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ander the like circumstances, to follow his ex-
ample. The proverbial uncertainity of the law
hos uzquestionably its highest illustrations in
what are called horse causes. Looking back to
ny own observation and experience of such
eases, and speaking necessarily with a peculiar
tnowledge of their ments, I have no hesitation
ingaying that the verdicts have been quite as
ofien on the side of wrong as on that ot right,
and that, therefore, the law jtself is as frequent-
J.inits operation, productive of serious injury
wof reasonable justice. This is no extravagant
axertion, but a deliberate conviction at which I
tave heen compelled to arrive on & mature con-
fderation of facts. 'What is more, 1 always
endeavour to force it on any one who may hap-
po to consult me on & guestion of disputed
somdness, and I am enclined to think not with-
ot effect ; for, though ¥ nov examine more
horses than I ever' did, I have not been engaged
ina case of this kind in any court of law for more
then 3 twelve month. T'o feel that one is in the
i2ht is drubtless a very noble and very dignifi-
senzation to eutertain at any time; but woe
ctothe man who is {oolish ewough to fancy
8t in an action at law, and wheo the dispute 18
boat the soundness of & horse, the question of
ight is likely to have the slightest weight in
be Jecision. I believe he can nurse no greater
thiion.  For this is undeniable that the law
€l i3 mainly to blame. All defivitions of
’tfdgal upsoundness are vague and imperfect, and
it of epdless quibbling apd dspute.  Ve-
kinary surgeovs wmay differ in opmion ; but
shat then ?* The authority of all the veterinary
weeons in the world will not weigh a single
mivin the balance against the dictum of some
mpus lawyer, who whatever might have been
§is eitaicwrents in other respect:, could have
; Wn u:,hsolutely nothing about the diseases of
07se.
g )r. Litt then goes on to illustrate his position
&7 some cases in point, which wul be better
golersiond by professional than general readers.
&:¢ of these 15 as follows :—

% “Or take another instance—one of the last
%35 of the kind with which I have had any-
Eizto do. Some of the readers of the Review
Bi! rerhops remember it as that of Druary o,
flosoed. It was tried in London in 1860,
pdmay be briefly expiesined as involving the
guhvexed question of spavin or no spavin.
b2 plaintil purchased two horses in Liverpool,
gdtock them afterwards to Londou, where he
gl them a few weeks without asy particalar
ke of complaint.  Being desirous of parting
Bih them, however, they were offered to a deal-
E;5ho agreed to purchese them at a given
it Mr. Mavor passed them as sound. They
¢ secordingly exemined by Mr. Mavor, who
thred them both to be spavined and lame,
Bl tey were, in consequence, returned to
g0l Here they were submitted by the

defendant to the examination of some of the
bighest veterinary authorities in the place—of
Mr. Ellis, Mr. Lucag, aud Mr. Bretherton, all of
whom were of opinion that they were altogether
Jree from any appearance of spavin, and that
they were quile sound. Forufied by such opio-
ions as these, the defendant refused to tuke the
horses bacl, and they were again sent to Lon-
don. In corroboration of Mr. Mavor’s opinion,
those of Mr. Field, Mr, Spooner, and Mr. Var-
nell were also obtained by the plaintiff, and the
borses were sold at Tattersall's, and bought
back by an agent of the defendant. Shortly
afterwards they were again sold, but at different
times and to different persons, and each at the
time of sale examined by & veterinary surgeon,
the one by Mr. Payne, of Market Drayton, the
other by Mr. Kettle, of the same place, veither
of whom, I believe, knew anything of the history
of the animals, but both of whom failed to de-
tect any appearance of spavin. Some time after-
wards, and shortly before the trial, they were
exumined also by me, and I may here say em-
phatically, for myeelf, that, in wy opinion, the
hocks of both these horses were perfectly free
from any appearance of spavin or any trace of
digease of any kind, At ihe time of trial, one
of the horses, then the property of a gentleman
of bigh position in Staffordsbire, to whom he
had been sold, it may be mentioned, for & larger
sum than that given for him originally by the
plaintiff, was brought to London, and the coach-
m=n who drove him gave evidence to the faet
of the horse having been regularly used in his
master's carriage, and of his peifect freedm
from all $'gn of lameness. The animal was also
brought up for the inspection of the jury them-
selves. T need not say that the evidence was
of the most contradictory character—Mavor,
Field, Spooner, and Varnell, on the one side,
and Ellie, Lucas, Bretherton, Payne, Kettle, and
other less importent witnesses, on the other side.
Nothing reflecting more serivusly on the char-
acter of professional evidence can possibly be
conceived. The judge—Mr. Justice Erle~sam-
med up ra‘her, I think, in favor of the defend-
ant 3 for he remarked somewhat pertivently that
as the ‘horses had, since they left the pleintiff’s
possession, been sold for more then he had given
for them in the first place, and were shown to
be still worth the money, although they had
nev.r been subjected to any veterinary treat-
ment, he (the plaintiff) who was suing for dam-
ages had suffered no demage, except by his own
act of parting with the horses in the particular
manner he bad done. The jury were locked up
a considerable time, but eventually found a ver-
dict for the plaintiffl. I wust resist any tempte-
tion to comment at much length on this case,
excepting in so far as it illustrates the absurdity
of the law iteelf. Where such authorities as
these differ in professionzl opinion could any
jury—it may be, of twelve men, not one, of




