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CASE IN TiE WINDWARD ISLANDS.

OccAu::aBe O_f some note, Simmons & Mitchell, has
have red 1.11 the Windward Islands, and we
hre _l'eCe}ved a copy of the St George's
om:"’le: in which the opinions of the Circuit
2 theo'f Appeal, the highest colonial tribunal
Islands, appear at length. The Judges
Str:nmt in the case were Chief Justice Arm-
llciag (‘fO.l'mer]y.of the Quebec bar) of St.
‘1stic’e Chief Justice Wattley of Tobago, Chief
wtie, Trafford of St. Vincent, and Chief
or Bla;l é)acker of Barhad<?s. It was an action
udge 1 er, and the.questlon was vsrhcther the
Verd; :'d properly instructed the jury to find
at thL for the defendant upon the ground
" rege words alleged to have been uttered by
Suspicg 0Pondent Mitchell were words of mere
e bn and not actionable. A rule was ob-
ow ¢ Y the appellant, for the respondent to
ide :;:::e why. the verdict should not be set
Ordereq ha new trial ordered, and the Court
ourt, Oft e rule to be discharged. In the
Usticeg Appeal two of the Judges—Chief
Pinion toArmstrong ~and Wattley—were of
Conside daﬂhm .the judgment, and other two
presumee that it should be reversed. We
) therefore, that the judgment was

8t Tmed, though the report before us omits to
ale the fact,
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ti‘:;:rds c(.)mplained of were that defendant
re ¢ plaintiff’s brother : « People that go
POrt others’ characters to the Secretary of
Cleay Zl::l“ld mind that their characters are
specteq free.' Your brother lies here strongly
the Spoug?:f having murdered ¢ man years ago at
Teferreq to And he afterwards named the man
Mere guqor s These words were held to imply
e cage ‘::"lon» and not to make any charge.

e jud a8 decided according to English law.
ecks f‘;fmt of Tindal, C.J, in Ward v.
“H:’uA 0g. 211, was cited, in which he
the chay Z the words spoken do not contain
allegeq t.gbOf any legal definite crime, nor
of any ¢ md: spokerf of the plaintiff in the way
Ronegty 4, l(_"' business, so as to impute dis-
\lm in guch trade, the words are

Said

not actionable per se.” The recent cases of
Dublin, Wicklow & Wexford Railway v. Slattery,
3 App. Cas. 1155, and Metropolitan Railway Co.
v. Jaekson, 3 H. L. 193, were also cited by Chief
Justice Armstrong.

There was a further question in the case, if
the Court had held the words to be actionable,
whether they were not privileged. It appeared
that Mitchell begged the plaintiff’s brother
« for God’s sake not to tell his brother” what
he had said. Baron Bramwell, in a case to be
found in 34 Law Times (N.8.) p. 500, observed :
«If T make a slanderous statement to a man
and do not desire to authorize him to repeat it,
but nevertheless he does so, he ought to do it
upon his own responsibility, and I onght not
to be liable for the consequences of his wrong-
ful act.”” But as the words were held to be not
actionable, this question did not require to be
decided.

SHERIFFS SALES.

It is necessary to revert toa case of Comp. de
Prét & Crédit Foncier & Baker, noted at pp.
245, 349 of Vol. 2 of the Legal News, in order
to avoid a misapprehension as to the grounds
of the decision there referred to. It was an
action by the adjudicatuire to have a déeret set
aside on the ground of misdescription, under
Art. 714 C. P, which says that a sheriff’'s sale
may be set aside at the suit of the purchaser,
«it the immoveable differs so much from the
description given of it in the minutes of seizure,
that it is to be presumed that the purchaser
would not have bought had he been aware of
the difference.” In this case the purchaser re-
lied upon two errors of description, first, that
the property was described as being forty-five
feet front, whereas, in fact, it was only thirty
feet front ; and secondly, that the property was
said to have a two-story wooden house thereon,
whereas, in fact, the house stood partly on the
lot sold, and partly on the adjoining lot. In
appeal, the purchaser argued the case strongly
upon the ground that the lot contained only
two-thirds of its described contents, and that
he would not have bought it if he had been
aware of the error. In the note of this case
previously published, the judgment of both
Courts is represented as having sustained this
pretension.  But the opinion of the Chief
Justice, which we believe was not read at




