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A ^ ^?°**!,W' "* *" »tt««npt has beenmade to dUcredit his testimony. Lee and Re-nahanhaTe been broughi up for the purpose.
The latter says nothing at all, and the foAner
Lee, speaks as to Turnout's driving a prostitute
in his cab and getting a smalt bottle of essenb^
for her at a druggist's. If that were an impro!
priety in a cabman, it is not an indication of
his beingTgenerally unworthy of belief-irapro-
pnety of conduct such as his, if it even be imi
proper, is no indication of perjury—it miirht aa
well be said that impurity If ^o7duct woffi be
perjury. Formerly two witnesses were neces!

Zi 'l^r^Z^'
*^'?"'° ^^^'^ ^""Id be no morethan one oath against another in a mcvuer of

p rjury but though that strictness has ongbeen relaxed the evidence must more than coun-
terbalance he oath of the witness, therefore anopposing witness will not avail against a fad•worn to unless corroborated by other indepen-dent circumstances. Now Lee has not opposedany fact sworn to by Turnout, but draws his con-clusions from the bottle of essence. Tumout^s

W?°^!n "'-^k"
supported by others and has

Counsri It Ss "^^'V ^^ '^' defendant'scounsel. It has also been asserted that thewoman with whom the plaintiff had connection

Tthel ^nrt- •?''« 'r' '"^ "^ house having

f«rwarHu ^'V*^^«"i« i
she was backwards andforwards to the house of her mother who kenta brothel, and had lived with her mothe? four

ne of business The old proverb applies toh.r- We are known by our acquaintance"

fr^L ilTr'' '°' ^"'"^ considlSn, n'ot

Ih„a« '\ '" ^"y^"* «ny misconception onthese pomts, and to bring to your mind thetestimony attempted to be discredUed theevidence for the defence, as well as thatin rebuttal will be read 'to yorrhere thaevidence was read). As before stated K
appreciat on of this testimony i? for you Jotfor me. It is for you to answer the sugges'tions

Le fif r".*""'^^^ /"' y"-^^ ^e^-li^t as you may
tract with defendants in the plaintiffs favmirha* been proved in any manneragSt them

tur^dSKrJtreSZVK
loTh«Se?a"tir?-!^ ''' ^^-'^ ^^'^^
•Antwer to Question I. Yea
'^ntw$r to Question 2. Yes'
^mwer to Question 3. Accorr r- to the evi

f w^^
^''^ Plaintiff visited one Xa Uia Scou"

Sroof oThl^h^'^"^ •^'•r.^^^'!
b"t thereTs "c5

ma^ntn^„»A'"'^'°« co-habitated with her ormaintained her in a state of prostitution.
Answer to Question 4. No
^nswer to Question 5. No'
Jlnmer to Question 6. No'.

4"r7:i,taris^UrrS^
irregular, immoral or^discreSie'^o'^Stio^n

JamS'af^S!^^.^ ^^'*- ^« --- the

the defendants to set aside the verdict alreadvgiven in this case, as follows :—
•""•wy

hv'^tilfrr !?
''^''"'•' t''" ^°"" 0° t^o motionsby the defendants-one to set aside the verdict

nfhil f^"/^
"""^ to d smiss the action, and theother for- a now trial. These motions'are com-

-thi ?- ')r°.'*rT°'*'*
'" ''° alternative form

^o!5- . ' A. '^«/endants move to set aside theverdict and to dismiss the action, and in theevent of the Court refusing to grant that motion!

^JI'u
"°?° °f off"""-'"?: two or more motions in

Znlrtn'-'^^r?™''''''^^ *» ''^^^ been san<^tioned by this Court and also by the Court of

ter? h.u^^M^
sanctioned by precedent, the

flHr "i"^'/"" ">« proceeding adopted by

« In?/''"'''"'*'
''

'"f
"'"• Ten reasons are as^signed in support of these motions, and in theview of the law and the practice of' our Courtstaken by the defendants, these reasons are ap-phcab e to both. Before examining the valid-

hLVuT """'T' '' '"'^^ °°' b« a^is to slate

fri.ftn ! ^'•°""d/."Pon which motions for new
trial, in arrest of judgment and for judgmentnon obstante veredicto^re based, and thl Sonsin law and in fact, usually urged in support of

shall rir' '^^P'^"^^'^' an^d, in doinTsJ, Ishall speak more particularly of the law as it

utriVand'Tv-^ %' introduction of ou^sfauute 14 and 15 Vic, Cap. 89. The irroiinH nf »
motion for new t.ial inLy be any irrfSu? inthe proceedings connected with the trial, or anymatter extrinsic to the record, shewing that thetrial may have been in due form, yet that Ulm!not done justice between the parties For hi-

l sUmU'^; 'tu/ thP?'"^\^'^ theVidge's notes of

HW.f w-^{ f'
^''^•''"^ ^"^^ brought in a ver-d ct without or contrary to evidence—th.it

Illegal evidence has been adduced, or that legaevidence has been overruled and i^efused thaexorbitant damages have been given, oi?hat tl^&."^''" ^^^. •nis'iirected the Jury, so thatthey found an un ustifiable verdict. For these

suropTf ^f' '?T'' '' '' competent to the u"successful party to move that the verdict whichhas been given, be set aside and a new trS
Arrests »fjudgment arise from intrinsic cau-ses appearing on the face of the recoid-MSan action for slanderous words, the Defendantdenies.the words and issue is jo'ined thereon ifa verdict be found for the Plaintiff that thewords were actually spoken, the fact is estah

MB
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._>./---"»' •'tiouuiiui may mov(
of judgment, that the words are not in theS^nature actionable, and if the CouVt be of thit

thrPlai^ri^""'"/ ?f
^"''''^ ^°d reversed for*the Plaintiff, and U is an invariable rule thatwhatever is alleged in arrest ofjudgment mustbe such matter as upon demurrer wou°d haveoverturned the action. But the rule w?ll no?hold e converse that everything that maV bealleged as cause of demuh-er will bei^od i^arrest of udgment

; for merely /•^ma/obSonswhich might have been 8nffim-«n
"

°rnv^'5°
-'

Uemurrer will be cured or aided" by^Sct-
?/om*thS'-

^*°*' "« ascertained w^iich befo^;

5ubb!i8
'"*«'«"^«y«f the pleadings might be

is III Z'jf
1'"°"'^"'^«'°^?*"^ "*»'«»'« veredicto

3 aho made by reason of some intrinsic objec-
Mr. Justice Monk, this morning, proceeded to !Lt

"° ""*<*« .^J^ reason of some intrinsic obtec-


