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fhe lbad not been excluded as well as the general
ýýe public. Tihis reminds us of a case about

---------- fifteen years ago in MNontreal. It was not a

VOL. III.libel case, but an ordinary action, by the
VO. II. JANUARY 4, 1890. No. 1. vendors of real estate, to compel a purchaser

to tako a deed of lots sold to him. The
late Mr. Justice Torrance, who was trying

MUr. Justice Bossé observed, last terni, In t'le case, for soine reason not clearly ap-
CorP. of Shierirooke & Dufort, referring to the parent, or whichi we bave forgotten, made
thiree mlonths prescription of ('. S. C. cap. 85, au order prolîibiting the taking of notes
"Cette loi est dure, elle devrait probablement of the evidence by reporters. This ruling
disparaîtreà de nos statuits." In effect, it seemis caused soi-e asto nisbment at tbe time;
like a Mockery of justice to teil teaidorami] it Nvas perfectly futile, for tbe news-
multilated vietn of s tmbo e' caednor papers contiiiued to publishi more or less
or neglect, thato le boys alrecosse compicte sunimaries of the evidence; and,
because bis proceedings were not commienced after a day or tw o, te learned jde
Withjn tbree montbis from the time of the, probably becoming convinced thiat tbe order
înjiury. It illit easiy bappen tîiat the In- coulî not be justified, voluntarily rescinded

juin sucbo an cniion Mr. Justice Deuman in the present case
during tbe ninety days as to be unable to is in a inuchi stronger position. He did not
realize hspstoortsekaicastlsmake the order witlîout conferrirng with

remey. e i ne eve asfavuraly ther judges ; it was made at the suggestion
Situated as a minor or an interdict; be bas of counisel, , and with. the consent of both
no tutor or curator to act for him. And wben parties ; so titat tbere, can be no suggestion
be bas suifficiently recovered to be able to that justice will not be done. On the other

reflect and to act, he is told tbat bis remedy band, it appears thtParliament deliberately
i8 irretrievably bast. A tradesman miay let rejected a clause providing that the Divorce
an, accounit sleep in bis books twenty times C'ourt mighit bold its sittinga with ciosed
tbree Montlhs, before his action is barred, but doors wben for tbe sake of public decency it
the victim of a horrible accident is 'bound to sbould so tbink; and the Courts are usually
act atoc-ehp eoetepoiee-careful to avoid any conflict with tbe un-

tent of his injury can be ascertained. The mistakabie wili of the legisiature.
bardsbip, Of course, is ail the greater, wlben,
after succeedi ng in proving bis case in tbe COURT OF QUEEN'S BENGH-
C'ourt below, lie is met with the defence of MONTREAL.*
Prescription on tîte appeal. 19artnership-Participttiofl in profits -Arts.

The xclt3in o th barandthegenrai1830, 1831, C. a1
Thble exc so n f t e b r an h e e a T e appellant lent $3,000 to P., to start

pbcfrmthe Court, during tbe trial of a hlm in business, which was carried on under
libel case (see p. 412 of last volume), is a tue naine of P. & Co. By the agreement,
s1tartling, novelty to the English lawyer, and,apiatwsobveixercn.neet

be. Bîlh een by the opinion published on on the amounit of the boan, and P. was to
another page, the leading member of the draw $800 per annum for living expenses.
Profession bas declared tbat Mr. Justice At the expiration of seven years, or on the
Dennian was flot e'legally justified'1 in making death of P. before that time, the appellant

the rdrt i jr wud blave resulted to was te get back the amount of is boan, and
trdpriS froni the admission of the bar the net profits of the business were to be

te the trial Of Malan v. Young, that would be equaily divided between appellant and P.
a strOnig ground for making a precedent for Hl -htaprnrhpwscetd
trying the case in camerd. We presunie that -ed-htaprnrhpwscetd

thle order would have been futile if the bar *To appear in Montreal Law Reports, 5 Q. B.
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and appellant became liable for the debts of
the business. -Davie & S!Ilvestre, Tessier,
Cross, Baby, Church, Bossé, J.)., Sept. 23,
1889.

Tut or and minor-Loan to miror-Art.ý. 297,
298, C. 0.-Obligation roid for iolencrc
andfeair-Art.q. 994-996, C. C.

Held:-l. (Affirming the decision of the
Court below), That a person lending- money
to a minor is bound at bis peril to see that
the autborization to borrow is regular on the
face of it; and where no proper sumimary
account was submitted by the tutor, as
required by Art. 297, C.C., and thie sub-tutor
waq moreover the agent an(1 son of the
lender, and was bound to know tbat in fact
the loan was flot required by the minor, but
was being improperly obtairied by the tutor
for his own purposes, the obligation so given
was beld nuli and void.

