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;hge'ef"ﬂ Whether you say, “Behold also
o2 Ballows which Haman has made,” or,
am::; r%unt look at the gallows which
that, g a&s made.” It is sometimes said
Daturg] o man must be held to intend the
Naturg] ¢ NSequences of his acts, and as the
man i t:”“‘luence of the censure of a dead
relations éxasperate his living friends and
Poace at’ta aII:d 80 to cause breaches of the
ablea’ i C%8 on the dead must be punish-
8 libels, because they tend to & breach
intengedpewe’ W.het‘her they are or are not
the livinas an mdzr.ect way of reflecting on
oged ug fg,_ unless, indeed, they are privi-
interes a1r com'ments on matters of public
chargiy Otlilthe hke: My brother Wills, in
take fh' e g}’&nd jury in this case, seemed
ed rop 18 view. T have the most unfeign-
bect for whatever falls from him, but I

:«fl‘ee to this in its full extent. It
Coke’s Viev:ne that if it were correct, Lord
of Reg y T would be correct. But the case
Rot, fo i.n tfl)lpham dl.stmctly holds that it is
auso 1, at case judgment was arrested,
Was il e‘()l lnber.xtlon to injure the family
injure tlfe f 'I:hls shows that the intent to
necs amily was a fact requiring proof

not ap in;sary to be fot}nd by the jury, and
from the ';l‘ence by Whlf)h they were bound
oy mIls of' the writing reflecting on the
silence of iy wish to .a,fld that I regard the
Practioe of the authox:mes and the general
Suthori; e pl_'ofesm'on as a more weighty
“taﬁemeztson this point than the isolated
factory casOf Lord Coke and the few unsatis-
Iam reln es r.eferred to in Rex v. Topham.
tend tpe thm§ In the highest degree to ex-
t libg] ; }:!rlmmal. law. To speak broadly,
our lgns IE;‘ dead i8 not an offence known to
is for P.a 0 an extension of it is required, it
extend aIme!‘lt afld‘not for the judges to
%everal of ¢ think it ig a fatal objection to
€ svgr © counts of the indictment that
intontigy to?n!y a tendency and not an
the C[}:J(llu; a.n(li1 to excite a breach of
Yef, . eline the crime of libel with
w;&:’:’e to the tendency of the matters
Writey ;n;u;? not .by the intention of the
Tent, ’of tgh t or might not be an improve-
offoctoq i\ e law; l?ut, if it is, it must be
iudgeg Fy the Legislature and not by the
" Xor these reasons, I think that, as it

ot
Seemg

is not and cannot be suggested that the
observations made on the late Mr. Batchelor
were intended to injure and bring contempt
on his family, but only to injure the charac-
ter of the late Mr. Batchelor himself, the
defendant must be acquitted.

The jury returned a verdict of not guilty.
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Tuesday, March 15.

The Queen v. Cole or Bowen.—Two reserved
cases ; continued to 23rd inst.

Bondy v. Valois; and Falardeauv. Valois.—
Motion for appeal from interlocutory judg-
ment. C, A.V.

Laurier v. Legris.—Motion for leave t ap-
peal from interlocutory judgment, rej.cted
with costs.

Cie Miniere de Colraine & McGauvron.—
Heard de novo on merits. C. A.V.

Lebeau & Poitras.—Heard on interlocutory
appeal. C. A.V.

Canadian Pacific Railway Co. & McRae.—
Heard. C. A. V.

Garth et al. & La Banque d'Hochelaga, &
Taillon, & Mercier.—Petition for reprise a’in-
stance; granted by consent.

Wednesday, March 16.

Lanctot & Ryan.—Heard on motion for
leave to appeal from interlocutory judgment.
C.A V.

La Cie. de Navigation de Longueuil & Les
Commissaires d’ Ecole de la Ville de Longueuil—
Heard on motion for appeal from interlocu-
tory judgment. C. A. V.

Fellows Medical Co. & Lambe.—Motion that
Mr. Beausoleil be substituted for Messrs.
Lacoste & Cie. Mr. Brosseau asks for pro-
duction of authority for substitution. C.A.V,

Lapalme & Barré.—Heard on motion to
quash writ. C. A. V. :

Judah & Bozer et al.—Heard on motion to
quash writ. C.A. V.

Goodall & Exchange Bank.—Heard on
merits. C.A. V.

Bryson & Cannavon.—Part heard on merits.

Thursday, March 17.
Bryson & Cannavon.—Hearing concluded.
(., A. V.

Benoit & Benoit.—Heard. C. A. V.




