
106 Tke Cansadaz Law Jotrnal. NMaIch , iS8,

found useful for the discussion it contains as to the ground of disqualification of
justices on the score of intcrest or bias. The grounds of disqualification assigned

Î* ~ wcre: (i) that Mr. Farrant had acted as mnedical attendant of one of the parties
assaulted; ()that he had advised a settienient; (3) that he had offered to bet
that the case wvould be disrnissed by the magistrates; (4) and that he would bc
required as a witness. The first and second grounds assigned were held flot to
constitute Piny disqualification; the third ground was also held to bc noa dis-
iqualification, though if he had actually 'tmacle the bet, it was held that he would
have had a pecuniary interest which 1vould have dîsqualified him. The fourth

"U ground was held also to bc no disqualification, but a matter within the discretionj ~ of the magistrate. The mere fact that a judge is subpoenaed as a witness it wvas
held could flot on principle disqualify him from acting, otherwise a door would
be opeined which mighit enable parties to itndefinitely postpone the trial of cases.

PRATIC.-CNTEPTOF COURT--Aiu.sIvF LANGUAGE AND THRF.ATIiNING GESTtJRES To
4 SOLICITOR AFTER H-F.ARING Ob' APPLICATION IN CHAMBERS.

Au re ohnson, 2o Q. B. D. 68, wvas an appeal by a solicitor from an order of
Kekewvich, J,, committing hirn for contempt of court. The contempt consisted in
abusive language addressed by the appellant to another solicitor in reference to
an application ta a judge in chambers. The abusive expressions were acconi-
panied by threatening gestures, and were used by the appellant tovards the
other solicitor while in the passages leading to the exit frorn the court. The

Court of Appeal held that the order had been rightly madle, and dismissed the
ÈZ appeal.

DAMAGES-BRFACH OF WARRANTv-'i-'SAI.-COSTsq OF DEFICNtUNG ACTION 13Y 5U13.
VENDÉE FOR BREACH Or WARRANTV

The sole point in question in Hammrond v. Bussey, 20 Q B. D. 9 was the
right of the plaintiffs, who brought LLie action for a breach of warranty, to recover
as part of their damages the costs incurred by theni in defending an action
b rought against themn 1.y certain sub..vendees to whomn they had sold the.goods
with a sitilar warranty to that of defendant. The defendant wvas notified of this
action, and claimed that the goocis were according to contract, the present plain.

j tiffs therefore defended the action and ivere defeated, The present defendant
~submitted to pay the damages recovered In that action, but contended he was

J not liable for the costs. The Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., Bowen and
Fry, LL.J.) affirming Field, J., hield that he was. These costs it was considered
mighit reasonably be supposer! to have been a part of the damages in the con-

templation of the Parties as the probable resuit of a breach of the contract, within
the rule laid down in Hadley' v. Bazindale, 9 Ex. 341.

SIRF-UNDER5HERIFr--VAcANCY 0F S5HRIKVALTY-LIA3ILITT 0F UNDEt-SH R FF
FOR PROC8ZEDS 0F EXECUTiox-3 GRo. I. c. ï5, s. 8 (R. S. 0. c. 16, S. 43).

t The Gl~ou#tirtBanktg, Co. v. £dtvards, 20 Q. B. D. io7, was an actionbroghtby n eecuioncreito fo moey adand rcieagainst the per-


