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jury, and upon the Judge to givo it effect,after
tie mnanner of Baron Bramwell, and porliaps
some of us înay yet live to see a rational viewof this action accepted and adopted by juries.-Laïc Times.

TELEGRAMS.
Vice-Chancellor Giffiard bas held in Goupland

v. Arroie8mit/i, 18 L. T. Ilep.,N. S. 755 that
a telegramn is admissable in evidence as a letter,
if it be properly authenticated. It was object-
ed that, as an advertisement was inadmissible
as not being under the sig~nature or in the
hand-writing of the party, so also sbould ho a
telegrain wlîich is neither written nor signed
by the sender. But it was answercd that atelegrain is a message by A. to B.; unlike anadvertisement, which is a general notice, it
differs froin a lotter only in tlhis, that the send-or writes it by the band of the telegraph clerk,as bie might write a letter by bis secretary.
But it inustÀç autbenticated, of course.

The connection between " cbeap " and&nasty," from the legal point of view, wasIillustrated in a case, Anthony v. Beidley andIauother, at the Lambeth County Court onIWednesday. It appears that the defendants,a couple of spînster ladies, bad a brother in
the last stage of consumption. lie was pos-
sessed of a little property, includiiîg a ]ease or
two, which ho wished to make over in sonie
way or other, ho did not know how, to bis
sisters. A solicitor to wbom ho applied advis-
ed him to mke a will in their favour. On
being asked wbat the costs would ho, the
solicitor said, about £4. The brother thought
that a large sum and doclined to do anything
thon- ho would think about iL. He thought
a deed of gift w'ould be done cheaper; iL would
save probate and other duties, and charges,
which ho liad a great dislike to paying. After
a Lime ho sont for a neigbbour, who found hiff
in extremis. île wished thon to mako the
long delayed disposition of bis property. The
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0f laughter" is of itself proof that she is not a The question, therefore, arises, what is awoman ni hom any mnan ought to be compelled sufficient authentication of a telegram?to marry. The action, in fact, answers itself. To answer this, let us sec what is requirèdIt should be said, "Your presence here is proof to be proved. It is that the message camnepositive that you had no true womanly feelings from B. the alleged sender of if. The writtento be outragèd, and therefore you have incur- instructions for messages are, we belicve pre-red no damage." served at the telegraphi offices. The flrst stopThere is, of course, one shape which this will be to procure this document, and ascertainaction may assume that would entitie the by whom it was written. If by B. biinsolf;plaintiff to compensation : where advantage tbhe production of it, M-ith proof of handwriting,has been taken of the engagement for the pur- will suffice; but if wri.tten by another, thatpose of seduction. But even in such cases the other must be found, and his authority, and sowrong is the seduction, and that is the proper backward until it is traced to B. But if, asform of the action, the engagement being an miust frequently happen, it is impossible toaggravation of the dama-es. ascertain whose lîand wrote the message, or0 wlio ~~~brought it, ther eanol w oLre
As a matter of fact, nine-tenths of the ac- wh i rneianol wocusseicUber to eall B. himsclf to prove it, and whenions for breacb of promise of inarriago are in th e box ho is so for 1' purposes tocnpurely inercenary. The woman bas flrst deli- nethmwitb the tlgam Py oter o iecn-berately set a trap for the man, and cauglit as th eon teera bf it oter b evInwe;,ias designing miothers and clever daughters aiercgiino t otnsb nwr~~now soando; n ti amte f ac-o replies, or by acts donc in purs uance of,ation that the victim must be bled somehow. iicneto ih t ai~ty eeIf ho marries, lus wliole fortune is captured ; gram could not be proved merely by its pro-f ho recovers bis senses and escapes, then a duction; but 'then it mnay and oughit to be;ood slice of it: this latter is the event most proposed for admission by the othier party,esired, and (flot unfrequently) the woinan refus ing which, he would be charged with thevould herself have broken it off; if the man costs of proof.

ad proved more faithful than sbe'bad hoped. If the telegram instruction paper cannot boI-owv juries lîaving a knowledge of the world found, its loss should be proved by the clerk~n war th ouragou Dgsth at the office who had the custody of it, andften give in cases where forty shillings wouîd avdeofi seabo i, and the seeonaryxceed the plaintiff's deserts, is one of those eiec fi a ogvnb h eerpysteries of the jLîry-box w-hich the îawyers, clerk by whom tlhe message was transmnitted,ho are excluded from that sage tribunal, are womstpvettthmsagdlirebolyînal t opai.Pebasiftebn was that sent.eol publed renlin from one of the riefes As telegrams com e more into use, this ques-ea ho anshd bi rehen igh don oftesefldut; tion of their admissibility in evidence, aiîd thet lpeianjrmn bud hi rtrnigho refr adopt manner of proving them, becomos more iînpor-1we may hope to learn soinething of the tnt therfoe whav e inveied atteo to ianner in which jurymen argue and form their si thoho ht som eb i eieder ofnaydgments and arrive at verdicts. As it is we Cugs soenasb bcheiec fn conly urge upon the counsel for tbe dofec inuch value may be better preserved and proved
febljet that it cnb yte present arrangements.-rnest appeal to the coîfmon sense of thae Tie


