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Cluwisiop/,lr Ro/'Ùson, Q.C., andj Iickited, for the plaintiffs. .
Clark, and R. U. Maicphelrso,:, for defendants other than Seybold.' L (.

Alf;h'and 9te7calf, for defendant Seybold.

Boyd, C., IFergiison, J.1 QU)-JEN P. LANGLîEY. Friec. 2, 1899.
Jfiuiiva/ eopmin -- y-aiiv. - 1'rapisieeult riee - Sa/e.

stivnp.s-Gnvci - R~.S.O0., -. 2-2,, s, j83. sub-s. 3<.I , 3/.
The defendant entered into an arrangemient %vith various retail iier-

chants byw ohich ecdi of themi was to r2ceive from iimi a quantity of 'I trading
stamips 'I (the property in whi ch, however, wvas to rernain in iîn), and to
pay hini fifty cents per 100 of such stanips received, and to give one of
these stai 1)s to each cuistonier wio, purchased for cash ten cents wvorth of
goods, while lie. on his part, wvas to a(Ivertise thenm in certain directories to
he distributed by hini and also ini newsp)apers. A blanik space was left
ini thesc directorles for pastitng ni such staniips, and ev'ery custouier of any
of the nierchants who brought to the defendant one of the directories
%with 99D stanips pasted iii it was entitled to reeivu hii exchange any one lic
iniight select of an issortincnt of goods kept in stock 1w the defendant.
Apart froin this those goods %were îîot for sale.

1kathat these transactions did not coiistitute a selling or- offterîng for
al wthe defendant withini the micining of a mnincipal by-law, passed

uîîder R S.O., c-. z23, s. 583, st't-s. 30, al the stanîps delivered to, the
diefenidant iri excliange for bis goods being of no value to hini. The essence
of sale is transtèr of property froni one lerson to aniother for inoney
or nionev's worth.

J. .YakeQ..,for defondant. .hewr/,Q.C., for thc
p rosecit or.
'Meredith, CI . c . Sî î,t. C [tINE. Lec. 5, T899.

galion of u/(ImaIn-es1cauiig of wof-ds.
Iii lilîci for two articles which were printed in the defendant's tnews-

paper reflecting upon the character aîid conduct of the plaiîîtiff;
11e/a'. that an article iii anther newspaper, published before the first

4 o0f the alleged libels, purportinig to be an accoutit of an interview with the
plaintiff iii which he inade an attack upon the defendaîît's newspaper by its
nanie, and a letter signed by the plaintiti, published iii two îîewspapers
l)efore the second of the alleged libels, iii which the defeidant's newspaper
and the editor thereof-îîot the defendant lîinself-were referred to in
abu.sive language, were admissible in evidence upon the part of the defend-
ant, in mîitigation of daniages. Petrcy v. Glasçgow, 2a C. P. 52 x, followed. e'

11e/i, also, per RosE, J., that editorial articles which appeared on the p
saiu day iii the nemipapers whichi published the plaintiff's letter, referring p
to it and to the defendant's newspaper, were admuissible too, as furnishing i
provocation for tie second of the alleged l'bels; MEREDITH, C.J., Co;itra. S
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