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lilY Iliind of the evidence is to, show that ail was arrest bail been, the day before, of a man sur-

fair and above board, and done with the perfect mised to be an accomplice of Rinfret in bis

l"IOledge of the plaintiff himself. There is nefarious sehemes, the naine of the accused

Iot 4 Shadow of reason for imagining that any being John Montague (meaflifg the pIaintiff.)

blgber tender than Moisan's would have beeit Montagie, the article said, "4was arrested at the

'ilide. Tbe others were lower, not because of suit of Mr. John Watkins, &c. He 18 chargec

anY deceit on the part of the liquidators that 1 with having given bogus orders, and obtainec

Car Perceive. They were lower because nobody froin Mr. Watkins a commission thereoli, t

cOuld see bis way to giving anything more than whicb, of course, hie was not entitled. Th4

1 iltosal gave; and the reason hoe gave so much accused, it appears, lias been engaged in severa

*a UIndoubtediy because the liquidators bail occupations, amongst them being that of can

hOiLvy interests to protect -being owners of vasser for the Sovereign Life Assurance Com,

f'le-sixths of the stock. But if hie bad not tend- pany, from which position hie was suspended o

erd and if bis tender bad not been accepted, it We-dnesday last on account of suspicions enter

iOb'9'ious that the shareholders and creditors tained by the officiais. He was also, it is sai(

Illust bave got less, however the unsuccessful formerly employed by Messrs. Rothschild

bhlders May be disappointed at not making the Brothers, of New York. After a short servic

Pr'Ofit they expected by getting the assots at a hie was discharged on account of alleged irr
1 0W0i figure. gularities much similar to that of which hie

nior10 apparent ground, then, bas the plain- now cbarged. The extent of bis operatior

if bore any interest, or any right to bring this with Watkins as yet known are smail, but it

actioirl. He neyer owned a single share, and he probable tbat further developments may i

'lever COuld have suffered the slightest injury cîcase thema to a considerable extent. ÂftE

to 11i5 initerests, if lie had. The question of being locked up for some time, bail was offée

the Proper and precise effect of the prohibitions and accepted iu his bebaif."

'of the0 law as regards porsons not chargod to The declaration alieged that plaintiff w

Bell, but buying, under the circumstancos that discharged by the muagistrate on the day fix<

thes0' iiquidators did, 18 no doubt a very interest- for the preliminary examination, the char

"'&question. Whether it reaches those who being unfounded. That the Rinfret swindli

bav IOcontrol over the terms of sale, and who case was the case of a man who had be

aÙted as the officers merely of the proprietary, arrested on charges of forgery and of extensi

~~~~~~~<) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .t1meie setle th t"m of saeaiuwnlfl ruaLu.~~ LUl U~~

1at g ay, is very important, no doubt; but it

belih tino enough to discuss it when some

OI6 hahi present himseif baving an interost
aLlde right to bring thest questions before the

court.

Action dismissed.
LOngPré e. Dugas for plaintiff.

Pagnluelo 4- Si. Jean for defendants.
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'&oNTA.GE v. THE GAZETTE PRINTING CO.

14be1....Jury trial-New trial for miadirection.

,ÂRÂ J. The plaintiff sues for $5,0O0

for an alleged libel, printed in the

Q"eOn the 26th July, 1881. T4e article is

setolt in the declaration. It is headed "4The

Rifrel Swindling Case," and stated that an

n

as

go

n

vo

forger and swindler, of ail which ho pleaded

guilty, but with which plaintiff was not con-

nected, nor did ho know Rinfret, and defend-

ant's article was headed 80 as to lead people to,

believo that plaintiff was an accomplice and

confederate of Rinfret.

The defendiints piead, first, the general issue,

and a special plea aileging that the publication

was made without malice and solely in the

public interest; that the defondants obtained

the matter referred to from. the public court re-

cords and from other sources doemed trust-

worthy; that on being threatened by plaintiff

with this suit the defendants immediately pub-

lished an apology, begging him to consider the

offending article as nover having been written ;

that, notwithstanding the apology, tbe plaintiff

on the next day instituted the present suit.

The defendants did think that, perbaps, they

had caused plaintiff an injury wbich they were