2. (iReversing the judgment of the Court
bel9w), That threats to a woman in a wveak,
state of health, and feeble bodily and men-
tally, that sbe would be turned out of lier
property, unless she signed an obligation
and bypothec, constituted violence andt fear
within the meaningr of Arts. 994, 995 C. C.,
and were a cause of nullîty in the obligation
executed in such circumnstances, and with-
out cons ideration .- Kerr & Daiis, and Dais
& Kerr, Tessier, Cross, Churcb, Bossé,
Doberty, ,IJ., (Tessier and Bossé, £1J., dis-
senting on appeal of Kerr, andi Tessier, J.,
diss. on cross appeal), iMay 28, 1889.

Servitude-Moulin banal-Obligation of ripar-
ian owners-Right of Co-propuictorsuip.

IIeld :-1. Tbe droit de banalité under the
old law was a servitude which imposed on
riparian owners the obligation of permitting
on tbeir land tbe construction of the dam
(chaussée) necessary for the working of a
moulin banal of the seigniory; and wlîen the
seigniorial tenure was abolîshied, the seigul-
ior remained sole ownor of tbe miii and the
dam.

2. Wbile every riparian owner lias the
righit to use the water of a streamn adjoining
his land, on condition of returning it to the
Stream at its exit from the land,' lie is not

entitled to draw off water from a dam belong-
ing to another, for irrigation or manufactur-
ing purposes.

3. Joint use of a thing wbere one of the
parties enjoys the use uinder a titie obliging
him to pay an annual suim for such use, can-
not confer a rigbit of co-ownership, however

lon sliJoint tige may bave lasted.
4. TJ'le rigbit of tbe owner of the saw-mill

in tbe present case wvas limnited to the use of
the surplus wýater flot require1 for the opera-
tion of tbe moilin banal; but the plaintiff

lm vin holly denied lis right to use tbe
w-ater, the action was dismissed, the Court
reserving to plaintiff tbe righit te establishi
tho limitat ion.-Archanibaut &Poitrasq,
Tessier, Cross, Bossé, Doherty, JJ., Jan. 23,
1889.

Exccutrix-Liab)ility for misappropriations of
agernt.

Held :-(Affurming(, the decision of Jobnson,
J., -M. L.R., 4 S.C. 92), That while an executrix
wlîo is aise appointe(l a(lministrator of tbe
estate for a long term cf years, bias power to
substitute another person for tbe manage-
ment of tbe affairs of tlie estate, tbe execu-
trix is bound te exercise supervision over
the acts of the person so appointed, and can-
net divest lîerself of bier personal responsi-
bilitv if site fails te take ail (lue precautions.

2. An executrix cannot escape liability for
tbe misappropriations committed by ber
agent, by simiply establishing that such
agent was a notarv cf excellent standing in
the communtnity ; and the immunitv granted
te the mandatary eml)owvered te substitute
(under Art. 1711, C.C.! dees net apply te a
testamentary executrix.

3). In tbe present case tbe executrix bad
acted carelessly and without due precaution
in making cbeques payable te ber agent
instead of te the borrowers on the proposed
miortgyages, and iii s:gning deeds witlîout
su tiliciently examining their contents.-Low
& Ge ndey, Tessier, Baby, Churcu, Bossé, JJ.,
Nov. 23, 1889.

~SUPERL-OR COURT-MONTREAL.*

Rcvmu Toco Corporatiot.-Judgment on
pdtion to ainvul resolution cf County
Couiil-R. S. 4376, 4614.

Tii appear in Montreal Law Repûrts, 5 S.C.
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Held :-That a judgment of the Superior the fees of counsel conducting the enquêteCourt, under the Town Corporations General before the commissioner will be taxed asClauses Act, 40 Viet. c. 29, s. 200, (R. S. 4376), costs in tho case.-Pictou Bank v. Andersonl,Ulpon a petition to set aside a resolution of a Jetté, J., Dec. 14, 1889.
COUIItY council on the grounid of illegality, isa judgment respecting municipal matters, Prinècipal and Agen t-Fraud-Tranfer of fireand is flot susceptible of revision beforo tliree in.r<ne-A gent, Poivers of-Art. 1735, C.G'.iudges. R. S. 4614. - MrC onne/i v. La ('orpora- The defendant, an insurance broker, wastLOn dle la Jlle de Lachiite, in Review, JTohnson, the a-ent of two insurance companies, one ofDavidson, de Lorimier, MJ., June 229, 1889. wbicîî instructed him to cancel a certain risk

