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we Artlc’as, &c, to by left with Socretary of Law Soclety.

1. Ssturdyny
2 SUNDAYLL . 20th Sunday after Trindy
4. Tuesday . Chancery Exam Term, Golderich and Cornwzll, commeticos.
7. Friday . Jast day for setting down for heariug, Chancery.
@ SUNDAY W Sunday after Trinty,
10. Monday . Last day for notice of hearmyz, Chancery.
12, Wednesday .. Last day for service of writ County Court.
16, SUNDAY ... 22nd Sunday after Trimty
17. Monday. . Micn. Terx bog. Chan. Hear. T.com. Recorder’s Court sits.
21. Friday ......... Paper Day, Q. 8.
22, Saturdav..... Pzpor Day. C. 1 Declaro for Conuty Court.
23, SUNDAY ... ine Sunday after Loy,

v Paper Day, Q. 8.
. Paper Day, C P,
. Paper Day, Q. B.
Paper iy, C P,
f1en Tary ends.  Clerka of Munleipal Couneils to return No,
{of res. ratepayers 10 Ree ‘ienl.  Chsn. Hoaning Term ends.
. 15t Sunday in Advent. 3t. Andrew.

30. SUNDAY.

IMPORTANT BUSINESS NOTICE.,

Fereoncrndelited tothe Proprietors of thisJournal are vequested to remember that |

all aur pas’ dueaccounts hinve beesy placed an the hands of Mrers Patton £ Andogh
Allnrueys, darrie, for colleclion; und that only a prompt remattance to thers will
save costs.

Itiswnth great reluctance that the Proprietors have adopted Uis course: bul they
hare hern compelled to do s0 1n order Lo enable them o meet thewr current expenses
which are very heary.

N that the ussfulness of the Journal 1s so gqenerally admilled, it would notbe un-
reasonalle o expect that the Professien and Othoers of the txeerts wordd acord o a
Uberal supiport, anstead of allowing themselues to be sued for thar subscriplions.
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NOVEMBER, 1802.

SLANDER OF FEMALES.

The law of England is aaid to be the perfection of reason.
In some respects, however, it is defective.  In one respect,
to which we at present intend to advert, it is bavbarous.

Tt is now held that an imputation, however gross, on an
occasion however publie, upon the chastity of a modest
matron or pure virgin, is not actionable without proof that
it has actually produced special temporal damage to her of
a material nature.

The law is unmindful of the mental suffering which the
foul slander may cause. It is deaf to any appeal on the
ground of loss of socicty or friends. But the moment it
is shown that place or power has been lost by reason of the
slander, the law is alive to the injury, and ready to award
compensation. Nay, if it be shown that the value of a
halfpenny is lost in consequence of the slander, the law is
on the alert, but dead to evergthing in the shape of suffering
that cannot be weighed in a tradesman’s scales, or computed
by a clerk in a counting-house.

The Jaw in this respect i3 behing the age; it has failed
to exp: nd with the growth of intelligence.

Words which import a crime known to the laws are
actionable per se—that is, without evidence of special
damage resulting from them; but, no matter how great
the turpitude impated, no wmatter how agzravating the

words spoken fall short of a known crime, the law is
powerless unless substantial special damage be alleged and
proved.

To say of a woman, no matter how low her moral
character, that she is a thict, is the subject of an action;
but to say of a woman, no matter how high her position in
society, that she i3 a prostitute, is not activnable, unless it
be shown that in consequence of the words so spoken, she
lost some pecuniary ndvantage.

The law does not appear to look upon the wrong done to
the woman, except so far as it affects her pocket, or, if
married, that of her husband. Even discord between
husband and wife, as a consequence of the words spoken,
would not seem to be of itself sufficient.

Let us examine some of the decisions which on this
subject are to be found in our reports of decided cases.

If the declaration merely allege that the plintiff was
virtuous, modest and chaste, and before and at the time of
the slander enjoyed the society of friends, living with them
on terms of mutual respect, confidence and intimacy, all of
which she lost by reason of 2 slander on her character, it
would not be sufficicnt; but if; in addition, it allege that
her friends, before the speaking of the slander, gratuitously
provided her with meat and drink, and after the speaking
of the slander refused to do so, it would be sufficient.
The law looks only to the substantials. Loss of society
of friends, loss of respect of friends, becoming an oui-
cast of society, pointed at with the finge rof scorn at
every corncr—all is nothing, in the eye of the law, com-
pared with the scrious loss of a cup of tea, or a piece of
bread, which one has been accustomed gratuitously to
receive.  (See Moore v. Meagher, 1 Taunt, 39.)

Indeed the rights of the woman are wholly disregarded.
In one case, though she was the real sufferer, and suffered
substantial injury, her very cxistence was ignored. The
wife lived apart from her husband. She kept a boardiag-
house. She had many boarders, and had good credit
amoug tradesmien.  The slanderer appeared.  He charged
her with adultery and prostitution. Her credit forsook
her; her boarders left her. She, in consequence, with ber
husband (who joined for the sake of conformity) brought an
action against the slanderer. The action was held not to be
maintainable. (Saville ct al v. Sweeny, 4 B. & Ad. 514.)

It would seem that the great effort of the law is to defeat
such actions, and allow the wrong-doer to go uawhipt of
justice. In a case where the slanderer alleged that he had
had connection with the wife of plaintiff, a virtuous woman,
in consequence of which she lost the society of her friends,
was brought into public scandal, was nearly crazed, became

very unwell, was long under medical treatment, to the dis-

circumstances, no matter how venowmous the wotive, if the | avace and impoverishment of her husband, the action was



