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xiv PREFACE 

with one's own society, the outer semblance of which had been 
obscured by differences of detail, or·perhaps the principies of a 
different society but whose divergences can be explained, thereby 
enabling us to savour its high quality and originality' (pp. 62-3). 

A work such as the present is peculiarly prone to suffer not 
merely from errors of principie but also from errors of detail. I 
have been saved from some of the more glaring of these by the · 
kindness of my friends and colleagues. In this connection I would 
like gratefully to acknowledge the help received from Sir David 
Hughes Parry, Professor Keeton, Professor Kahn-Freund and 
Dr. Raphael Powell, all of whom were good enough to read the 
work in manuscript. The responsibility for those errors and mis­
conceptions which still remain is of course solely that of the 
author. I would like also to express my particular gratitude to Sir 
David Hughes Parry to whose support and encouragement is due 
the fact that this work enjoys the honour of initiating the present 
series of publications. My thanks are also due to Mr_. Howard 
Drake, Secretary and Librarian of the Institute of Advanced Legal 
Studies; without the resources of the Library of the Institute this 
book could not have been written and Mr. Drake's co-operation 
was both unfailing and invaluable. I would also like to thank the 
staff of the Athlone Press for their help and guidance in preparing 
this book for publication. And fmally I desire to express my in­
debtedness to Mr. G. V~ V. Nicholls, Q.C., editor of the Canadian 
Bar Review, at whose suggestion this study was originally under­
taken. Canada provides one of the most fruitful present-day sources 
for the study of comparative law and I can only regret that the 
present contribution is not a worthier offering in that field. 

The Table of Cases gives only the names of English decisions 
(including those of other common law jurisdictions), as it is not 
the practice to cite French decisions by the names of the parties. 
I should like in conclusion to express my gratitude to Mr. Denis 
Holland who prepared the Index and Table of Cases'. 

2 Hare Court, 
Temple, E.C.4 

DENNIS LLOYD 
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