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Trip PERLas 0F ARBITRATIoNý-EX-CIIIEF JUSTICa LcEFRoy.

to which may criminate the person interroga-
ted may bc administered, or whether sucb a
fendency iu the interrogatories is a sufficient
objection to tbein. Several cases have been
lately before tlie Courts in which this point
bas been in dispute, and the decisions are by
nlo ineuT,5 uruforra. Tb0 result, boa cyci, of

M~oznv. T/ýe KayacIo &v. of Liverpol
(16 W. R. 1212) and Edrnunds v. &reenwood
(17 W. R. 142), flie two cases which imniedi-
ately preccded Villeboisne' v. Tobin, appear-
cd to be that it is riu objection to iriterrogato-
ries that they may crimoinate, but if' the direct
object is t0 criminate they w'ill not be alloa'ed.
Th is view of the law is now furtber sanctioned
bv tlic decision in Viiieboisnet v. Tobin, w here
it was beld in an action for misrepresenta-
fions in a prospectus that interrogatories
should not be allon cd w bicb inquired into the
trutb or falsebood of thle alleged misrepresen-
tations.

Montagne Smith, J. says-" The onlv in-
telligible mile to be deduced fromi aIl the casesincluding £5a>euds v. Greenweood, secnis to
bc that w bere interrogatories are bond fide put
to elicit what is relevant to the issue tbey may
bc allowed, tbough the answcrs miay tend to
criminate, givîng the party interrogated flie
option of auswering or refusiug f0 auisu c on
that grotind. But when interrogatories are s0
put the Court and the judge ut ehumbers w iii
require a stronger case and stronger reasons
thun in other cases. These interrogatomies
slhould not la ordinumy cases be allowed on the
ordinary affiduvit only, but special circurustan-
ces muust be laid before the judge to induce hina
to allow them."

Tbis judgment is quite in accordunce with
FM n ends v. Ggec> erood, and witb the decisions
w'hich are cited and discussed lu the consider-
ed j udgiuent of the Court in that case. 'There
sceius t0 be nu doubt that the law 00W is that
interrogatories will nut be alloved if their
direct otbject is f0 erlîninaie; but if they are
put boïzd ./ide for the purpose of discovcring
iuatters relevant to the issue it is not a suffi-
cient objection to thcmn that they tend t0
crfininate if there arc any special reasons why
S ucb interrogatories sbould be allowcd, and
sncb rea.orîs are properly brouebt before the
judgc Lt cbambers on affidavit.-8eiicitoris'

TJII G PER1ILS OF ARBITRATION.

Tribunals of urbitration are, both iu tbe
legal and commercial world, rising in favour;
uîîd tbeir great value bas been au7boritatively
recognised iu that portion of tlic Report of
,Judicature Commission w hich seeks to estab-
lisb officiai reféees. Yct, as the iaw stands,
there is considerablo peril in a resort f0 such
su'b trihunals. If a judge gocs wrong lu bis
law at Nisi Pius, or a jury blunders, there is
ample meqaris of setting the error right. But
it ký a v ery oid principle that the aw'ard of an

arbitrator is final, and not open f0 revicw, cx-
cept wvbere the mistake of the urbitrator is
apparent on the face of the aivard, w here he
has excecdcd or failcd to exercise bis jurisdic-
tion, or wlîerc be bas becu guilty of miscon-
duct. Yet independently of sncb cases,
ikljustice muay occur. In a case of TPiyu v.
]?ollcrtson, referred f0 a Master of the Commun
Pleas, if was admittcd on hotb sides that a
suru of abut 401. was due from the defendant
tu the plaintiff. 'The Master found thut nothb
ing was due, and condemncd the plaintiff in
costs. A rule nisi was ohruined to refer the
tuatter buck to the M-aster, und the Master
informed the Court that he had made a mis-
take, and tliat he wishcd the mnatter sent back.
Upon cause being show n against the mule, it
'vas eonten(led that, bow ever gross the injus fiee
rnight bc, Uic Court bad nu pow er to set aside
or send bac]; the nward. At the sanie time, it
was statedl that the defendai)t, to Ineef flic
fairness of tbe case, bad olred 401. lu settle-
mient of the a hule matter. Counsei for the
defendaut showed that the presenit rigour (f
the lavi was establisbed hy the jndgrnent o>f
ut Baron Parke in PhillijsvL,7ýaos, 12 M. & W.
309l, and thaf bis rnling baud been followcd
iu Jloglcinson v. 1i7rnic, 3 C. Ji. N. S., and in
a reccuf Irish case. It is hardly neccssary f0
remark that, lu the present day, the Courts
]eau lu favour of doing justice to the parties,

ndcdavour f0 break through iron miles
which have tbe direct effeet of bringing scandai
oui the lawv by woliing a cer wrong. Actu-
ated hy this principle, the Court muade the mule
absolufe, adupting a doctrine fliat a case shall
be sent back vben the arbitratormlf states
that ho bas muade a mistake. Their Lordships
fortificd themselves in their decision by wbaf
was said by Lord Denan lu Hitciîinsoii v.
Sielpon, 13 Q. B., and by Vice-Chancellor
Wood lu 13 Kay and J., 66. To have ad-
bcred to au old rule, at the hazard of doing
wbat aras in the higbest degrce inequitable,
wvould bave feuded tu throw discredit ou a
judicial instrument wbich lu the future is, des-
tined tu prove even of bigher advautage than
it bas lu the pasf.-Lew Jouornal.

EX-CIIIEF JUSTICE LEFROY.

Ou Tuesday last diefi Thomas Lefroy, the
late ex-Cbief Justice of Jreland, at the age of
niuety-fhree. Three years ugo bc 'vas ou tbe
bcnch, and bis friends assure ns thaf bis
faculties were uniînpaired f0 the last.

Mr. Lefroy, who was the eldcst son of Mr.
Anthony Lefroy, of Carrickglass, avas boru lu
the ycar 1776. lIe took bis bachcior's degree
at Trinify College lu 1766, and was called f0
the bar lu 1797. Hie soon. bad an excellent
cqnify practice. île became a boucher of the
Kiug's Iuns, a King's Serjeaut, and a King's
Counsel. Iu 1830 be eutered Parliameut as
member for the University of D$ublin. He
was froru the outset of bis public career a
stancb 'fory. Ife represented tbe tUiversity
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