂv, Tassme., and Tàa5OHERXÂ
ad hoc.

ANGURS, Atty. Gen., (PIff. below) Appeilant;
'40,d Tana Qua IlsrsAscz Co., (Defts. baiOw)
Ue5Pondents.

J'ower8 of Local Legi8latuTes-S'ttmP duty m
In8urance P-olicie&--Qluebec Statute, 39 Vict. c. 7.

IHred, (affirining the judgment Of the Superior Court,
21 L. C. J. 77) that the Quebec Statute, 39 Viet. c. 7,
requiring insurance compaflies doing business in the
Province of Qnebec to take out a license, the pries of
whieh should be paid by stampe affixed ta the policieS
iseued, je unconstitutional.

The Legisiature of Quebec passed an Act 39
Vict. c. 7, requiring insurance compaflies doing
business in the Province of Quebec to take out
a license, the price of which. should consist in
the payment to, the Crown for the use of the
Province of a percentage on premiums, and the
percentage was made payable by stampa affixed
to the policies issued. The right to impose
this tax being denied by the companies, the.-
present action was instituted as a test case by
the Attorney General of the Province on behaif
of the Crown, charging the respondents with
infraction of the Statute.

The respondents pieaded the unconstitutiofi-
ality of the Statute, inasmuch as it leviedl anl
indirect tax upon insurance business, and
thereby encroached upon the exclusive jurisi-
tion of the Parijament of Canada.

The Court beiow (Torrance, J.) maintained
the plea, and the action was dismissed.

RÂmsÂY, J., differing from the majority, would
be for reversing the judgment appealed from.
The tex levied hy requiring stamps ta be placed
on in surancelpolicies, though nlot direct taxation
within the meaning of Section 92 of the B. N.
A. Act, par. 2, yet fell withln par. 9 of the same
Section, permitting local legislatures ta issue
licenses for the raising of revenue for Provincial
purposes. The payment of the license fe by
stamps was simply a mode of collection, and was
the most equitabie mode that couid be adopted.

DoRioN, C. J., held that the charge imposed
on licenses by the statute was cleariy an Indi..
roct tax, and the attempt ta put it In the form
of a license wae an evasion of the B. N. A.
Act, from which the local legisiature derives
its powers. His Honor abstained from e-
pressing any opinion upon the quesltion, flot
raieed here, whether the local leg-lIsturO ha&
not power ta force ineurance coUiPafies ta taks
a 1l.icense at a fixed sum. ugetcni ed

Carter, Q. C., and Lacoste, Q. C., for Ap-
pellant.

.dbbott, Q. C., Kerr, Q. C., and Douire, Q. .,
for Respondents.
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Prùtènt:-Juticeq MoNK, RAMSAy, TzssizR,
Caoss, and TÂscHEREÂtJ ad hoc.j

ÂALLAN, et ai., (Defts below) Appellants; and
MCLAGAN, (PItif. below> Respondent.
Defendants sued jointiy and severafly-Dealh of

onie or more dejendants docs not suspend
suit.

Held, that an action, ex dehieto, against several per-
sons jointly and severally, le not sumpended au to the
survivors by the suggestion of the death of one or more
of the defendants. Such action may bc brought against
any one or more of the Persons jointly and sev-
erally liable.

The respondent sned for damnages sustained
by failing throîîgh an open hatchway of the
steamner Anglo Saxon, on which he was a pasa..
enger. The action was brought against the
appellants as joint owners, the ailegation being
that the hatchway had negligentîy been left
open, and that this negligence was the cause of
the accident. The damiages were estimated by
a, jury at $12,500, and the verdict, which was
maintained by the judgmaent Of the Court below,
was not seriousiy complained of. But the de-
fendants appealed on various technical grounds,
the objection chiefly insisted upon being that
after the death of two of the defendants, the
plaintiff hall continued bis action and obtained
judgment against ail.

TÂ&scsiERRAU, J. ad hoc, after pointing Out that
the defendants were jointiy and severai]y liable,
proceeded to remark - The death of one of the
parties, says the Code, suspends the suit. But
Ilone of the parties" nicuans either the plaintiff
or the defendant in the suit. Now, here and
iu ail cases againat joint and severai def 1eudants,
though as a mnatter of procedure, there appears
to, be only one suit,' strictly speaking, iu law,
there are as many suite as there are defendants.
if one of the defendants dies, the suit between
himn and the plaintiff is suspended, beçause,
according to the terme of the Code, one of the
parties has died, but the other suite against the
other defendants are flot thereby interrupted.

...It le an action ex delicto, upon which
the defendants, if responsibie at ail, are Sojoîntly
and severally. The plaintiff could have singîed
out one onIy of the owners of the Angle Saxon
and mnigbt have instituted his action, if he had
chosen, against thîs one alone. ... The
mnaterial point is, were the appeilants, who
have been condemned, sncb joint owners?7
Whether othere were jointiy owners with themn,

or whcther Symes was or was not a joint owher,
bas nothing to, do with the issue between th8nm
and the plaintiff.

Judgmaent conàfirxnisd.e
Ritchie J- Boriase for Appel lants.
Doutre e Go. for Respondeuts.

Pre sent :-Chief Justice DoRioN, and Justices.
MoNK, RtAMsày, TESER~, and TÂBCHUnRmuU
ad hoc.

