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betveen::_ rible provocation. But the man who stealthily watches his cha~nce, and who
al writ. le contrives, with the precision of a clock-rnaker and the cruelty of a fiend, to so
endtand *adjust obstructions as to imperil the lives of scores of human beings, is -a mon-
(i) that ster of depravity. Rarely, indeed, is there any clutnsiness in the arrangement.
urisdic- Eveiy detail is regulated with scientific accuracy. In the smnall hours, when

sued as the chance of detection is only as one hi a thousand, does the train-wrecker do
nders & his work."-Law Journal.
though
arnend SURETYSHIP FOR~ INFANTS.-A recent decision of the Recorder of London in the
several Lord Mayor's Court seems to have occasioned considerable consternation among
resided the nurnerous traders who lay themnselves out for doing business with .xinors ;
intiffs' anid indeed, before Peach v. Makiis, the case in question, there appears to be no

he two authoritative judicial determinatioa reported of a le&;. crux whicli must have
nl t1vit frcq,(ue,--tly occurred. The plaintiff sold a bicycle to an infant on what is farnil-

erly be iarly known as the hire system ; that is, under a contract that the minor should
rez 64 pav for the machine by certain periodical instalments, and that in default of the

pavmnent of any one of these instalments the whole of the purchase money should
becoine forthwith payable to the vendor. These payments by the mitior wvere
giuaranteed by a person of full age, who undertook, by a clause in the contract,
to discharge the liabilities of the mninor ini case the latter mnade default. The
îninor having inade default, the action was brought by the vendor against the

jersey guarantor, as surety for the minor. In answer to the plaintiff's dlaim the4
ii and defenict was successfully set up that, inasmuch as no debt existed or could legally
r sub- e\ist I>etween the plaintiff and the minior, the defendant guaranteed nothing, and
Cflted. reliance wvas placed on the -';cta of Lord Seiborne in Lakentan v. Mýoiiitstephen (30
i sauk L. T. Rep. N. S. 437; L. Xep. 7 H. of L., p. 24): 'lThere can be no suretyship

bea t. tinless there be a principal debtor . . . aid until th.ere is a principal debtor
d the there can be no suretyship. Nor can a mian guarantee anybody Àlse's debt un-

ate to less there is a debt of somne other person to be guaranteed." Acting upon this
epend exposition of the law, the Recorder, nîo question of fact being in dispute, entered
S the a verdict for the defendant.-Law Titites.
coin-

lentral

THE IMPUNITY 0F PERJURY.-Soine tirne ago we dwelt at length on the
wide prevalence of perjury, and on the alniost complete impunity with which it

ecent can be practised. The wïiter who recently furnished to one of the magazines a
like a hiurnorous article on "The Decline of Lying" was mniserably unacquainted with
t the the law courts of his country. Prosecutions for perjury are scarcely knov o;
rain- coliVictions are stîli rarer, if that be possible. Nothing is easier than lyîng; and
con- lvilîg on oath is not perceptibly less easy than lying inforînally, as, for exaruple,

ilway on a tornbstone. Unless a man lie right in the face of documents or patent
mur- facts, he rnay invent his own evidence with perfect safety and literary effect.

are > And even if he should vian against an awkward obstacle of the kind, it is always
open to hini to expiai#. Direct proof of perjury is extremely difficuit to find.

te- V* ithout direct poof, àpparent1y, prosecutors do not cave to venture on a charge.


