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::}:,e language ‘such as reasonable men ought not to have
me to7' All men are assumed to be reasonable, and
2?1;355 ci.rcumstances show that the !’ury has acted corruptly
of rom improper motives, their finding would be the finding
reasonable men, and the verdict of a jury would become
::assailable in the absence of evidfence of their being influ-
ofct;d by corrupt or improper motives. A Fourt composed
that ree reasonable men woulq be,' otherwise, dete'rmining
e twelve reasonable men, acting in accordance with their
son, were unreasonable. Thus it comes back to this :—
.~0%s, in the opinion of the court, the verdict do substantial
thsitlce; and, if not, is the evidence SUfﬁci‘ent, in that opinion,
Sucgv-()ke the d1scretion' appealed to, to interfere, to warre}nt
its d‘lnterf-erence? If 1t.15, then the court sho'uld. exercise
whi 1l’lsc.retlo‘n.” We cbject to. that part' of this Ju(%gment
GVidC implies Fhat if t.he v<?rd1c_t be against the weight of
of ence th.ere.1s any discretion 1n the court, f)n the ground
riaslub_stantlal justice having been do.ne, tq v&ilthhold a new
just; ,I,f there is anything we abominate it is “ substantial
" lice,” as the term is usually applied—for it is this, that
ile the law and the evidence are one way, the judge is
St:n;).thef. ‘-‘ Justice,” as known to the _law, and. not ‘“ sub-
Courtlzl justice,” as known only to the judges, is what the
are bound to administer.
EOP‘zgf v. Harrison is noted in the Law Journal (Eng.), vol
sla’ rﬁi 337 It.was an f'a.ction brought by a medical man for a
Wie €r imputing to him that he ha.d seduced the defendant’s
while attending her professionally.  The defendant
pr§:ded a justification to the -effect that his statements were
2 s ‘The action was tried before Mr. Justice Hawkins and
P.emal jury; and, after a trial extending over several days,
:Sllilr'y fo\'md for the plaintiff for £150. The .le.arned judge
Cons; 1_Ssatxsﬁed with the verdict, and a Divisional Court,
gl‘antStmg of Mr. Justice Grove and Mr. Baron Huddlest:on,
. ef} a new trial on the ground that the verdict was against
the ‘S"elght of evidence, a suit in the Divorce Court between
. Same parties having in the meantime proved abortive,
Jury being unable to agree upon a verdict. The plaintiff