BEAUSOLEIL es quai., (piff. beiow), Appeliant
and CANADIAN MUTUAL Fian INsuaANCu Co.
(defts. bciow), Respondeuts.
Fire Insurance-Failure to give notice of other

insurances.
One Mazurette (represented by bis assigne, the

appellant) efl'ected an insurance on bis stock witb the
respondents, and iu the policy there was a condition
that insuranees elsewhere would make the pohii dd
unless the cornpany received notice of suob sub-
sequent insurances. Mazurette failed by some inad
vertence to give notice of an insurance effeetôd sib-
scquently in the Commercial Union Insuraos Ù6O.
Hld, tbat be could not rocover on tbe policy'.

Jette' Beigne e Choquet for Appeilant.
Lunn 4~ Davidsou for Respondent.

Present :-Chief Justice DortioN, and Jugttà,
MoNx, RààtsAy and TEsezEsi.

CALDWELL (pift. beiow) Appellaut; and
MAcIeARLÂNE (deft. below), Respondexît.

Insolvency-Buying goodâ on credil witlhi sste
to defraud.

1An action was brongb agist an insol vent, indeir
Section 136i of the Insolvent Act of 1975, allekiâg
twenty-six différent purchases of goods witb intélit to
defraud, but concluding witb a single prayer for the
imprisooment of the defendant. fleld, (reversing ths
jndgment of tbe Superior Court) that it was not nl"e -
sary to charge eacb Purchase as a distinct offencé

2. Wbere the Court finds the evidence insufficient te
justify an order for imprisonment, the plaintiff in guoh
proceeding is nevertbeless, entitled to jndgment for
tbe debt if proved.

The action was brougbt, undcr section i 36
of the Insolvent Act of 1875, by Caldwell, as
rcpresenting the previously existing partnershf-p
of Caldwell & Watchorn, alleging that Machar-
lane had purchased goods ou credit from the
firma on twenty-six occasions during a specified
period, and that when he malle these purchases
he knew himef to be insolvent, an<i bought
witb jutent to defraud.

The respondeut pieaded Iy demurrer that
there were twenty-six diflerent purchases
alleged, each of which constituted a sepa¶ate
offeuce, while there was onîy one prayer,, aiW
that the court could nlot adjudge imprironxelL
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unfder the circumstances. lpon- this demurrer
the action was dismissedl in the court below.

DoRioai, C. j., Said the Court of Appeal was
unlanimously of opinion that the demurrer
could flot bo maintained. The proceeding in-
voked was a civil remedy which the law left
Open to the creditor, and the imprisonment was
ordered, flot for an absolute tormu, but only in
case, the debt and costs were flot Sonner paid.
It wau flot necessary, therefore, to charge each
Offence separately. The court hadl to reverse
the judgment. But on lookîng into the merits,
it appeared that although Macfarlane had pur-
chaged goods from the appellant during the
period in question to, the Rainunt of about
$30,000, he bail actually durîng this intervai,
coflsiderably reduced bis indebtedness to, the
appellant, having made payrnents ini al
amonnting. to, about $58,000. The Court con-
sidered that this fact rebutted any presumption
of frandulent intent which mniglt arise from
the State of MacfarlaneIs affaira. The prayer
for the iluprisoument of the defendant, there-
fore, could flot be grantedl. But the appellant
wag entitled to, judgment for bis debt. Rach
Party to, pay bis own co8s in appeal.

Judgment reformed.
Abbott, Tuif, Wolherspoon, 4 Abboit for Ap-

pellant.
Kerr 4 Carter for Respondent.

Proent -Chief Justice DoRiox, and justices
RàÂM5Âv, TESSIER and Caoss.

PIERTÂS (deft. below>, Appellant; and Dom.
PUBRRE (piff. below>, Respondent.

Dameges....Caegributory negligence.

in, suddenly tightened and gave way, and the
rebound of the rope seriously injured the re-
spondent. It appeared fromn the evidence that
Dompierre was aware of the possibility of such
au accident, and had previonsly informfed SOM&ê
Other carters of the danger.

The Court below awarded the respondefit
$100 damages.

TESSIER, J., differing from the majoritY, held
that the judgment was correct, the accident, ini
his opinion, being the resuit of negligefice on
the part of the master.

CROSS, J., for the majority of the Court, re-
Inarked that it was not as if Dompierre had
been a passenger on board the steamer, and
thus in the charge and keeping of the muter.
If the wharf was free to, Dompierre, to cart
away wood, it was certainly equally free to
Perjam to, moor bis steamer. This wuB a
Primary purpose of the wharf, and it could not
be pretended that the ci Lufra I should interfllpt
the customary operation of mooring to suit the
convenience of Dompierra. Why should the
mnaster put men on the wharf to, warn Dom-
Pierre of what he well knew ? He himselfhad-
declared that the cable was dangerous, and yet
h. exposedl himuelf to, b. injured by it. The
Proximate cause of the accident was hi@ own
failure to exercise proper caution. The action
Should have been dismissed.

Judgment reversed.
Kerr 4- Carter for Appellant.
I. C. St. Pierre for Respondent.

