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The jury at the trial found that the defamatory wvords wvere used, but it was con-
tended on behaif of the defendant that the imputation of drunkenness *was flot
actionable in the case of the occupant of an office without emolument, and from
which the imiputation, if truc, would not be a ground for removing hlm. The
judge at the trial held that the siander wvas actionable, and entered j ,udgment for
the plaintiff. This ruling wvas reversed by the-Court of Appeal. Lord- H'erschell,-
pronounicing judgment, remarked that, as regarded a inan's business or calling
or an office of profit held by him a mere imputation of want of ability was suffi-
Cielit to support an action of siander without any'suggestion of immorality or
crime. In the case, however, of offices, flot of profit, the law nas different, and
hie felt very strongly that the courts ought not to extend the limits of such
actions beyond the lines at present laid down. No case had been cited wherein
siander had been held maintainable hy a man holding an office of credit as dis-
tinguished from an officeý of profit, unless the imputation would be a ground for
rernoving him from that office. The law was, that wvhere the office wvas one of
credit and honour, and the defamatory statemnent was not of misconduct in that
office, siander would not lie ini absence of proof of special damage wvhere the
charge wvas onie which, if true, would not lead ta exclusion froin the office, The
court w~as now, asked to extend the law to a case in wvhich the act alleged would
flot involve exclusion fromn the office. This %vas a step in advance which his
lordshili thought ought flot to be taken.-Londo)i Latc' Titnes.

ANINMALS F1iRJ. NATURE-RIGHTS OF TîESiPASSER-W hile the rights ta
animtais fcr natura' as between the owner of the soi! and others have been fairly
settled by a considerable series of cases, the relative rights of parties, both of
whomi acknoNvIedge the superior right of the owvner of the soi!, seemn neyer to
have been precisely described. lu a recent Rhode Island case (Rcxworth v. Ct.
23 At]. Rep. 37) the plaintiff, without permission, placed a hive upon the land of
a third persan. The defendant, also a trespasser, removed the bees and honey
which had collected in the hive. The court find no cause of action, holding
that noither title nor righi to possession is showvn either ta the bees or to the
honey. The discussion, especially in a case wvhere the precise point is clearly
new, is unifortunatel", general and large1l' irrelevant. Most of it is given up ta
showîng, on the basis of Blades v. Higes (ii H.L. Cas. 621), that the right of
the owner of the soul, uncertain as it is, cannot be terminated by the act of a
trespasser, as tio title to such animnais can be gained except by a legal act.
W'hile this is undoubted law, it scarcely need follow that a trespasser cannot
tiaintain, on the basis of mnere possession, an action against a later trespasser,
There niax' have been a possible doubt as to the plaintiff's having reduced the
animnaIs te, possession by collecting them in his hive, but in the preceding cases
that %vould seem to give hlm actual physîcal possession, enough for this action.
About the houe>' there would seemn to be even less doubt; but, strange to sa>',
neither in this case nor elsewhere does the question seeni to have been discussed-
how far the law about animiais fera naturît applies ta their produce, as eggs or
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