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CURRENT ENGLISH -CA SES.

The L-tw Reports for February comprise (1894) 1 Q.B., pp.
15-3-271 ; (1894) P., PP. 13-57; (1894) 1, Ch., PP, 73.230.

UEIFAMATION -L I- COkti'ORAITION, ACTION F~OR I.IBI. AGAINST -SPECIAL

soutit Hetton Goal -.o. v. North-Easterit Ngws Association, (1894)
1 Q.B. 133, was an action brought by a joint stock company for
libe. The plaintifsé were proprietors of collieries, and owned a
n'. irber of cottages in connection therer-ith. The libel com-
plaitued of charged that these cottages wore kept in a grossly
unsanitary condition, being for the most part unfit for human
habitation. The action wvas tried by Lord C oleridéýe, C.J., with
a jury. No special damnage xvas proved, and the Chief justice
ruled that the matter discussed ini the article complained of ivasone
of public interest, and he, in effect, left it to the jury to say whether
the defendants had gone beyond the limits of fair and bitna fide
comment. Thc jury found a verdict for the plaintiffs for £15.
The defendants appealed on the ground that thbe plaintiffs, bc ig
a joint stock company, had no cause of action in the absence of
proof of special damage; that no action for libel would lie by a
coinpanv except for injury to its business, and none was proved;
and also, becaut;e.there wvas no evidence, that the defendants had
exceuded fair anti bona, fide comment. The Court of Appeal

* (Lord Esher, M.R., Lopes and Kay, L.J.J.) were oif opinion that
* noue of the points raised by the defendants were sufficient to

deféat the plaintiffs; that although a corporation could not
mnaintain an action for libel in respect of anything reflecting
iipon thern personally, yet theY could do so for anything reflect-

* ing on their management of their trade or business, Nwithout
* proving any special damage. They also were of opinion that the

îiatter commnent.-d on was one of public interest, but that there
-was evidence from which the jury could properly find, as they
had in effect done, that the defendants had exceeded fair and
bona fide comment.

IN iRNIIO\I IAW-FORRIGN SOVEItitGN~-JtIIcTIONi OVIXR rOprutN sc'VER-
I~le-J>ROF SrArUS OF~ s'OVKRZI(;N.

Afighell v. Sultan of 7ohore, (1894) 1 Q-B. 149, was an action
for breach of promise of marriage, in which the defendant moved
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