CuRMENT EVEIfTs.
The p)laintiff, a carter, went to load wood at a wharf,

lu1 the Port Of Montreal, where a steamer was in the A D.'et 'If -oring. and a cable having snapped the plain-CA D.tfwus oerioasly ininred by the recoil. There was judges KnighAted.-Tbe Bonch of Canada hlaveevidence thât the plaintiff was aware of the danger..IIeld, that there was eontributo,u negîlgence on bis had but a meagre Share of imperial distinctionis-
Part, and he conld not reeover damages. Many gentlemen worthy of snch favors Pave

The respondent,, Dompierre, a carter, brought been passed over. Why, for instance, should Il
5fl action Of damages against Periam, the master brilliant lawyer like the late Chjef Jusic
of a steamer. The circumstances were these -Draper, neyer have received the honor ot Knight-
D)Ospierre was employed in carting wood from hoo4? A Step tOWards retnedying the apparent
a Whr in the port of Montreal. The steamer negîect of Canadiari Judges hs been taken, and

0'uný f which Periam was master, was in it is pleasing to see that tIse honora have fallen
thse aet Of MlOOring, when a cable, attached to to setee o eminenitly dmevn sSrW
au iron ring on the wharf, which was being B. Richards, Chief justice of the Supreme Courttaken xsp by thse capstan to bring the steamer of Canada, and Sir A. A. Dorion, Chief Jusie,
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of the Court 'of Queen's Beuch in the Province
of Quebec. This is a gond beginlning. Perhaps
a further step miglit have been taken with ad-
vantage in the saine direction.

ONTARIO.

John Walpole WUZÙ*s - The death of this
gentleman in Eugland, at the advanced age of
84, recalls sonne facts Of early legal history in
Ontario. Mr. Willis was appointed a Judge of
the King's Bench lu Upper Canada iu 1827-
just haîf a century ago. He was called to the bar
in England in 1816, and besides holding judicial
office ln Canada, was also for Somne tuMe a Judge
,Of the Supreme Courts Of British Guiana and
New South Wales. The London Law Times, ln
its obituary notice, says :

."iMr. Willis' career as a colonial Judge wassignallzed by two reniarkable episodes. Whilstacting as Judge of the supreme court of Upper
ýCanada, (King's Bencli) a judgment was givenby hlmi te, the effect that certain polilical pri-soners rere illegally detaiued lu custody. laconsequcuce of this the Goveruor of Canada,(Sir John Colborne> peremptorily dismissedMr. Willis froin the bench. The Judge appeale<ite the King in Council, and it was decided thatbis judgment was right, and ha was reinstatedlu his office. Âfterwards, Mr. Willis was sent tethe West Indiea te, adjust compensation elaimsunder the Slavery Emaucipations Act, and heldother judicial offices. Wlhen Victoria was tirsterected jute a separate goverumnent, Mr. Williswasa ppointed Judge of the District, but lu1848, iu cousequeuce of a jldgnent he gave,agaiust; the legality of the proceedings of theColonial Govemnment with regard te wastelands, Sir George Glibbs, the Governor of NewSouth Wales, disniissed Mr. Willis froni hiepost of Judge Of the Supreme Court. Thecoloriste generally sided with the Judge, whoappealed again ta the Privy Couincil, and again,after a protracted litigation, with success. SirG. Gibbs wus ordered to pay damnages and costis."1

Chief Justice Mm.-.This gentleman, like 'Mr.
Thesiger, the new Lord Justice of .&ppeal lu
England, bas attained te, bigh judicial office at
an unusually early age. He bas been appointed
J'resident of the Court Of Appeal in the rooma
of the late Chief Justice Draper. The appoint_
ment, however, lias given satisfaction, and it
must be said that where the necessary know-
ledge and experience are not wanting, youth
can hardly be deemed a drawback at the present
day, wben the duties of a Judge make no slight
demand upon the physical as well as the mental

.energy of the individual.

QTJEBEC.
THE BUSINESS BEFORIE THE COURT 0Fr QUzEN'a

BERXCE, APPEAL SiDE.-This Court has been
endeavonring for s ýveral years to, clear the roll
of cases inscribed , ýr hearing at Montreal, but
s0 far un8ucessfui y. In the course of the
Deceniber terni Et Montreal an application was
made by Mr. Kerr, Q. C., the Bâtonnier of the
Montreal Section, for an extra terni. The
Court took the matter into consideration, though
apparently of opinion that it was not possible
to hold an extra terni and at the sanie time
dispose of the cases already argued. On the
last day of the terni (Dec. 22nd) the Chief
Justice, at the opening of the Court, addressing
Mr. Kerr, remarked-

" You have suggested, Mr. Kerr, that an extra
terni sbould be held, but we think that would
not advance us rnch. We have three cases
before us lu which the factums comprise 350
pages. We have also 21 cases in Quebec with
very heavy factumas. So that if we give an
extra terni it would be impossible to render
judgnient in the cases already heard. After
giving the matter the best consideration, and
with every 'desire to meet the wishes of the
Bar, understanding as we- do the grievance of
having a long Iist of cases unheard, we are
unable to hold an extra terni and at the saine
time advance the business before the Court.
1 niay mention iu this counection that the
Court about a ycar ago passed a ruie which
enables lawyers to agree upon a case, and if
that ruie were acted upon it would greatly
facilitate the Bar and the Court. There was a
case submitted yesterday with a factuma of 110
pages. The amount in dispute ls Only $150,
but the priuting alone at two dollars a page
would be $220, and 1 was told that the greater
part of it was objections at enquête which had
no meaning. Why shouîd the Court be coni-
pelled to, read through ail this ? Let lawyers
make a statement of the points on which they
agree. ,Let it be sent up as a reserved case is
sent up, with such part of the evidence as is
material. In a case lest terni we were ready to,
give judgnient, but there ivas one fact to, be
verified, and 1 was an hour or more looking
over the evidence to find the statement referred
to lu the factum, and not being able to fiud it,
the judgment had to be held over. In a case
about wages there is a factuma of 143 pages on
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"'le aide and about »00 on the other. In
another case concerning the signature to a
ProxnissOrY note, there are 110 pages of
evidence. 1 think the lawyers and the Court
fiht be greatly facilitated by an agreement
to) send up Only such portions of the evidence
as are material. This however is merely a
suggestion. But after full consideration we
have corne to the conclusion that the interests
o)f Bilitors would flot be advanced by an extra
terni under the circumstances"' The Court,
hOlwever, bas been adjourned to January 29
for judgments.

