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of the statement of dlaim are nlot actionable witheut proof
cial damiage. He moved before the Master iii Chambers to
these parag-raplis struek out; this was refused; and ait the
ag of the trial the motion was renewed. Again, before
m went te the jury, the saine objection was taken; and,
the charge of the learned trial Judge, the charge wau

,ed te upon the same ground.
ie plaintiff was a candidate for re-e1ection te the office of
Jipal ceuncillor for the town of Walkerville, in January,

At a meeting of the electors the defendant spoke; and
c siandlers complained of but one consist of statemients said
ve been made in the course of that address. The siander
ined in the third paragrapli of the statement of elaimn îs
,ted te be capable of the meauing attributed te it by the
nde; and it is clearly actionable per se.
ie statement complained of ini the fourth parag-raph is as
m-s "Hlolland held the town up for an exorb)itant price
ýs property when the town wanted te open up Assunption

Hle swore that his lot that the town wanted wvas worth
when it was only assessed for $360, and whichi lie houglit
ffl the year before; because lie licard the town wvas goingil te
up the street and wanted that property."
is innuendo is: "That the plaintiff had falsely swvorn te the
of his property for the purpose of cheating the munici-
rOf Walkerville and getting money lie was not entitled(

t the time of the transaction referred to, the plaintiff was
municip>al concillor. He owned certain property hh

>wu required for the purpose of opening- a street. Expro-
ion proceedings were taken, and $750 Was awardod(. Duir-
ie course of the arbitration the plaintiff stated on cati thiat
roperty was worth $850.
lu clear that the siander cornplained of is net capable of

iesiiing iLhargedl in the innuendo. Perjury la net in any
iinpliedl in thie atatement. The fair meaning cf the state-
is, that tho plainiff, owningý land required by the mnii-

ity, whielh had cost hlm $35 the year before, souglit an
ulve priee fromn the municipality, and in support cf thia

stated on oathi that the property, was worth $850.
pon the argument connsel soughit te support the claimi by
uagge.tion that the use of the expression "hield the town
implied some criminal. act. W\PeRcnnot assent te this.
triie that this Amerieanism lias ncw received recognition

&ndard dietionaries as being equivalent te "sqtop and rob
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