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security for money, before thie money le due,
is -not in general so inconsistent with the con-
tract, a tQauiount Lo a renuncistion of that
contract. In generat ail that the pledgor
requires is the personal contract Qf the pledgee
that on bringing the money the. pawn shaîl b.
given Up to him, and ' that lu the nieantinie
the pledgee shah! le responsible for due care
being taken for its sade custodY." Cockburn,
C. J. said. ciThe question here le, wiiether
the transfer of. the pledge le not only a~ breacli
of the contract on the part of the pawnee, but
operates to put an end te Lthe contract alto-
getiier, so as te, 'éntitle the pawnor te, have
back the. thing pledged without payment of
the debt. I arn of opinion that the transfer of
the pledge doès not put an end to the contract,
-but amounta only te a breacli of contract,
upon which the owner may bring an action,
-for nominal damnages if h. has sustained no
subetantial damage; for substantial daîmagea,
if the thing pledged is damaged i the~ Rands.
of the third party, or the owner lu prejudiced
by delay in not»having the tiiing delivered te
him on tendering the amount for wbich it was
pledged."y Donald v. Suckling, Law Rep. 1
Q. B. 585.

co,2 ,orauion-Contract ,wi under &eal.-
The plaintiff supplied coalisfromu time te time to
the defendants, the. guardians of a poor-law
union, for the use of their work-house, under
articles of agreement between the. plaintiff sud
the. defendants, executed by the plaintiff, but
not under the. seal of the defendants. The
deleudante reoeved and used some of the
cahs in an action for goodh sold and deliv-
ered :-Heldi that as the. goocds iad been sup-
plied and accepted by the defendan4~ and were
such as must pecsarily b. ftrm tirne te, ime
supplied for the very purposes for whioii the
defendants were incorpors.ted, the. defenidante
were hiable te, psy for the coals although, the
contract wue not under seaL NiMlolaon v.
Bradfiel4 Union, Law Rep. 1 Q. B. 620.

I4bel-Inadqguacy of Damage.-Tii. plain.
tiff brouglit su action agslnst thé defendajit
,foriiavingpublisiied iu a Liverpool newspaper,
of whlch tiie defendant was proprietor, a Series
of libels, of s grass sud offensive charact..r,
on the plaintiff as the incumbent of a ciihurh
in Liverpool. It appeared at the. trial that

the. tiret libel originat.d in the. plaintiff havitig
preaciied and publisiied in tiip local pappra two
sermons, refiecting on thie >ggistra1sfor iiav-
ing appointed a Roman Catiiolic chaplin to
the borougli gsol, and on the town. opulcil for
having elected a Jew their mayor; sud'the
plaifttiff had, soon alter the libels had'coma-
menced? alluded, in a letter to, another news-
paper, to the defendant's paper as the Ildr~egs
of pfovincial journalism ;" aud he had alo
delivered from the pulpit and published a
staternent, to the effeot that some Of his oppo-
g~ents had been guilty of subornation of per-
jury in relation to a Charge Of amauit for
which the plaintiff had been fned 59. The
jury having returned a verdict for a farthing
damages, the plaintiff obtained a rule for a
new trial on the ground of the inadequacy of
the dam"gs:-Hd,, thaty although on
account of the grossuess and repetition of the
libes the verdiet, i the. Opinion of the Court,
rnigbt will haveliss for Jairger damoges, it
wae a question, for the jàry, tsking th*. j$in-
tiftre own conduot into consideration, what
amount of damages he was enti±led to ; snd
that the. Court ought not to interfere. Elly
v. Shrloek, Law Rep. 1 Q. B. 686.

Libe-attr. of Publielnere.'-A church.
warden having written to the plaintifl, the
incumbent, accusing him of having deserated
the. church, by allowing books to, b. sold Iu it
during service, sud by turning the vestwy-room
into a cooking apartment: theemi. dm
was published witiiout the Plaintiff's peMis-
sion in the defendsnt'5 newepaper, with 00m'
mente on the plaintiff's conduct:-Held, that
this wua a natter of public, interest: which
miglit lie Inade the. subjeot of public discus-
aion;e and that, the publication was, Uierefbre,
naL libellons, unlesa the language, used was
stronger than, in the opinion of the jury, tbe
occasion :uktiled. Kelly v. 2mnUng Law
Rep. 1 Q. B. 699.

Nuisaw4*-X4StBr and &v,-ae.ii
bic on Indi4bmU for aci of &M9vapL-The
owner of wOrks, csrried on for ies prqflt4y bis
agents is liable to, b. indicted fo«* puablic
nýxs$nce caused by the acte of bis woekinen
i carrying on the wonks,. t.hff4 clone by
thern without his knowledge and contraqy to
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