The XnajoritY Of the Judges seera te be of
'offn that the arrears rnight be disposed of

if the sYstem of termes were changed, and four
*udges were to sit frora day to day in Montreal,
elcept when otherwise engaged, te hear the
MOUtreal cases.

JRTSjCOLVL'MBIA4
TRtAVELLING ONs CIRCUIT uNIDER DIFFIculTIES.-

B~ritish Columbia possesses a Judge of great
onergy in ItMr. justice Crease. While riding over
n trail lately, On his way k> hold a court, his
h'ome stumbled and fell, and the Jndge being
throyjII fOrward on the pomme of the saddle,
received serions injuries. But, notwithstanding
the intense suffering resulting frora the acci-
dlent, the'Judge, according to a local journal,
ProSeed< t> bold court while lying on a
'tretcher, and, although physically helpiess,
,ent thirough the business in a manner that
sho0wed hira in no respect wanting in his wonted
mental. vigor. "iIn coraing out from the
lnines," the narrative proceeds, ciJudge Crease
"as Packed over the trail between Deese Lake
and Teîegraph Creek, a distance of nearly 100
miles, on a stretcher borne by eight Indians.
The situation was a trying one for the honorable
*Iudge. No one who has not been over the trail
'ver which hie was carried wjlî be able to fonm
'in adequate idea of the nature of the under.
t»king. The descent to and ascent froin thE
two fOrks Of th Stickeen River was, under the
<ircninstance'e, simply terrific. On more tha)
'One Occasion the stretcher was necessarily in B
PerPendîcular position, with the Judge's heW~
'1011U bill, and had it not been that hie wa>
firraY strapped k> the stretcher wjth stroni
"nther bande, it is obyjous that the Judge anc
'hi" flueh -ould oftentimes on the journe3

have parted company in a rather unccremoflioas

mnanner."

GREAT BRITAIN.

AVERNTS' COMMISIONs.-The Master of the
Rolle has given an important decision in the

case of Williamson v. Bar bour, with reference

to commissions charged by agents. The suit ini

question was brought by a Calcutta llrm, Wil-

liamson Brothers & Co., against a well-known

Manchester commission firm, Robert ]3arbOur

and Brâther, k> open the accounts wbicb had

existed between the two firme during a long

terra of years, 'with the object of obtaiiig the

repayraent of alleged overcharges made by the

Barbours. The transactions between the par-

ties, wbich, dated as far back as 1850, were o

considerable magnitude. It appears that the

Manchester commission firra acted as the agents

in England for the purchaso and forwarding t>

India of what are termed Manchester goodo,

consisting of white shirtings and gray shirt-

ings. The practice, as we learn froin the Ti-#s'
report, is to buy the gray shirtings, and subrait

them to varions processes, such as bleaching,

dyeing, glazing, swissing, and thus convert
them into white shirtings. The goode are thon

packed, sometimes in bales, somptimes ini tins

and boxes, and shipped to their destination.

The accusation against ,the Barbolire was that

they made a profit on the buying of the goods,
and further on the bleaching, both by discounits
frora the bleachers, for which they did not

accounit to their principales, and by an extra

charge on the gross amount paid the bleacheri.

Their illicit profits also extended to the tickets

supplied, on the sums paid for markiflg the

goods, the packing and packing cases. Another

serious brancb of the accusation was that these

men charged premiums of insurance on goodi
wbich they really did not insure at ail, and

interest on sumo which they did not disbursO

until sorte time after the date froi whlch

interest was chargcd. The whole ainht Of
alleged overcharges was about haîf a million

dollars.