I/ale-in iontreal. After asing for a reconsidera--aqvay-Iigîu-ay crosi7ig-NY'glig nce- K3r- tion, and the order being cropeated, hie coin-diet agoinst cidence-New trial. plied, and tiien transferred the insurance to,The busband of plainti Il was struck by an the other comipany for which hie was agent.0oUt2?oiîng train and killed, while attenupting- Ho did this witliout the knowledge of theto cross the tracks wliere the higlxway Nvas inisured. The saine day a fire occurred, andintersected by the railway. The evidence the loss xvas paid by the Company to whichiWas tO the effect that he p<ersisted iii crossiing the insurance was transferred. In an action
nowtsadn h ann of theguardian; by the latter agrainst the agent, for fraud-,,ae ws losd;there wvas day-lighit; ulently making them responsible for thethe bell of the engine was ringing; and the loss:approachiflg train could be seen for three- IIeld :-That the transfer of the insurancequartors of a mile froin tuie place of the acci- was made by the deondant in good. faithdent. '[hojury fouud for the plaintiff. and iii accordance w itîî the custom of insur-IIeld:-Ihat the verdict w-as against ance brokers iii Montreal, and although. notevýidenice, it being clearly proved that the authorized by the insured, it was competentdeceased bad not exercised ordinary care; for the agent to act as the mandatary of theand a iiew~ trial was ordeoe.-Clurrai v. company and of the insured.-Cnnecticut

GT.I/. Co*, Loranger, Würtele, Davidson, M.., Pire -Insurance Co. v. Kavanzgh, Wiirtele, J.,Ju1n1 8, 1889. Nov. 14, 1889.

Gurrer...Bill of ladin g-Condition.
Ifteld:..1î>.t the condition on the back ofa through bill of ladinig, relioving a railway

company froin resî)oIsibility as soon as goods
entrusted to thein for carniage have beon
delivered to the next succeeding carrier at
the extremity Of the line of thie railwav
cOMpany issuing said bill of lading, is alegral and reasonable condition, and isbid

igon the shipper wvho either lias, or frointhe circuimstances is presumned to have,knowledge thereof, and to hiave aecepted theeonitract subject to such condition.-Beaumon t
V. C.P.I?. Co., Jetté, J., oct. 2,9, 1889.

Cost~ Commss!0n Rogaitoire..Fecs of Solicitors
on open (iommis8i on.

JIeld :---Thiat where, the parties consent tothe Substitution of an open commission forthe exaînination of witnesses at a distance,inl lieu of a commission in the ordinary form,

COUR DE CIRCUIT.

MONTRÉAL, 23 avril 1889.
Coram OuIMET, J.

OVEILEr v. Lus ConmissýiiREs D'EO0LE POUR
LA 'MUNICIPALITE DE LA PAROISSE DE ST-
LAURENT.

Rô0le dle cotisation scolaire- Validité-
C'ontestation.

Juof :-Q'onne peut, par une procédure inci-
dente, alttaquer la validité d'un rôle de percep-
tion scolaire.

Les demandeurs poursuivent le défendeur,
pour la réclamation d'une taxe scolaire de
8,54.92, tel que porté au rôle spécial de coti-
sations pour la construction d'une maison
d'école dans l'arrondissement numéro huit
de la paroisse de St-Laurent.

Le défendeur a produit deux plaidoyers
à l'encontre de cette action. Il produit d'a,
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bord une exception péremptoire temporaire
en droit, alléguant: qu'avant la création de î
l'arrondissement numéro huit, tout cet arron-
dissement était compris dans l'arrondisse-
ment numéro trois de la municipalité scolaire i
de la paroisse de St-Laurent, et que partant
l'arrondissement numéro huit n'était qu'un
démembrement de l'ancien arrondissement
numéro trois; qu'avant ce démembrement
tous les propriétaires contribuables du dit
arrondissement numéro trois avaient fait
bâtir une maison d'école à frais commun
qui existait encore lors du démembrement
et dont la valeur était, à peu près, la même
que lors de la construction qui en avait été
faite; que par la création du nouvel arroti-
dissement numéro huit, la partie où se trouve
située la dite maison d'école, savoir, le reste
de l'ancien arrondissement numéro trois, a
gardé la propriété (le cette maison; que les
demandeurs devaient d'abord faire remise
au nouvel arrondissement numéro huit d'un
montant qui devait être établi au pro rata de
l'évaluation foncière des propriétaires inté-
ressés; que le montant de cette remise de-
vait être déduit du prix de la construction
de la nouvelle maison d'école, et que le rôle
spécial qui devait être fait pour payer cette
nouvelle construction ne devait être que pour
la balance restant due, déduction faite de la
remise que les demandeurs devaient imposer
à la balance de l'ancien arrondissement nu-
méro trois; que, par conséquent, le rôle spé-
cial sur lequel est basée la présente action
est irrégulier, illégal, nul, de nul effet, et la
présente action doit être déboutée sauf re-
cours sur un nouveau rôle à être préparé
d'après la loi.

