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ALREAZiY the Christmas vacation is upon
us, and the terni aimost at an end;, nev~er-
theless, it is agreed on ail hands that the
revival of business after the long vacation
lias been almost preternaturally slow.
During the long vacation the stagnation
ivas absolute. Arn bitious juniors, wiliing-
to try what unfaîling diligence wouid
achieve in the way of winning the hearts
of the solicitors, took nothing for their
pains, and even meni of greater standing
who stayed in London during part of the
vacatiun found tlîat they liad onily wasted
to no purpose a part of tlîeir inuch-needed
holiday. Unquestionably the long vaca-
tion is a trying tinie fur mnen who depend
upon their profession for their subsistence,
and there are few men who are not
thoroughly ¶veary of inactivity by the
limne that October hias corne. One ob-
jection to the long holiday lies not so
rnuch in itself as in its consequences. In
other words, one xvould not coraplain
bitterly if the legal machine wvas stopped
for tiree months and then went on run-
ning as if nothing hiad lîappcned. But
the case is othierwise, since, after the long
vacation, business is long before it ripens
and regaL.s a working or, so te speak, a
lucrative condition. During this autun
and early winter, too, we have been beset
by a series of cause célèbres, which. as aIl
plactical meni know, are fatal to ordinary
work, bccause tliey block the cause-list.
There have hecen two-if txvo can forni a
series--and both of greatinre.

Eirst camne the tibel action agairîst Lord
Coleridge, of wvhich it niay be \vritten that
it was the very best thing, froin Lord
ColeridgteYF point of view, that coul<l pos-
sibly have happened. Mr. Adamis wvas
beaten uipon cvery point, and both the
veteran Chief J ustice and his son emerged
froni the trial with triumph, gaining the
,hearty synîpathy not only of the profès-

sion, but alro of the public. So offensive
wasQ the inanner of the plaintiff, who had
sia fool for his client," that the jury and
the public were very near losing sight of
the fact that something had happened
which oughit not to have been pernîittedl.
The !ate Lord Monkswell, it wiIl be re-
membered, had consented to act as arbi-
trator, and to assess the damages in the
o. ginal action brought by Mr. Adams.
To that end there were sent to Lord
Monkswell copies of ail documents reiating
to the matter, and it was admitte1 that
Lord Coleridge's solicitor's clerk sent a
nuniber of documents of which Mr. Adams
liad no knowledge. The jury fouind that
this was an act of inadvertence, nmuch te,
be regretted, on the paît of the solicitor;
but wvhen one cornes to r flect v'îthe
miatter in <'aid blood, at a timie wh , the
feeling of synipathy caused by the iJght of
the Chief Justice of Engiandl undlergoing
cruel and unnecessary torture lias faded a
littie, it is not altogether easy to see how
surh a inistake could possily have been
nmade. It is true that Lord Monkswell
wrote that the documents in question had
flot iîîfinenced hi' judgmlent ; buit thl,
how can a man tell, after arriviiig at a
givcn conclusion, what lias led hizn to it,
ancl what lias not ? Tire case is flot diq-
sinîjilar to that of a jury who, liaving hecard
the answer to an inadmissible question,
are toli that tlîey oughit not to permit the
words ;vhichi they liave lieard fo influence
their judgmc'rîî in the stirallest degrce.

'wo good resîîlts rnay be -(Iectedl froni
tlîis g-reat and lamentable Case. \Ve înay
anticipate, wili qonie confidence, a re-
action again st tlîe growing cristomi of
giving extraordinary latitude to parties in
perso - coîncîdentlv there is grouind for
hopîng thait the terîdency niay be in the
other dire-tion, and that judicial notice
may hc taken) of that lamentable waste of
public tinme and mioney, of which parties
in person are the source. Seeondly, it is
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