The defonce k> these charges, as te the sub-

Istance of whicb there seemei to have been no

dispute, was that the agency cese with the

purchase, and f rom that moment the commission

firmn acted as principals and were justified in

raaking ail they could out Of their custemeri
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in India. The defendants aise urged that the that they were principals for the purpoSü of
charges made were usual on the part of those packing, and sucli like charges, and were en-engaged in similar business, and an attempt titled to make a reasonable charge for so doing,wau made to support fuis pretension by the and which, he could allow them when theexainination of other commission mierchants mnatter came into Chambers. That circum-whose etatements tended to show something of stance, however, did flot alter the main rela-tbe kind alleged, but not au establjshed usage tionship between the parties, which was that of'that would justify the Court in sustaining the principal and agent, any more than if they:hs.defendants' plea. The case ivas evidently feit employed a packer to do the work.
to ha of immense importance, for able counsel An appeal is intimated, but the decision'Offrom the Common Law bar were retained for the Master of the Rolle is s0 obviously foimdedthe defence, includiug the Attorney-General on justice and common sense that there in noand Mr. Benjamin. Five days were spent Tesson to believe that it will be disturbed. Thein hemring the case, and the judgment pro.. suit bas, (been watched with much interest innounced. by the Muster of the Boils oceupied England, and the decision has caused a flutterthree houre in delivery. The resuit of this in some circles. The Tirne8 blute pretty plalnlyelaborate examination was that the accounts that a great many other agents of varions kindswere ordered to be opened for investigation Of are in the Saine boat with the Barbour Brothers.the long series of charges. The Judge re- ciThe vigorous language of the Master of themarked that accounts in such circumastances Itols,' it remarks, "(wiIl carry consternationware alwayB ojfèned more readily when the per- int.o some highly respectable counting-houssons stood in a fiduciary relationship te each and will excite vague terrera in the breat ofother, and the Court would re-,open an account more than one merchant prince. When a-mianas between a principal and his agent when a agrees to act as the, agent of another fôw asingle instance of fraudulent overcha.ge could specified reipuneration, and, as agent, buysb. shown. The question at thîs time was not goods for his principal, aud wheu hie putsdo'hto ascertain the exact state of the account, but in lis invoice a higher price than hie actÜallvta decide whether the Calcutta firmn had made paid, are we not to cail hie conduct f raudaientl?ont a suifficient case of frauduleut overcharges Whatý can be urged te take the charges forta justify the Court in re-opening the account. iusurances which were neyer effected out of theOn this point hie Lordship ivas very clear. Iu category ot fraud ? What is-to be said la dé-bis opinion the grounde tbat had been provee fence of the profits made by the agents uponwere fourfold more than enough ta open the discouunting their principals, bills, the chargesaccounts. The defeudants, in fàct, djd flot dis. for interest that neyer aecrued, the suppressionpute that au extra charge l'ad been made lu of the trade discounts allowed which ought'toalmoist every item. After enumerating the have gone to the credit of the principal? Ifvarlous heade of complaint, bis Lordship said agents are ta exact profits in this way, it Muetthat as ta the insurances there was no dispute be'with full notice ta their principale, and notthat the defendants had been directed ta mesure in reliance on the latter's possible acquaintaficeand had cbarged the insurance, although they with a disputed, or, at best, an ill-defined eus-had nlot actuaily done so for the amounts repre- tom. But it may te safely Faid that no dom-sented. They had aie chargod for premiums mission agency in the world would venture t>and for policies which were neyer paid. As to propose ta do business on terme including thethe discounts, too, the mnatter was practically ri ght to- charge for iusurane's that were neveradmitted. The defeucee to the charges which effected, and for interest on money that liedwere not admitted were eomnewhat curious. never accrued."

Thre defendants denied their aigencY except forthre purpose of buying, as an attempt had been THE BENcii AND UNIVEaSITY' HoNoias.-The
Mlade te show that as soon as the defendants Solicitor8 Journal says:
had bought the relation of Principal and agent . "Some of Our contexuporaries who attacked

cee.As ta that the Judge was of opinion tercent judicial potmnonhegud0f the learned Judgt's vaut of Universitythat they bouglit and forwarded as agents, but *distinction were probably unaware that ôgly a-
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"Mali proportion of the existing judical staff given in their publication of the case of gLewis
are gradnae in high honors. Including eight and Coote v. Gordon ' had been disowfled, dis-
Law Lords and the four paid members of the claimed and exposed by the calumniated Judge.
Judlicial Committee of the Privy Council, the That reparation ihe demanded of them in tbe
total number Of Judges May be taken as forty. interests of justice and fair Play, and hie could
Out 0f this number seven are gradîîates of nlot bring himself to believe that it wouîd Bie
Oxford and eleven are graduates of Cambridge. refused. H1e desired to make a few observa-
0f the seven graduates of Oxford, Lord Sel- tions with reference, not the strictures of the
borne obtainecl a first class in classics, Lord niewspapers, or one or two Of them, on himiseîf,
Justice Cotton a second cl&ss in classics and a but with regard to the temperate and weîghtY
first chas in matbemnatics, and Sir Robert Phili- strictures whieh bie beard hacl been Passed uPofl'More a second class in classies ;while Lord him by instructed, competent, impartial, nay,
Coleridge, Lord Justice Thesiger, and Justices even in Somle instances frjendly, critiCs. By
Grove and Lopes were passmnen. The eleven some such it seemed to have been thought thstCambridge Judges exhihit a larger proportion lie had spoken too stronglY; that bie had msole
Of classmen than those who have been educated too mach ado about individual, 1that, inj fact,
lit the sisiter University. Lords Hatheri! and lie had been breaking fies upon a wheel. With,
Blackburn and Lord Justice Baggaîlay were ail deference, hie thouglit that these gentlemen

,,wranglers, the Lord Chief Justice of England had failed to, realize the true state Of the case.wa8 in the first class of the Civil Law Tripos, The publication of that libel in ,'Lewis Va.
Mr- Justice Denmian was Senior Classic, wbile Lewis' was an aspersion upon him of the Most
baron CleaBby was both a wrangler and first inalicious kind that could lie macle upon any'
clama man in classics. Lord Justice Brett and judge. Was hie te Pa that over ini silence?
Sir James Colvile were Senior Optimes, Vice- Rad he donc s0 after what had occurred inChancellor Malins was a Junior Optime, and July, it would have been loudly proclaimed MLord Penzance and Sir Robert Collier took no an admission of the accuracY Of the report. ifhonours. The UJniversity of London is repre- a policeman from the ' Hall, or a coal-Portersented by the Master of the Rolis and Mr. off the quay, bad been brought in and placed in
Justice Fry, both of whom obtained high the reporters' box, he could hardly have pro-
honours, and the Lord Cîîanceîîor's career at duced a thing of >more entire iflafitY-ifs in-
Trinity 'College, Dublin, was also, highui' deed, it wD.5 not wilful caricature. But it wu8
distinguished. Baron Huddleston was educated 8aid,ý 1You are assailing the reporters.' As
at the last-namnec University. Lord Gordon well might the highwaymafl complain that lie.
and Lord Justice James were educated at was assaulted by the man who, resisted hlm.Scottish IJniversities, and Sir James Hannen at lie again appealed to the Council of Iaw Re-
Heidelberg, while the the remaining fifteen porting to take prompt mecasures for expungingJudges do not appear to have graduated at any fromn their publication the slanderons5 trash, they