Sans préjudice à ce que ci-dessus plaidé, le
défendeur a ensuite produit une défense spé-
ciale alléguant le même fait, et alléguant de
plus que, déduction faite du montant de la
dite remise, le montant que le défendeur
aurait eu à payer n'aurait pas dépassé $30;
que le défendeur a toujours été prêt à payer
ce montant; que le défendeur offre de con-
fesser jugement pour ce montant de $30,
pourvu que les demandeurs lui donnent sa
quittance pour le montant. Et le défendeur
demande acte (le cette déclaration, qu'il est
prêt à confesser jugement pour une somme
de $30 sans préjudice à son premier plai-

loyer, et conclut au débouté de l'action quant
au surplus, avec dépens distraits.

A cette exception péremptoire, les deman-
leurs ont opposé une réponse en droit et une
réponse générale en fait.

La réponse en droit allègue: Que le défen-
leur n'a jamais porté aucune plainte auprès
les demandeurs ou de leur secrétaire pen-
dant les trente jours pendant lesquels le rôle
était entre les mains du secrétaire-trésorier
pour inspection, après avis légalement donné,
et qu'il n'a pas porté plainte lors de l'homo-
logation du dit rôle; qu'aucune plainte, ni
appel n'ont jamais été portés auprès du surin-
tendant de l'instruction publique de cette
province relativement au dit rôle, ni auprès
du conseil de l'instruction publique, ni auprès
de cette Cour.

Les demandeurs ont produit une réplique
générale à l'encontre de la défense spéciale
du défendeur, et demandé acte des confession
et admission du défendeur.

Tous ces plaidoyers du défendeur ont été
renvoyés, et jugement pour la somme de
$54.92, montant porté au rôle, a été accordé
aux demandeurs avec intérêt et dépens.

J. H. Migneron, avocat des demandeurs.
Laflamme, Madore & Cross, avocats du dé-

fendeur.
(J. J. B.)

CIRCUIT COURT, BEAUHARNOIS.

HUNTINGDON, Sept. 10, 1889.

Coram BELANGER, J.

Mooiy et al. v. THIORNToN, & WHITE, opposant.

Opposition-Dismissal on motion-Art. 135,
C.C.P.

HED w:-That an opposition which is vague and
insufficient on its face may be dismissed on
motion.

The opposant White alleged in his opposi-
tion that he was the owner of a certain mare
mentioned in the procès verbal of seizure in
the cause, and that this animal was not
seized in the possession of the defendant.

Plaintiffs moved to reject the opposition,
on the ground that inasmuch as the opposant
had not alleged that the mare in question
had been seized in his possession, and did
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flot set up any titie by which he pretended
to claim owflership, the opposition was vague,
and should be dismissed. He cited in SUp-
Port of his motion, Art. 135, C. C. P.

Motion granted.
A. E. Mitchell, for Plaintiffs contesting.
Ilfaclaren, Leet & Smith, for Opposant.

-EGLIIIAND FRKVCIr LA JVYE RS.
At the annual provincial meeting of the

Iflcorporated Law Society (England), Mr. F.
K, Munton, of London (Oct. 16), read a paper
entitled ' English and French Lawyers,' in
the cOurSe Of which he said:

11, France the legal practice is separated
into th]ree divisions, for, besides the criminaland ordinary civil jurisdiction, there is a
SPecial divisIon for deaîing witii cases of apurely 'cOmmaeial character. Over the latter,the Tribunals of Commerce have exclusive
Con1trol. Ail other civil matters are (leait
with by the Civil Courts properly so called.In the civil courts the judges are appointed
by the State, and hold their office for life asin Enigland, whereas in the Tribunais ofCommerce the judges are flot professional
lawyers, but merchants elocted by fellow-
mlerchants Of the district. The or(ier of thingsas regards the legal profession in France isvery different fro

land.The romthat prevailing in Eng-
tord* The batusiness of an Engylish solici-tora1 n fc i Ssplit up and Zndivided in

au-1ong avocats, consulting avocats,
ou gé 5 notaires, huissiers, and agents

d'(aie, ln tiiere is nothing to prevent
nlefedand Possibly wholiy unquaiifiedPractitioners from doing înuch fro)m whichthey WOUl]d be exdîuded by our English sys-

