
ago, in which it was held that a beneficiary who murders his testator cannot
take under the will. 29 Central L. J- 461, 41o. Though there may be somne
doubt as to the correctness of the conclusion of the New York court in the.
latter case, as will be seen by the dissentixig opinion of Gray, J., therein, the
same doubts do flot seemn to have arisen in the Mavbrick case, in which is
involved simply the construction of the terni.; of a contract of insuran'ce.-Ce>xtral
Lau, Jo>itrial.

NEWS-PAPLIZ CaRITICIS- ANI) LI HF Lous MATTERý.-An action for libel against
the proprietor of a incw\sp-ipcr for staternents in connection with a club, the
defendant pleading that the offexidixxg letter was a fair comment on the proceed-
ings of the club, is notable for Mr. justice Lawrance's plain remarks to newspaper
editors. An Lelitor mnight flot set up in bis paper a staternent reflecting on
anot:ier miaxi axnd cal1 it coinxient. If a prisoner were corvxcted of nîurder, tha
xîewspaper \vas at liberty to (liscuss the conduct of the judge and jury in the case
with great latitudu ; but, if the prisonier wvere acquitted, the xîewspaper could
flot eveni attack bis cliaracter by saying hie ought to have beexi convicted.
Editors often inade a xxistake by' pxttixîg a statexuent in a paper and calling it
corimiext. It \vas xîot coninent. 'Hie iew.spaper editor, too, thought thath le
xvas justified in prxnting a stateinent axnd callixig upoxi those upou whoxxî it
reflected to defend thenxiselves. But no maxi \vas obliged to defexîd himself ixi
the coluxnirs of a xîewspaper, and a newspaper had no more right than an indi-
viduai to criticise axîy bodylý untfairly. Merely nominal damages were givexi by
the jur\v.--Late, _ioitrnael.

CONTR.ACTS Or PAILWAY PA-sSENGxIRS1Z.-A rexiarkable point was argued at
the ;,ssizes in Casc~ v. Thexc Lancashxire and Y'orkshire Railway Conmpally, where the
plaintiff sought to recover damages for injuries sustained in a collisioxn. It
appeared that the plaintiff axîd sone other young mren arranged to go to Bolton
as excursionists at a cheap rate to play a billiard match, but plaintiff being late
no ticket %vas obtained for him, and hie had ', pay single fare to Bolton. When
returning, lie forgot hie had xîo ticket, and got into the train notwithstanding.
Alxnost iimmiediately afterwards the plaîxîtiff xas injured by a Midland train
ruxîning into the one whereixî lie Nvas seated. H-is counsel argued that the real
question at issue ývas w-hether the plaintiff was a passenger ixi the technical
sense. In order to justîfy the contention that hie was xîot a passenger, it must
be alleged thiat the reason why hoe did not book was that hie intended to
defraud the coxnpany by travelling without paving his fare, whereas if the acci-
dent had flot happenied it would have beexi in the ordinary way wvhen tickets
were collected. I)efendaxît's counsel submitted that the railway comnpany had
made no con trî ct to carry the plaintiff, and, in thîe absence of a contract, the
plaintiff, who was flot there with their permission or invitation, mus 't be regarded
as a mere tres9,asser, to \vhom they did flot owe any duty. Counsel referrud to,
a case in tha Exchequer Chamber in Ireland of Mf'Cartity v. Tite Dubliin, WickloW

Ple cafiadtz La7v YOUO-Nal. Mu. 1 lutlio

3,11