Univrsit.,,had appended to bis nanie, which constitutedi a

series of« defamatory libels on the Court Of AP-IRRLAND. peal in Chancery.if Ireland-"
LàW RIPOaTNG-<Uudge Christian, Lord Jus-

tice of Appeal, bas been assailing for some time
Pust the reports pnblisbed under the authority
Of the Counicil of Law Reporting in Ireland.
either the Jndge is very eccentric, or the re-
Ports are very carelessîy clone. In a late issue
Of the Tnmes the following appears in its Dublin
cOrrespondence :

"In the Court of Chancery Appeal to-day,
Judge Christian, Lord Justice of Appeal, in ex-
Pressing bie concurrence in the judgmnent de-livered bY the Lord Chancellor affirmîng a de-cisioli of the Vice-.Chancellor, declined ta statebis reasons for so doing, being assured that iflie did BO a manglecl version of it would ini aWeek or a fortnight be sold to the solicitors on
èither Bide, and would in due course be laid lie-fore Counsel in Londlon for them to advise as ta
the boPefuine@s or the hopelessness of an appealtate Bouse of Lords. Hie appealed to theConheil Of Law Reporting, as; gentlemen, to
*b4 I their, fiat publication that the reports

RECENT ENGLISH DECISIONS

Company.-l. Niue persons signed the Mmn-
oranduni of association of a new company. At
a prelimiflary meeting, attendol by four of the

signers, it was voted that three others should be
allotted no shares, andl the deposit macle by thele
should be repaid; which was clone, audf *d
three had nothing more t, do with the c0WIPMJo-

The directors, under the articles of 55sOiOl>n
had power ta issue and dispose of share à$
they thouglit fit, but had no Power te, SOCQt

surrenders of shares. HeZd, on the *indifg UP

of the comapany, that the three were contril-
tories.-In re Lonon and.P,.incigi ComslidatM

Coal Company, 5 Ch. D. 625.
2. The proprietors of a lase and concessionI

of the island of Alto Vela fromn the Republic, of
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Santo Domingo, for tlie working of guano and
other deposits on the Island, became liable to
forfeit the saine by failure to perform. somne of
the conditions thereof. They then went to
work to get Up a Company, to the trustées of
which they sold the property; and the trustees
made it over to the Company- For their part
in the transaction they received £15,ooo
cecommission" in shares. The Company, tlirougli
the trustées, employed the Ramne counsel eln-
ployed by the sellers and pronloters; aud they
passed the title to the property as good. The
directors, who were chiefiy Composed of the
promoters, speculated in the shares. One of
them, the défendant H., got UP) a pretended
sale of Certain patent riglits bejonging to, the
Company, for a large suin, to, ta person Who
cturned out to, be a tool of H. ; and ail the
money paid down by hinm waa furnished hinm
by Il. Meanwhule the Domninican Goverument
proposed to take advantage of the forfeiture.
'lie condition Of things Came out. The shares
ll from £60 tO £3, and the deluded stock.
holders brouglit suit agaiust the original
proprietors of the property, the trustees, pro_
inoters, directors and counsel. IJeld, that the
proprietors must repay the 'whole purchase
money, the trustees their iciljso,ý
<cahied by the court a bribe) ; the colnsel and
directors, who were flot Proprietors and proý
moters, their proportion of the costh of suit.-
Phosp1ute &wage Co. v. Hurlmom, 5 Ch. Dl. 394.

COpyigtt.1f a dramatic piece bas been firet
represented in a foreigu country, the author lias
no exclusive riglit over the piece ln England.
Representation is Publication withilu , Vict.
c. 12, § l9.-Bouccaludt v. cheuterlon , 5 Chi. D.
261.
.Evidence-.Indictmnent for obtaining money

amder false Pretences. The prisoner wa8 time-
keeper, and C. was PaYing clerk to a collery
company. Every fortniglit the prisoner gave
C. a list of the days worked by cadeh man,ý and
C. entered themin l a timc-book, together with
the amount due each one. On Pay..day, the
prisoner had to read from the tinýbo tic
.aiumber of days rio entered, aud C. paid thera
off. Whilc the prisoner read, C. looked on the
b~ook also. lleld, that C. niîglt refresi bis
mnemory as to the SUMs paid by hini to the
workmen, by referring to fie entries in the
tixme-book. The* Queen v. Lang ton, 2 Q. Bl. 296.

