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SLANDER-CAUSE 0F ACTON-WORDS IMPUTING MORAL MIS-

(7ONDUCT TO SCHOOLMASTER-ABSENCE 0F SPECIAL DAMAGE-

WORDS NOT SPOKEN 0F rLAINTIFF IN RELATION TO HIS CALLINO.

Jones v. Jones (1916 ) A.C. 481. This was an appeal from the
(lecision of the Court of Appeal (1916> 1 K.B. 351 (noted ante,
vol. 52, p. 215). The action wp for slander imputing immorality
to t1e plaintiff, who Nvas a schoohmaster. No special da.mage
was proved, n<.,r did it appear that the words were spoken in
relation~ to the plaintiff's calling. The Court below held that,
in the absence of the proof of special damnage, the action would
flot lie; an<l the House of Lords (Lords Haldane, Sumner, Parm>czr
and Wrenburv) have now affirine<I that decision.

N EGLIGENCE -OBSTRUCTION IN HIGHw.&Y-LG.&LIZATION 0F

OBSTIIUCTJl'ON HY STATUTE-PUBLIC ItEGULATIO'S AS TO

IIIGHWAY.

(;rOf Cen/rul Ry. v. Helettei 1916) A C. 511. This was an
action hy a cal) driver against a railway company to recover
damages for ilaintaining au obstruction in a public highwav.
by reason -wbereof the plaintiff's cab wvas injured. The ob-
struction in question eonsisted of a gate post which was erected
without authoritv, and Judiviallv found to be a nuisance; but,
after tbis decision, the railw.gy company procured an Act of Par-
liament authorizing thei to maintaîn the post, and it was suffered
lW th, compaiiy to remin z;.< originallv erectcu. In consequ<-nce
Of the war regulations as 10 lights at night. the plaintiff, owing
to the want of lighit wh'ile driving bis cal), collided wvit1î the post,
and the eal) suffered injury. The jury at tht- trial fund a verdict
for tbe plaintiff ai Darling, J., gave judgrnent iii his favour,
ivbicb wvas afirmcd< by the Court of Appral (Lord Rleading, C.J.,
Warrington, L. .and Serutton, J.) but the' House of Lords
(Lords 'i rkvr, 'Surnmr and WrL iv naniniously reversed
the judginent, holding that after tbe Act of Parliamnent the
pest ceased to be an illegal obstruction of t1e highway; and that
tbe omission to light the po)st w-as not lue te the defendants'
default, but 10 the publlic regrulation forbidding its being done,
for wvhich the defendants- wxere i o \-,ay a-,.-swerable. We inay

note that tbe company forbore to ask for .osts, or for the return
of the £.50 damages, being siinply desirous of having their rights
aind (IUtV<efnd


