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deprive her of the. right to vindicate heraulf in the, fnlest man-
ner from the aspersions whieh ah. believes te have been ouat
upon her." Lord Bramptoti'a judgment indicates a "ra
idea.

Tihe queston hma been the, subject of sme discussion ini
Ontario. In Vordoin v. Vardom, 6 O.BR. at p. 736, Wilson, C.J.,
though- h,; dû«s fot decide the point, indicates his agreemnt
with the earlier English cases referred to in the judgments below
ini New2e v. Lady Gordoe-Lonnoz, and ini Hac/kett v. Bible., 12
P.R. 482, Boyd, 0., in Divisional Court, laid down the mile
in accordance with those caes.

But ini Watt v. Clark, 12 P.R. 359, the. Chancellor, again
an Divisional Court, &et amide counsel 'a settiernent. of & libel
action on the. application of bis client, the defendant, 'who said
that le iiad -fortidden auy aettiernent at ail.

It in true that counsel for the defendant, in hie reply, con.
tended that the. cam was unlike any other reported case, but the
foundation for this contention in by no means clear from the
report, and the judgnient is diffleuit to reconcile with Ihe
Chancelier's own earlier rernsrko in Haclcett v. Bibl..

However, ini Benner v. Edmonds, 19 P.R. 9, the question
again came squareîy befere a Divisional Court, this -time the.
Cornion Pieu Division.

The action was une of sMander, and the. plaintiff had suthur-
ized a mettleent upon the term of a withdrawai. of ail defam-
atory atatements. The. court considered that thia involved a
prohibition aai.nst nettling on any other term&s Nevertielema,
eounmel made a mettiernent, which did nut include sueh a with-
drawal and the Divisional Court, on the plaintiff'à application,
set mmide the settleern'i

By no rnev> ail the. cases seeni te have been eited ini the
zwuent, and the Court baaed its decision upon Stokes v.

Lotktm,, 4 T.LR 8O5, the, exceptional Engliah case above re-
ferred te.

But that case amen hardly a satisfsctory foundation for g
deciuion whidh- is contrary to an otherwise uniforrn lin. of
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