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lowed hy our courts. If they wvere satisfled that the imputation was true, Mr.
Bradlaugh's contention of honest belief miglit avait, but if flot, no amount of such
sincerity would avait him. Having cautioned the jury against potitical bias, the
learned baron proceeded to observe that at the time in question there had been
public meetings held in Trafalgar Square, and Mr. Bradlaughi vrote the lettcr

r cornplained of, and it %vas published in the Times of December 3, 1887. The
41. learneci judge asked the jury whether they thought the libel as set out in the

pleadings supported the meaning put upon it by the plaintiff, and constituted
a grave charge against him. If it did, then were they satisfied that the chargesL~i: were substantîally truc? 1le did flot think that anyone could say, whatever hîs
politics, that therc wvas an>' harrn in the plaintiff associating with othérs ani
raising subscriptior.s in order to ventilate their particular grievances. That was
%vhat Peters said ho wvas doing. But Mr. Bradlaugh asserted in the letter in
question that this w~as flot so, and that funds subscribed for that object had beco.4diverted from their legitimate source. Lord Salisbury's cheque, as to its object,
coulId not have been a more charitable one. The suggestion was that cheques of the
leading Conservatives, including Lord Salisbury, had been used to organize shami
meetings. After the evidence, Mr. Bradlaugh entirely withdrc%% the charges so
far as they related to Lord SalisbtÙry. The other cheque ti-aced, viz., Mr. Batcs's
for £io, Nvas shown ta have been used for quitc as charitable an object. So bath

*these cheques disappear. But thon there was the other cheque of M r. Norris, M..,
for £5, wvhich Mr. Peters said had been given him towards the association. Where,
then, has it been shown that Mr. Peters hiad had cheques from leading Conserva-
tives, et.,;., as stated in Mr. Bradlaugh's letter?ý If, therefore, they werc of opinion
that Mr. Bradlaugh had failed to establish the truth of his statemerits, the anly
other question for themn was that of damages. In dealing wvith it they must look

ff ~at aIl the circumstances of the case ;and alluding to the fact of Mr. Bradlai gh
declining ta act u pan the suggestion thrown out at the adjournmcnt, and m-hen
his case had-so far as Lord Salisbury wvas concerned-completely fallen to the

1 grounid, ho reminded the jury, that by so acting Mr. Bradilaugh had aggravatcd
his offence. Mr. Bradlaugh had called for Mr. Peters's subscription -book in con-
nection with the Sugar Bounties Association, and hc had lookod into it, and feit
bound in fairness to say that he found therein the names of very ominent men-
Conservatives and Liberals-as subs.-cribers. The learned judge then referred to
the article published by Mr. Bradlaugh in the National Reformner of February 28,
1888, in which Mr. Bradlaugh asserted that ho wvas prepared to prove that Peters
had received a large number of cheques from loading Consorvatives, aIl of which
had passed through Mr. Peters's hands. How had ho proved this, or did his
own account of the matter justify him in making such grave charges ? The jury,
withu retiring, and after fifteen minutes' consideration, found a verdict for the
plaintifr for £300 damages. Mr. Baron Huddleston gave judgment for the
plaintiff for £300, granted a certificate for a special jury, and declined to stay

A execution.-Englislh Latv journal.
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