sobn Ao

el

At s - .

&

4 Tue Prixter aNxn PrsLisnrr

atticde stated that the police authonties were e search of Mrs,
Beatan, abias Mrs Oliver, to arrest her for the murder of Cieero
Harnson Case

This story was published by a lange number of papers
throwghout the conntes, and as a result, about a dozen writs
Ly damages tar hhel were assied at the instanee of Mrs.
Mmong these was that agamnst the St
Fhomas Tonmal, owned and edited by Me [ S Brietles

Beaton, ot Bartlington

- \lter several adjournments the case
came up tor tmal at the asszes
here

The plamtff, Mee Boaton, was
moeourt, bat was not put it
hov  “The fact may parth acoount
forthe amallness of the wordat, o
s vory hard, as all liwvers Roow,
to tecover hoavy damages tor libel
without the testimony of the person
princypallyv iterested - The ondy wat
n sswas the defendant, Mr Brierles.
He eaplamed that ns exenng paper
used stereotype plate matter sent
from Foronto, and that on August 4,
t>03. the plates contuned the Beaton story, which he published,
together with a portion ot an addition to the story from the T'o-
tonto Waorld. He had published tlns wathout malice, and was
not i a position to venfy the trath of the stonn, A few davs
Litet e had published an stem, whieh alvo came in the plate
matter, to the effect that the Story gested o a very shght foun
datien  Ater tecenang notice of the intended hbel suit against
i, Mr Bretley sand he had pubhished a retraction, which he
read to the court Mr Boerles further showed that s paper
had woveny shight cucolation an the distract around Burlington
where Mis Beaton was hhehv 1o be known,  Ulits was all the
cundence put o, and Editor: Bretley then addressed the jury
on hiis own behall o ably did Mr Brietles handle his case
that the pedee i has charge to the jury remarked that a clever
Linset had tean lost 1o the bar when Mr. Bretles ook up the
profossion of qournabsme Fhe editor stated his belief that
s st had bean begun mate: with o desire 10 obitain money
than a undication of Charaecter. 1 this had not been the case,
he sard, the plamalt would have taken the witness boy and told
hetewn story M Baaley then launched into a foraible ar
tanment of the hbal law ot Ontano. That law, he sad, had
boen tramed when the soope of a newspaper was much more
homted thanat v at present He did not ask hieense tor papers,
but th - stould not b held respnable for what they had not
omanatal, not tor tems ke n trom e hanges whieh were sap
l""“l tu be 1o \|nl'|\|l-l| sourcos of mformation, it ln'lllg dlﬁ.ll'llll,
it et whollv miposable toventy such temis Mr Baerley, in
the coatse of s addie s, tapped the fingers of those Lawyers
whe took hold of Iibel susts an the hope o inducing the news
Phe plarntat™s counsel, Mo G Fanch
Stanton, charged M Bacrloy with plaving a part i appeanuyg

P T o scttle dor cases
m b awn b halt T was a0 new ek n this countny, he
sand, but onc Bequenthy pras tocd W Labouchore, = the prace
ot hbw dos Phe newspapots of Ontana hadd all the hiberty
thoy stould have, and v case of -t hindd at shoald e Pay
orprove  The udee s charge 1o the yuny inelined in favor of
the detendant, poneipathy on th ground that there was no

mahice and that veafication ot tie story was well mgh ampos
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sible.  He, however, strongly  deprecated  the practice of news
papers in publishing sensational articles simply to get ahead of
an opposition paper.

The jury retired at to p.n,, and, after an adjournment for
the night, brought in a verdict at about noon the next day. It
awarded the plintiff $1 in addition to the $1o0 Mr. Brierley
had atready pand into court But this verdict was suffivient 1
carry costs, and the judge refused the editor’s plea to use his
diseretion in awarding the costs in view of the apology made to
the plintff. So Mr. Hrierley will have to pay between $200
and $300 for the publication of the ** Beaton case.”

The verdict of the juny, however, indicates one very import-
ant fact 1tas that the sympathy ina libel suit where there
avists no malice on the part of the defendant, and whese the
plaintiff does nut go into the oy o show actaal damage o s
reputation, is liable to be with the newspaper. - And af ths be
the case. to such an eatent that the individudls who begin such
actions are not able  to recover substantial damages, it will not
be Jong before the libel law is so changed as to render such
prosecutions as Beaton s, Brierly impossible. For the pubhe
opinion as eapressed ina verdict such as that in the above
named case will soon chrystalize itself m the form of a legislative
enactment. :

HEAD Vs SPRCTVTOR,

“This was a case in which Mr. Thomas Head, of Copetown,
chumed $3,000 damages from the Hanulon Spectator for pub-
lishng a chpping from the Toroato Globe, saying that Mr.
Head, 2 wellto-do former butcher of Copetown, had  been
arrested and arrugned at the Police Court in Simcoe on a charge
of obtaining $1350 from Mr. John D. Mclmosh by false pretences.
The paragraph went on to state that in December, 1350, Head
had sold to MclIntosh the tight to sell a patented machine in the
County of Notfolk for $400, of which $130 was paid in cash
and the balance to be paid in royalties.  Mclntosh had dis-
covered that Head had previously sold a portion of the territory
to another man,  Head was allowed to go on his own recog-
The plainuff
objected to the article because he smd it suppressed certain
portions  of the evidence at the trial  favorable 1o hiw,
and abo because it was headed “Tom Head in trouble at
Simeoe.”  He also alleged to be libellous a statement added to
the report of the trial to the effect that the prosecuuon was said
1o have evidence i reserve that would bear very strongly
against the defendant. The Spectator published a retraction
and apology, and an account of Mr. Head's acquittal at Simcoe.
It was shown m evidence that Head had agreed to settle first
for $300, then for $100, and finally he came down to $25. The
Spectator then refused to pay him anything.

nzance and  was  subsequently  acquitted.

In has charge to the jury, Mr, Justice Falconbndge eaplained
that 1epotts of judicial proceedings were privileged.  1f this was
a far report of Head's tnial then 2 verdict must be found for
the newspaper. \gain, the statement about the evidence in
teserve was stiietly true, for it had, as a matter of fact, been said
at the tnal that such evidence eaisted, and would be likely to
secate a comviction. The judge further explained to the jury
that an apology was 2 suflicient answer to an action for libel in
the case of a public newspaper, where there was no malice or
gross negligence But it was no defence to say that the infor
wmation on which the libel suit was based came from a reputable
soutce  Phe charge of His Lordship was strongly i favor of
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