tom. The avoué, the nearest correlative of
auI Engîish1 Solicitor, perforins a very small
Pa.rt Of the0 Work of the latter, as we under-standl it- There are in Paris 200 avoués, 125
flotaires, 15 agréés, 150 huissiers, sixty avocats
à laÀ Cour de Cassation, and 800 avocats in-Scribed at the bar. The exact number of
ulins(cribed practitioners is unknown, but is5t1PPOSed to be about 5,000. At ail events, it
Vastly exceeds that of ail the notaires, avouésq,
iniscribed avocats, agréés, and huissiers put
together. It is an undibeputed fact that the

great bulk of legal business which. would be
carried on in London by solicitors is done in
Paris by persons who are subject to no quali-
fications in the legal sense of the word, and
wbose agency is subject to no direct check
or control. Any person can, in fact, exercise
the profession of the law, excluding actual
procedure, a portion of conveyancing, plead-
ing in Court, and the serving of proceas. For
ail France the number of recognised practi-
tioners doing solicitors' work is about 9,000
notaire.4, 2,500 avoués, and 5,000 huissiers (the
number of avocats is not on record)-in ail,
under 17,000. Iu Engiand we have some
l4,000-i.e. one to about 1,700 inhabitants,
the proportion in France being one to about
2,100 inhabitants. If, however, the unregis-
tered practitioners in France be added, the
proportion would be sensibly raised there.
Closely connected with the distinction be-
tween the French and Englishi -Ystems of
legal agency is the difference between the
two countries in the organisation of justice,
which is as strongly decentralised in France
as the rest of the administration of the
country is centralised. AIl of us here know
that the Highi Court of Judicature in London
bas unrestricted junisdiction througbout
England and Wales. It is true that Cotinty
Courts, and a few local Courts, have statutory
or customary jurisdiction in certain classes
of cases; l)ut, spoaking gencrally, it is every
Englislinian's right 10 demand justice in
Loildon, or by the judges frorn London on
circuit. France, on the contrary, is divided
into limited jurisdictional areas, cailed appeal
district--, and these again into subdivisions
iii whicli the Courts of First Instance have
exclusive jurisdiction. The departments are
groupod into twenty-six sncli appeai districts,
a chief town in each. of them being the seat
of the Appeal Court. Each appeal district is
complete in itself. Thiere is no appeal be-
yond the limit of the district, nor can a case
be removed from tho district in which the
cause of action arose. The Courts of First
Instance (civil and commercial. tribunals)
differ from the English ('ounty Courts inas-
much as ail causes, whatever the amount at
issue or nature of the suit , are subject to
their jurisdiction. Sucb jurisdiction, more-
over, is final in ail matters invoiving
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less than 1,000f. (£C40), or where pro-
perty is concerned involving a rent cf
of less tîman 60f. Thiere is a civil tribunal
of First Instance iii every arrondissemuent,
and tîmere are 362 arrondissernents in France.
Thus eachi arrondissement, witlî thîe excep-
tien of two in the neighborliood cf Paris,
possesses a Court witli unlii ni ited j urisd iction
in ail uatters, whatever the issue, in its own
area. Thiere arc tribumials ef commlierce in
the 213 towis whicli are of Puttlicient t rade imn-
portance te warrant the existence of a ,sp)ecial
tribunal. Wlîere tliere is ne tribunal of
commerce, the civil tribunal exorcises coni1-
mercial jurisdiction in its stead. Below thme
civil tribunals cf First Instance tlîere is a
C'ourt whicli is compeseil of a single stipen-
diary,juqe de paix (net te be confoumided wit.lî
tlîe Emîglisli J.P.), a tribunal with jurisdiction
up te 1,500 francs, and 'vithieut appeal runder
100 francs, and below the tribnnals of com-
merce the Conseils de Prud'îomnines. The
latter are Courts cemposed of niasters aud
workmeu in equal numbers, for the settle-
nient of disputes betweeu enmplevers and eni-
ployed, with jurisdiction wlii(l is linial iii
matters involving less tliau 200 francs, and
subject te appeal te the tribunal of conmmerce
of the district ini iatters involving a larger
ainount. There is a J1uge de Puix Court in
each of the 2,86s cantons in France ; but
neithmer thmese Courts er thie (ensi'ils db,
Prud'hommes much comîcern lawyers, for thîe
parties usually appear in persen, and the
recoguized legal professiomn lias littHo te do,
witlî tlîem. ,Only thîe larger civil tribumuials
of first instance have a bar. The a?,oi.,ý
attaclhed te tîmein, like thîe aigréés ini the tri-
bunals of conmmerce, whîiclî hiave adomted thie
institution of agréég, do the wvork et barrister
and solicitor iii the saine wvay as solicitors
iii England (Io the bulk of the (ounty Court
work. The result of this decemtralisation is
strongly marked in Paris. lu1 Lonîdon wc
have 5,000 solicitors amîd 3,000 barristers-iri
ail some 8,000 persens-practising the law,
wliereas iii Paris the recognized practitieners
doing solicitors' wvork nuiber only 550 y aiid
liarristers' work 800 - i.e. 1,350, 'or about
one-sixthi of the nunber in London ; se thmat,
even adding the supposed numiiber ef un-
recognized practitioners, the total Çallowing

