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l' the habit of attacking magistrates and chairmen of quarter sessions. Neyer-

thelesSy fotwithstanding his Lordship's remarks, it is obvious that there must

11Ieeesarilv be more divergence in the views with which magistrates infliet pun-

f nt than amongst the judges of the High Court, because whilst the judges
the Iliigh Court have ail been trained in the same sehool, the magistrates are

drawl' from, différent professions, w~hich naturally induce différent habits of

tog and afford differing standpoints for the view of adrninisterlng criminal

!Stc.The judges, too, have much greater opportunities of interchanging their

b as 0On the subjeet than the magistrates have. The magistrates, therefore,

the ail the greater need of using the best means at their disposai for studying

Practice of the bench in adjoining jurisdictions. Special provisions have

COUe .ect. been passed providing for the expenses of associations of county

"itls Who are performing administrative functions recently exercised by the

Justices wvithout any advantage of that sort. There seems to be no reason why

the jStices should not have esimilar facilities with regard to the discussion of the
lutes that Yet remain to them. It has been always one of the great defects of

th .. nlisrto of criminal justice in this country that the jurisdictions of

Sveral judicial authorities have been too much hedged about fromn each

er o as to be almost foreign countries to each other. There should be some

1terPrvisions for maintaining an interchange of ideas, and the best will then
f0etter generaily to prevail with less sharp contrasts than now obtain."

COMMENTS ON CURREINT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

8,,The L-aw Reports for June comprise 24 Q. B. D., pp. 625-754; 15 P.D. pp.

121 ;4 h.. pp. 1-217 ; 15 App. Cas., PP. 49-202.

PRACTICE-~DISCOVE-RY-.ýINSPECTION 0F DOCUMENTS.

l Wideinan v. Walpole, 24 Q.B.D., 621, the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher,

k8ses LoeLJ)prited an affidavit to be filed by plaintiff denying the

therS 011 or control of a document ordered to be produced for inspection, and
reu 'Ipon the appeal fromn the order nmade by the Divisional Court (24 Q.B.D.,

110flted ante p. 295, was reversed with costs.(OT

PkACICePI-ADIN-MATERIN AGGRAVATION F DAMAGES-LffEL-ORD. XIX., R. 27(OT

IULE, 423).

bý Wite v. Moignard, 24 Q.B.D., 63o, a point of practice was disposed of

fii SinlCourt (Huddleston, 1.an Williams, J.). The question was

if Pieading in an action for libel, published in a newspaper.Thsatmn
cl~aiIrn alleged that the defendant knew that the words published would be,

4e samre in fact were, repeated and published in other editioliS of the same

WVPa1per. I was held that the evidence of the facts stated in the paragraph

be admissible at the trial, and therefore the paragraph was properly


