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dient to free the plaintiff from responsibility for his act. Passages in the judg-
mnelts of Baron Bramwell in Brittoit v. Tlie Great W'estern Cottoin C'oilPanyI, 41
Law J. Rep, Ecch. 99, and of Lord justice Mellish i lu Wood/ey v. Te Me-tro-
poi/a, Rai/wvay Compally, L. R. 2 Ex. D. .384, have also been cited in support of
this view ; but it must be observed that in both these cases the Iearned judges
considered that there wvas flot sufficient evideitcç that the plaintiff understood
the Ilextent " or Ilnature I of the risk which he 'vas running, as. to, which there
was no doubt in any of the cases 1 have cited, nor is there in the present case.
Lpon the whole, 1 feel bound by the cases of Varmnoutz v. France, Mlembury v.
T/'l Great I4'esten Rezi/way Co';npanj', and Thuirseil v. Haiidyside to decide the
prescrit case in favour of the plaintiff. I do flot forget that the plaintiff had notice
of discharge on the day in question, and that the direct pecuniary Ioss to himi
wvou1d only have been 8d. or Is. 4d. at most, if lie had then discharged himself
ather than continue bis %vork at the risk in question ; but hie might have offended

his employers by so doing, and jeopardised hîs future employment, and the case
appears to me exactly the saine in principle as those 1 have cited, and nowise
ma terially distinguishable thercfrom in its dctails."
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SLANDER ANI) THE MARRIED VVONEN'S Ph,.- tRTV Acr.-Two cases in
which the presence of a rnarried womnan complicated the application of the law
of defamnation are recently noted. In Leilon v. Simuzons an action was brought
for slandering the plainfiff by accusing him of robbing his wife. No special
damnage was showvn, and the question arose whether a husbanid can rob his wife
lu the sense that lie may bc indicted for it. MNr. justice Day appears to have
left the question whether a criminal charge wvas made to the jury, who gave £25

damages, but the Divisional Court entered judgment for the defendant, holding
that the charge %vas made under suchi circur-nstances that it wvas incapable of
mcaning that the defendant had robbed bis wife so as to constitute an indictable
offence under the Married Women's Property Act. If this be sound law, it wvilli
be impossible for a husband to obtain redress for this kind of slander unless the
defendant uses a copy of the Married Womýcn's Propcrty Act, and recites ail the
conditions uinder which a husband may rob bis wife. In Wcnnhak v. iVorg-au
the question wvas whether a husband can publish a libel by giving it to bis wife,
and the court held that they were one person in law, and the publication to the
wifé was no pulbUcation at ail. If identity were the test, publication to the wife
of a libel on hier hiusband would not be a publication at all, and the contrary has
beeni held (I'ennian v. Ash, 22 Law J. Rep. C. 1-. 190). Mr. justice Manie seems
best to have disposed of this metaphysical test when hie said that for a man to,
mnurder his wife is not suicide. The libel iu question wvas written on a paper
containing the record of character of the plaintiff. Mr. justice Mathew gave
the plaintiff only nominal damages in respect of this cause of action, and the
Divisional Court appear to, have created a newv cause of action lu sending the
case back for the jury to say whether the defendants acted maliciously or botta
fide, which looks very much as if, after deciding that husband and wife are one

ùlaw, they were held to be capable of conspiriîig together.Lajw /(Eg)
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