for the difference in population) is stili a
long way froin that in London. The 'decen-
tralisation of justice in France affects the
social position of the bar, for, witlî the ex-
ception of that of Paris, it is inuch belîind
the EngIili bar. In EngIanid, as the only
avenue te grreatju(licial office, the bar enjoys
a prestige far beyond the Paris bar, the
Frencli benchi being recruited witbout refer-
entce ta distinction at the bar. he office in
F rance cf pu'blic procuirator (usually, but
erronieotislyN, called iu Eungland 'public lrose-
cuter') is the keystone of the administration
of criîîmiial justice in France. Tiiere is
nobody analogous te this ol'cial iii England,
Iexccpt, iii sonie respects, the Qtueeut's Proctor
in the D)ivorce Court. The Englisît Public
I>rosecntor or the Scotchi Precurator-l4 iscal
perfornis only a sinaîl portion of the func-
tiens exercised ýa the niaie 'rninistèrepullc'
indicates) by thie Frenclh public procurator.
In criminal niatters lie is the ouly prosecutor.
The repres,ýsioni of crimes is a p)ublic interest,
and in France private persens can only lodge
their denuniciatien or coi laint with the
precurator. It is in bis iliscretion te decide
wvhether a criinial ollènce lias been cern-
mitted, and, if it lias been committed, te
bring the ollènder te justice. (emplainants
cari prefer a civil claim, and thus actively
support the prosecutien iii Court ; and on
civil dlaims beiiig joined witlî the crimiiual,
issues, the sanie judgnent deals wvith. botli.
lu civil inatters the public precurator liolds
a sort of wvatching brief iii the p)ublic interest.
(>wini-, te the active aiid individual nature of
Iiis o;!lde, lie lias constant ojiportunities of
bringiîîg biis al)ilitius uinder notice, and lie is
eligible for cvery judicial cilice, lu France
ttîey hiave a Minister cf Justice, Nvho more
tîmax represents our Lord (Chîancellor. After
liii coniies the Precurator-General. of the
Supreme Court of Appeal, whose deputies are
the advocates-general cf tîmat Court. Lastly,
iii the civil tribunals of first instance tiiere
are a prccurator-general and lus substitutes.
Every deputy cf the procurater cf the
RE'public mîust have passed the bar examina-
tiens axîd have spent two years in cluanibers
fietère lie becomnes eligible for appointment.
This, however, is all the connection with the
bar lie need have. From these substitutes
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aIl other ju(licial officers are more or less the iearned counsel for the plaintiff and derecruited. The only place where the position fendant respectivelv, the learned judge waOf the three branches of the legal profession not legally justified' in excluding the generainl Frgne-e.bnqî bar and soelicitors-pre- public or Mr. Charles Gould. In our opinionsentS analoçies to t1îe position of things in thé members of the 'bar, when not engagedngalis Paris. There the bar enjovs in the buisiness before theCorhvfotigreater Prestige titan in any other judicial point of law any highor right to be present atCenltre in France ; the jugsare botter paid trials than the general public.
labor in Other lplaces, and the division of '). WVe are of opinion that the order of the

abris Most stroiiglv markocd. Tite C.Qpit learned judgo, under whichi Mr. Gould was(le COTp.q of the lParis bar, the stringencv of excîude(î frorn tho Court, cannot be ques-their code of honor, their professienal tioned. hy actions in the courts or by anyetiquette0 tîje strict supervision exorcised by simnilarilegal proceeding. A ju(lge o the
dinhesciî ~ ouieqiant Iigh Cutcanuot, in Orjudgmont, besuedbT h e r a r e nf ra t as tî o o in E a d. h C o u rt fo r w o rd s sp o k e n o r a c ts d o n e inThe ar f Pris is suhjcct to antiquated the course of his judicial functions, and the'les like our Jnns of Court. Avocats cannot oflicials who carry out the ordors of a judge,s'ue for their honoraires (tlîev are even pro- given in the apparent eoercise of bis fune-

hi it î ro r ceving them by, c hq e, to) tions, have, in our opinion, a sim ilar im m un-Order), and they are bound to communicate ity. No fi ne was ininosed iupon Mr. Gould;and lend to eacl other documents to be usod cons(,(equetly, hie is unable by legal proceed-at the trial i tîhoit written a(ck£newle.dg-- ing(s (JUstioflinc tbe punislment intlicted, toM2ent.L
question indirectly the order of which he

TIL&ATTOyp,ýGpyFcomplains.ý.RL1ý OPINION 3. We desire to point eut that the exclu-
ON SITTj'NGS _Lx CAMTERA, sien of a particular pot tien of the public, such.

