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caught rthe other fish ab-andantly. The late Mr. Frank Tihorpe
porter, an eminent Dublin police magistrate of the mid-Vict-
orian peried, -in recording this anecdote, which had been com-
municated to him by the Clerk of the Crown, who was an eye-
witness of the proceeding, adds humorously: "This incident;
might afford a usieful, or perhaps- it should be termed a cou-
venient. suggestion -te other judicial functionaries, especially
on circuit, when there i-3 a crowded doek."ý-Law Times.

CRIMINÂL LAW.

RECOC.SZA;Z.NCES AT CommoN LAw.

The important question as te the power of a criminal. court
to require a defendan't to flnd securitica to keep the peace was
raised again this week before the Court of Crimmnal Appeal in
Rcx v. Trize'nan (ante, p. 187). Sec. 5 of the Libel Act, 184.3,
enaets that "if any person shall malicilously publish any defam-
atory libel, every sueh person, being convicted thereof, shal!
he liable to 2 ne or imprisoument or both, as the court may
award, sw'h imprisonment ne~ to exceed the term (of one year."
An. appellant, convicted of puhhising a defamatory libel, was
sentenced to one year 's imprisonment, and directed to find sure-
ties to keep the peace for twelve month8 after the expiration of
ýhait seztence, avid in default of his so doing was ordere-d to

be iniprisoned for twelve months. It is to be observed that the
sentence of impr;soni»nent was the maximum allowed by the sec-
tion. It vw contended on behiaif of the appellant -that tbire was
no power to order hlm to find sureties in addition to the sen-
tencee of imprisonment, the failure to do which would entail
another year's inprisonment, s0 that in effect the statutory
li!nit of sentence might be exceeded. ThMs contention did not
prevail, for the court held that it was inherent in the court that
it had power at common law to deniand security for keeping the

Ieace, in addition to awarding îiprisonment. The power cf
the court in this respect was definitely Eettled in Reu v. Hart