Factor.-I., a commission merchant aud
tooacco dealer, sold, through bis agent K., to
the plaintiff, a lot of tobacco lying in bond at
the dock. The tobacco. according to the usage
practised between the parties, rcmained at the
dock uncleared. ln the naine of H. ; but the
transaction was entefd in H.'s books as a sale ;
and Dec. 3rd, 1875, an invoice of sale by H. to
the plaintiff was Refit to the latter, and Dec.
31st lie paid for the tobaccoilufîîll. 'Ihc usage
had been in such cases for the plaintiff to
reccive the tobacco in instalments, as lic wislied
it to, manufacture, In which, case he would send
dock dues and charges for the portion lie
wanted, and that portion would be discliarged
and forwarded by H.; but lu this case none of,
the lot had been sent, and Mardi 9th, 1876, H.
absconded, aud Mardi i sth was adjudged
bankrupt. Meantime, Jan. 26th, 1876, lie had
pledged the tobacco to the defrndants and
given tirema the dock warrants, and transferred
the tobacco, into their namne. He represented
it to be bis property, and tiey had no
knowledge that the plaintiff claimed It. The
court had power to draw inferences of fact.
IIeld, that the plaintiff was entitled to tic
tobacco ; and that H. had no authority to selI
or pledge the tobacco while lying in the dock
in bis namne, but only to clear and forward it to
tie plaintiff.-John.8on v. The Crédit Lyonaiw,
2 C. P. D. 224.

.balse J'retencee.-Indictment for obtaiuing
mnouey under false pretences. Prisoner was a
pedier, and induced a woman to buy some
packages, whlch lie called good tes, but which
turned out to be tliree-quarters foreigu and
deleterious substances. The jury found that
hie knew the character of the stuif, aud that lie
falsely pretendcd it wa@ good, with intent to
defraud. Held; that tie conviction must stand.
-The Queen v. Fosier, 2 Q. B. D. 301.

Freigit.-Chartcr-party by the defendants té,
convey a cargo of railway lion front England to
Toganrog, ISea of .&zof, or ",go near thereto as
tie slip could safely get,"1 consigned to a
Russian railway Company. The ship arrived,
Dec. I 7tl, at Kertch, a port 300 miles by sca
sud 700 by land from Toganrog, 'where the
captain, the plaintiff, found tic sea blocked up
witli ice, and unnavigable tilt April. Against
tic orders of the charterers, who notified hlm
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that1 thy WOuld h.ld him responsible, he
prOaeeded to Unload the cargo; and, there, being p
llObody to receive it, ho put it in charge of the fi
CUstom..honse authorities there. The consig- 1
flees claimed it; and, on their producing the i
bill 0f Iading and charter..Srty, it was delivered i
t'O thein, against the captain's dlaim that it
should be retained for the freight. A receipt
'vas given to the effect that the cargo was
recelveJ ilon the Power of the charter-party
and the bill of ladig", Held, affirming the
judgmernt of the Queen's Bench Diivisior, that
the Captain was entitled to nci freight, not evOfi
Pro r-ta. .Aetcalffe V. Thae Britannia Iron Works
Co-, 2 Q. B. D. 423.

t7eterai Average.ÂA Captaini burnt nome
spars and a Part of the cargo, to keep the don-
key engine running tO Pflnip the sbip in bad
Weather, and thus saved her. The ship sailedPropr 7 equipped with coals; but they ran
shor,, owing to nexpected bad weather. Held,
a case for general average.-Ri. mon v. Price,
2 Q. B. D. 295.

.Uu8band and Wife.-.A wife cannot commit
larceny froin ber husband, no matter whether
she bas been guilty of adute.r or not. The

4mnv. Kenny, 2 Q. B. D. 307.

RECbJNV UNITED STA TES DBCISIONS.

.Agent.-A.. broker in entitled to a commission
for effecting a sale of land, if he bas procured
a person to enter into a binding agreement to
Purchase it, though the agreement be flot
carried out.-...Love v. Millier, 53 Imd. 294.

Attor-yi.-l.. An attorney who, published
8dvertisements of divorces obtained Il without
Pnublicity ; residence unnecessary"' giving bis
a.ddress at a particular post office box, without
bis naome, 'Was stricken froin tbe rolls.-People
Ir. Qoodrich, 79 Ili. 148.

2- An attorney4atlaw cannot delegate bis
authOritY.; and therefore payment of a debt
entrufted to hM for collection, to, a PersOnl
authOrized by bim to receive it, doles not
dlscharge the debt0r....Dickoe, v. Wright, 52

lue 85.

Bankruptcy.-Debts due from a fautor to bis
rincipal are debts cicreated while acting in a
duciary capacity," within the meaning of the
lankrupt Act, and are flot barred by a disebarge
ii bankrulptcy.-Banning v. Blealdey, 27 Louis.-
ana Annual 257.

Bis and Noe.-If a promissory note bearing
nterest payable annually be endorsed before
naturity, but after an instalment of interent in
lue and unpaid, the endorsee takes it Subject tO,
ali equities between the original parties.-ll27t
v. Stickney, 41 Wis. 630.

Burglari.-Tbe prisoner entered, without-
breaking, a dwelling-bonse by nigbt, witli
intent to, commit felony, and broke out in
inaking bis escape. Held, that ho was guilty of
bnrglary, by force of tise English Stat. 12 Anne
c. 7, whicb, if not merely declaratory of the
common law previously existing, is itself a.
part of the common law of the State.-State v.
Ward, 43 Conn. 489.

Check8.-Cbecks deposited with a bank, and
credited in the depositor's pass-book, are taken,
in the absence of special agreement, for collec-
tion, and not as cash; and may be afters7ards
returned and the credit annulled if thora are
no funds to meet thein; and this, wbether
drawn on the same bank or another.-Na00tll
Gold Bank~ v. McDonald, 51 Cal. 64.