Theqetosai no ae as women and children, frein trials in wlîichellenusin adeiinhv evidence of an indecent character, difficult tepe ublishOed by MoWssrs. Genre, Son & bring eut in detail before thein, is te bee,0f 57 Linceîn's Inni Fields,: given, rests upenl long usage and upen prin-
1.b iireanQuEsUIoNs. ciples which in ne way affect, in our opinion,1) o1  

rean precedent frtexcuint present case, and that we ent93rtain noOfthe Inemrbers of the b)ar or (2) of the doubt of the legality of that practice, or ef thegelleral Public freinbeing present in court at pewer cf a judge te decide for himself as tetetrial in question, andî had the learned its application.

-1nte circumstances lereinbefere
'th b , a11Y jurisdjctien te exclude eithertri a or tepublic frein attending the

2 ,:Are there any proceedings by whichi the
Vaîi~Of the loarned judge's order, tînder

Whic' -?41r. Geuld was cempehle(l te beave theco,(an ho qUestioee and, if se, what are
""hPreceedings ?

1. ANs wFRs
8* We know of ne precedont for the exclu-so f the mlembers of the bar or the general

Plibli frein the hearing in court of an action8uoh as the onle in question, anI we are ofopinion that as the ]aw 110W stands, under
th crcllstances of the case, as stated by

iCiARD E. WEBSTERi.
KENELiiM E. DIGBY.
CYRIL Dolun.

Temiple, Decemlber 9.

1 desire te add te the above epinion tlîat if
in any case the presiding juidge sheuld be
satisfied thiat the bringing eut of the facts of
a case would be se detrimental te public
morality as te make it a matter of serieus
dilliculty for the trutb te be ascertained, and
theroby prevent justice being dene, in my
opinion, iii such a special case he might be
justifiod in excluding the public ; but ne such.
reason was suggested in the present instance.

RICHARD E. WEBSTER.
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LVYSOL VENVT NOTICF'S, ETC.

Quebec Officiasl GazeStte, Dec. 28.

,Jiuicial A b>oad>aînients.

James G. Armstrong, doiug business under the naime
of "The Armstrong Photographie Co.," Moutreal, Dec.
19.

Pierre Biais, trader, Ste. Flore, Co. of Cbamplain,
Dec. 24.

Didace Boumn, contractor, parisb of St. Antoine,
Dec. 20.

AIdéma Bourbonnais, tanner, parish of Ste. Marthe,
Dec. 12.

J. Emile Caron, dry goods merchsaut, Quebec, Dcc.
2.3.

Onésime Cairtier, jr. grocer, Montreal, Dec. 24.
P. C. d'Auteuil & Co., dry goods merchants. Quebec,

Dec. 21.
Eltuire Duperré, doing business as E. D. Marceau,

l'Isle Verte. Dec. 19.
James Stewart Keîncedy, trader, Knowlton, Dec. 20.
Niapoléon McCready, trader, St. Romnuald, Dec. 24.
Antoine Trahian, îmill-owner and trader, township of

Weedoni, Dec. '24.

Clli.oto;îs Ap)oilitd.

J/e Clovis Arcand, wheelwright, Portueuf.-1I. A.
Bedard, Quebec, curator, Dec. 23.

]te Samuel S. Armustrong, trader, Craubourne.-ll.
A. fledard, Quebe, curator, Dcc. '21.

Re A. S. de Carufel, Maskinougé.-Bilodeau&
R.enaud, Montreal, joint curator, Dec. 21.

Re Emcry Fanent, St. Ilugues.-J. Morin, St. Ilya-
cinthe, curator, bec. 21.

Be L. L. <Jailloux, Ihree Rivers.-Kent & Turcotte,
Montreal, joint curator, Dcc. 18.

Be Hormisdas Gendron, trader, St. Dominique.-J.
O. Dion, St. Hlyacinthe, curator, Dec. 21.

lie Maxime Guérinî, St. Philippe.-Kent & Turcotte,
Montreal, joint curator, Dec. 14.

