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3. Unless ho has private property te the amount of £250 ! plaintiftf in the first activn possessed had arisen. Apart

per aunum, at the least,

4. Qulens he has extvaordinary aptitade for advecacy—
that rare combination of fuculiies Hund valy in oie manan a
million,

* And if he possesses any of these qualifieations he must not

attempt the bar unless he enjoys wbso goud henlth, o Inde of

leather and u fice of brass.
** Any other man who * goes to the bar,’ commiits a fully of
which he will repent bim all his lite-long.”

SUERIFFS ADVERTISEMENTS OF LANDS.

Amengst our general correspondence will be fuund the

Tetter of * A Sufferer,” in 1epeet to Sheriff's advertise-
ments of lainds to be sold under fi. fu. and detailing a
grievance which very many of pur readers e doubtlessalso
aware of.  We have been ourselves frequently usked the
question if it were necessary to give a detailed deseription
of the property to be sold, and have heard many bitter com,
plaints of the great and unnccessary cexpenses so often
entailed on unfortunate debtors and creditors, for where the
property is not worth much more than the claim against it
both parties suffer ; the ereditor in being unable to obtain
the full amount of his claim after paying expenses, and the
debtor in having a hability still hanging over him which
his property ought to have been sufficient to wipe off.

It is the duty, as well as to the advantage of the Attor.
neys in a suit to lessen such expenses as wuch as possible,

and the only remedy which at present occurs to us to svg-:

gest must proceed from them or rather from the attorney of !

the platotiff; aud in case he should neglect the matter, the

Hrom the privilege thee was no doubt that the afidavit
twas libelous inits longuage 5 and it is also noticeable that
S wits @ stateiment concerning watters inrevalent tu dhe isue
- in the forwer action, and that evidence of express malice
was tendered aud rejected by the judge,  Notwithotanding
“these two wagnilying ingredients, the Court held uuani-
"mously that the atlidavit was privileged on the established
principle that no action will he tor words spoken or written
L in the conrse of a judicial proceeding.
I This case is 1emarkable, as asserting, if not for introdu-
i cing, virtually a new principle of law. Undoubtedly o long
series of cases las establishicd that an action will uot lie for
y words spohan in Witication sl cant to the suliject of litiga-
Ction (Lake v King, Was, Sannders, 131 b, 00 1y Cotler
vo Dhaong 4 Rep. M b s Asthy vo Young, 2 Bure, 809,
when Lord Mansfield, C. J. asked in vain for an suthority
i to the contrary ); but untill the case of Keeis v. Smith, 18
, Co B 126, it had not been held that the privilepe was so
extensive that, unlihe ol wther cases of pivileged commu-
nications, even ovidence of express malice wonld not destroy
it. In Reeds vo Smath the ground of action was substantially
the san.e as in fludirson x. Browhead, ard the declasation
| charged that the plaintiff had been juined with sevaal vihers
as plaintifls in a chancery suit, in which the dofendant was
one of the defeudauts; that the counrt had vrdered sune of
the property in dispute to be sold, and had entrusted the
plaintiff, as auctioneer, with the sale; and that thereupon
the defendant falsely, malicivusly and without probaole
cause, filed an affidavit imputing fraud to the plaintiff, in
| order to prevent him from having the conduet of the sale.
. On demurrer to this declurativn the Court held that the de-
claration disclosed no ground of action, and that the affida-

; vit was privileged, although made falsely, malicionsly o d

without probable eanse.  In this case it seems to have Leen

defendunt’s Attorney should see to it, that is, either him. assnmed that the affidavit was relevant to the cause, and
self to prepare the advertisements, or instruct the Sheriﬂ';' therefore the case falls within previous authotities. In
liow he wishes it to be done.  We should think that the i i wderson x. Bromlo ad, which virtually is an appeal from

. i . Lis. and in fict he would have ! the judument in Revis v. Smith, the relevancy was by no
SI'e’:l‘r would not object to this, and in fact he Wowld Have ) cans apparent, and it might have been thought that the
no right to do s0; as we believe that the Attorney in such i pivilege of relevant evidence given maliciously would have
cases would be duing his duty quite as wuch within the | been held to be widely distinguishable fiom the case of ir-
bounds of his authority as any other act he ordinarily does , velevant cevidence given maliciously.  The judgment of the

in the course of a suit.

LAW OF LIBEL.

We commented the other week on the law of newspaper
libel : (sce Law Times, May 14, 1559.) Conneeted with
that subject, and curiousin itself as an illustration of the
doctrine of privileged communication, is a case of Mender-
son V. Bromhead, decided during this term m the Exche-
quer Ch wber. It wasan action by an attorney’s cleik for
u libel alleced to be contained in an aflidavit made by the
defendant in an action of trover brought against her by a
third person. It charged the plaintiff with having corruptly
delayed to destroy o will which the testator had wade in
favour of the plintiff in the former action, and which it was
alleged that the testator had desited the plaintiff in the se-
cond action to destruy.  Tn cunsequence of the omission of
the plintiff to do so, it was stated that such claim as the !

Ex. Ch., although not stating clemly that no such distine-
tion exists, contzins such a statement by tmpheation.  Cer-
tainly we are startled by the vropesition, even while we bow
to it.  As law, we have nothing to say against it; but, as
a question of jurispradence, it hay be worthy theattention
of the Legizlature.  ‘There iz no moire safutary principle off
Jaw than the doetrine of piivileged communication, It is
the lite of business : and its extinetion would be the extine-
tion of ordinary commercial seeurity.  !ut how wide is the
differen e between statements Ly responsible persons, nade
buna fide for the benent of others, althvugh injurious to the
individuals concerning whom they are made, and similar
statements mide by such persons, with aknowiedge of their
falschoud and their malicious iutent to injure.

Reports of paliamentary and judicial praceedings arg
understoud to be privilesed while they are cerbatin vepints
of words actually uttered during the pruceedings; but the
mowent commentary is introduced the privilege ends; itig