Conrpirary.-A conspiracy by A and B to in-

jure C, in an enterprise in which they are al
jointly engaged ; in not criminal, if the whole

enterpriso is unlawful; becanso conspiracy 19
not criminal, unless against an innocent person .
And, therefore, whero two conspired to detraud'
a third by falsely pretending that parcels sold
by tbem to hlm contained counterfeit mouOT;.
whereas, ln trntb, such parcels contained On'>'
sawdust,--held, that the conspiracy wu1 uOt
indictable.-State Y. Crozvley, 41 Win. 271.

Contempt.-1. A sentence of iniprisOonment

for contempt committed in the presence of the
Court, is valid thongh pronouiiced ln the ab-

sence of the oiffendergiddkbroo&' v. The.

State, 43 Conn. 257.

2. A libel on a grand jury, as to their pont

action, not calculated to obstrflct the futufre,
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performance of their duty, held flot punishable ReDo variance.-Stale v. llincroft, M0 N. C.Ms a contempt of court. IJeld

Corporatin.-l . A mlember of an incorporated
Board of Trade, expelled therefroin for violation
of its by-laws, was held to have no remedy in
the courts to be restored to rmembersbip, either
by bill in equity or by mandamus.-.FMer v.
Board of Trade, 80 Ill. 85.

2. If a contract of subscription be made to,
stock in a corporation, and certificates in the
usual forrm issued te the 8ubscriber, a condition
reserving the right to the gubecriber to cancel
his contract will be held void as against other
aubscribers, though expressed on the face of thecontract.-felvin v. Lamar Iru. Co-> 80 Mi. 446.

Damages.-î.- In an action of tort for personal
injuries, the declaration averred that the plain.
tiff was by such injuries Prevented front attend.
ing to his ordinary business. leld, that hie couldneot, without more particular aillegations, recover
special damages on the ground of loss of eueployment in a trade requirjng, special skill and
training.-Taylor V. .fnl*-o, 43 Cette. 36.

2. A buyer of seed, wbo knowa before sowiug
it that it is of inferior qutality to that whuit.hthe seller agreed to, furnish, cannlot recover ofthe seller damages for the diminished value ofthe Crop.-Oliver v. llawle!/, 5 Neb. 4,39.

.blvience....Evîdence as to the religions beliefof a person does not affect thle admissibîit,
but only the weight, of bis dying declaraions.
-Pople v. Chi- -Hok S.., 51 Cal. 597. a

FrqudWent Conveyance....The grantee in aconveyance alleged to be fraudulent cannot, indefence of a suit brought by a creditor to set it
"side> show by parole a cOusideration diff toutfrom that expressed in the conveyanÇeG«
breath V. Cook, 30 Ark. 417.

Gaming.-In an indîctmnent for playing carduon Sunday, the particul ar gaule PI-Vyd ne..dnot be averred; but if averred, it *mujt be
proved as laid.-State v. Ande-ràon, 30 Ark. 13ie

.Edcment-Iudictmnent for braking into
the hause and stealing the gonds Of A. Theevidence was that the goods stolen wure hou8uehold furniture, the separate property 0f As
'<Ife, anld in the common use of the tamil y

In8urence.-l. A building was insured by
policy couditioued to bu void if the building
should fall. 'lbho Wall of part of the building
feli, leaving n'ore than three-fourths standing.
leld, that the policy was flot avojded.-Brcun.er

v. Ins. Co., 51 Cal. 101.
2.. Insurance was effected on a phaeton con-

tained lu a barn, particularly described. RUegd
that the phaeton Wbile left at a carriage-shop
for repaire was covered by the policy.-MeCiJuw,
v. Giarrd . 4 M. Ius. Co., 43 Iowa, 349.

3. A son bas flot uecessarily, as such, an in-
surable interest in the life of bis father.-Guar-
diau Mutual LiJe ms8. Co. v. ilogan, 80 111. 35.

Parnerhp.-A agreed to advance money te
B front tinie to finie, up to a certain amont, te
enable P to, carry ou business; and B agreed to
pay interest to A on the average .balanve ad-
vanced, and also baîf the profils, after .deduct.
ing a fixed sumi for expenses; but A was flot to
bear any losses. Ileld, that A and B were not
partuers as to third persons.-Smilh Y. Kih

7111. 148.
Seduction.-In an action for seduction of the

plai,îtiff's danghter sud servant, evidence that
the defendant, after the seduction, procuredian
abortion to be made, la admissible to aggravate
damages, at least if sncb matter is laid in the
<leclaration; and evidence of an offer of mar-
riage by the defendant after action brought lu
not admissible in mitîgation.-.Whim v. Afurt-
land, 71 111. 250.

Closely worked profussjonal mien often dieliteritllyin hurness. Doctors bave died iu theircarniages whilu maliing their round of vis8its;clergymen have died in their pulpits, andjudg, s bave died on the bench . Tî,e AtlantaConsilutiou rvlatus a recent case of the lastimenliouied mode of takifig off. The SuperiorCourt w.-s in session iu Knç,xville, Jiudge llpretsiditg. A critninal irial had jutit been con-cludctd, and the jury bad returned a verdict ofgoilty. lîey 'iwglecteI to 4ive the value ofthe. goods 8tolen, aund Judge Hill told themt that;th.y bail bett- r retire andl stipîîîy this part ofthe verdict. Tbey went ouît, antd soou after-ward4 au attm ney' louked' op and saw JntdgeHili's head thrivu back on bis chair,a deathlYpallor overspreading bis co~untenmnce. Friesiduru,,bud to lhm, b'ut, with an eiisy gasp, biSîî'irit p.mssed awasy, and lie sat dcad on th#
bench.