Be Fabien L. (iuertiti.-John Fult^, Moutreal,
ourator, Dec. 26.

Be Valois, Lusigîîan & Co-Kent t Turcotte, Mont.
real, joint curator, Dec. 21.

Re Il. Macfarlane & Son, contractors, Toronto, and
Carleton, P.Q.-A. F. Riddeil and Thomas WVatson,
Moutreal, joint curator, Dec. 23.

Be Alex. Mabeu, St. Chrysostcîme.-Kent & Tnn-
cotte, Montreal, joint curaton, Dec. 23i.

Be John C. Mooic.-C. S. Mulette, Richmond, cura-
tor, Dec. 14.

Be Mullanky & Co., boot and shoe manufacturens,
Moutneal.-WV. A. Caldwell, Moutreal, cunator, Dec.
19.

Be Robert Neill, Sheffiugton.-A. W. Stevenson,
Montreal, ounator, Dec. 21.

Re George St. Jorre & Co., grocers, Quebec. -Il. A.
Bedard, Quebec, curator, Dec. 2J.

Dividend8.

Be Ilormisdas Bacband, St. Liboire.-First and final
dividend, payable Jan. 14, J. Morin, St. Hlyacinthe,
curator.

Re J. W. Barrette.-Finst and final dividend, pay-
able Jan. 15, C. Desmartean, Montreal, curator.

Re Frank and Thomas Décost, pump manufacturers.
-First and final dividend, payable Jan. 13, R. S.
Joron, Salabery de Valleyfield, curator.

Re J. A. Leguerrier, Ste. Thérèse.-First dividend,
piyablc Jan. 5, Bilodeau & Renaud, Montre;l, joint
curator.

Re Sénécal & Frère.-First rnd final divideud, pay-
able Jan. 14, C. Desmarteau, Montreal, curator.

Se2piration a< Io Property.

Emilie Chalifoux vs. François Xavier Trudeau,
tailor, Montreat, Dec. 23.

Azilda Côté vs. Jean Baptiste Dubreuil, trader and
mill-owner, parish of St. Domninique, Dec. 26.

Evelina Picard vs. Louis Bigras, Montreal, Oct. 31.
Angelîna Sabourin vs. Salomon Adams, trader,

Montreal, Dec. 23.

GENE/ML NOTES.
Tiip BuRiAi. ACT ANI) .A ' FE.O DE sL.'-In a village

near Manchester recently, at person shot a bank
manager aud then, in order to escape capture, shot
hirnself. 0f course an iuquest ivas beld, aud the
jury returned a verdict of felo d/e 8e. Sncb a suicide
would in former days bave been buried in a very un-
ceremomious marner. Since tbe Burials Act, 1880,
howevcr, such a case bas been provided for by section
12 of that Act. That clause provides that where tlîe
ordinary service may not bie used, and in auy other
case at tbe requcet of tlîe relative, friend, or legal
representative haviug the charge of or being respon-
sible for the burial of the deceased, it shall be lawful
for any minister in holy orders of the Oburcli of
England to use at the buriai sucb service eonsisting
of prayers taken from the Book of Commun Prayer
and of portions of IIoly Scripture as may be prescribed
or approved by the Ordinary. Such a service bas
been used in somne dioceses, and of course its use is a
great sola- e to the deceased's friends.-Ms-. Uttley in
London Laev Journaîl.

PUNISHMENT SUITED TO OCCUPATION.-In the recent
English case of Gardner v. Bw'srave, wbicb was an ac-
tion of assauit and battery brought hy a pupil against
bis sehool-master for caning him on the baud, Mr.
Justice Matbew made a joke whicb the Saturday Re-
vieie regards as a "sbining instance of bow the tedium
of legal proceedings may be profitably relieved, and
the principles of law aptly illustrated by a really
ready and witty observation." It wus admitted od
ail bauds that assumiug caniug on the bauds to he a
proper mode of punishrneut, the caniug in question
was agood and lawful one. The plaintiff's counsel, in
an argument of a distinctly à posteriori character,
contended that tbe hlwfulness of caning ou the baud
depcnded on the occupation of the boy when ont of
sehool, and that tueo defendaut ought to have euquired
into the plaintiff's employaient. "If hie worked witb
bis bauds, sncb at punisbment mighit seriously inter-
fere with his occupation. Punishmeut migbt bie in-
fiicted elsewhero "-whereuponi the court asked,
"What if bis occupation were sedentary ?11 It was

ultimately decided that caniug on tbAi baud, wben
properly doue and for a proper reason, is lawfu.-
Harvard Laie ceiew.


