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RECENr DEI.cIONS.

Scrlable cause is for the judge alone to deter-
îtlife, 1 pon the facts found for the jury ; as
e vidence of malice it is a question wholly for

the J115, who, even if they should think there
aswanIt of p)robable cause, ni,(ht neverthe-

less th ink that the defendant acted honestly
a.n WtlR>Ut ill wifl, or any, other motive or

desire than to do what he bona liýde belie%-ed
toýbe *right in the interests of* justice-lu

lwhich case they ought not to find the exist-
efice Of m-nalice. Thus althouigh at is in
afloIT-a1oUs state of things that there may he>

tl<> différent and1 opposite findings in the
841ecause upon the question of probable

h¾eOeIy the jury and another Iw the
judelSulchis at I)resent the law.

H LVEITAGAINSI P-VII>E\-.CE.

'~Si v. Bit/on, P. 176, the Court of

sýPelh eld that the rule on which a new
iLthe 'ould be granted on the grouind that

Verdc 'vas unsatisfactory as being against
SWight of evidence, ouglht not to depend

the
1h.0.question whether the learned judge,

riled the action was or was not dissatis-
Wit the verdict, or whether he would

bu eto the same conclusion as the jutry,
~î"hether the verdict wvas surch as reason.

tight to have comne to.
NVINDING tii. -SET OFFi.

Co ri the Inlce f-l/lh/ o .la'a<Fr,~
b, . 1'79, the quieition for decis ion, stated

"as, "'hether in an action brought by
%qy w . coml)any in thv. course o>f compul-
fi tld(ling up by' thé court f'or the recovery

%,Iù Prce of the gYoods delivered by the
lýQ nyafli-the commencement of the

4ee .1 but in exerution of a contract
tà Into before liquidation, it is competent
ebt lieendant to set off against this debt a

p 'là t I him, from the company iflcurred
th the Jiuidatdon. Watkin William J.

Ithe Qte set off was not allowvable.. He
%1e he k5ts of the parties depended upon

qýfýer the debts which werc sought to be set

4ttn against the other. were muttial debts
e0te saine p)arties and in the same in-

terest ; and lie held they were flot. For from
the moment of the winding up the company
is stopped as an Âidependent going concern;
every transaction entered into by it from that
moment is void, unless sanctioned by the
court; and if it be allowed by the court to
continue to carry on its business and enter in-
to or comi)lete transactions, it does so in a
new interest and a new capacity, and solely
for the purpose of winding up its affairs in the
interest of its creditors and shareholders,
except in one class of cases liaving no appli-
cation to the present, viz., where transactions
bona fit/e executed and carried out between
the petition and the wvinding up order may in
the discretion of the court be ratifie& and

o)n fi rmed.L While the practical effects of the
defendants' contention would be that the com-
pany by a transaction which is void, unless
sanctioned and ri-tiied by the court, would
be paying one creditoi in full out of the assets
of the insolvent company in preference to the
other creditors.

LARCENY-MONIV DEMAN DIEU Wiril MENACES.

In Re,,. v. Loveil, p. 185, the court for C.
C. R. folloNwed Reg. v. MWGi-alh. L. R. i C.
C. R. 205, in holding that when ,\. obtains
rnoney froin B. by menaces, A. is guilty of'
larceny, even though some money b)e owing
to A. from 1B. for work done.

S.I.ClIflR-UNQU ALI il SX) PitC'rITICONX».

I n the next case Abercrombie v. Jordan, p.
187, the Court of Appeal huld that an uin.
qualified person who acts as a solicitor com-
mits an offence against 6-7 Vict. c. 73, S. 2

(R. S. O. c. 140, s. 1) though he arts in the
namne and with the consent of* a duly qualified
solicitor. The offender here 'vas an acon ut-
ant, who, so far froin heing a solicitor's clerk,
as he described himself, really so to speak
employed 'the solicitor in question, C'., and
carried on business jointly with him, transact-
ing sometimes with 'C. and sometimes alon.-
various matters which it was alone competent
to a solicitor to transact, genierally using the
name of C. and Co., but somnetimres not, and


