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anxnuity of £750 "provýided znd bo long as she shall not retuni to,
live with her husband and provided and so long as she shall net
rernarry and subject to hier Ieading a clean, moral anid r-espectable
life in the opinion of my executors, ' Ini the event of Mabel Souiahll
remxarrying or reL .rning to live with lier husboand the testator
reduced the axnuity te £250. It was contended that the bequest
was void as being against public policy, because àt was made
contingent on the legatee continuing to byve separate from lier
husband. Lawrence, J., who heard the motion, camne to the
conclusion that a provision for the mraintenance of a married
woman while living meparate from lier '1ùusb)and is not in any way
opposed te public policy unless it v/au made with the nbject and
intention of inducing the wife not to return fo hier bushand; but
hie concluded that there wus iio such objeet or intention in regard

* to the bequest in question ini this case, ;Nhich hie dcclared te be
vahid.
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Stnbbs v. Mazure (1920, A.C. 66. This w.is un appeal from.
the Scotch Court of Seýssioni. The action wats for libel pulblish,:d
in the followinig circumst4inves: The tlefer.dints were publishers
of -q comme, -ial newspaper conitaining informaition as to the credit
of traderi, and the plaintifIs alleged that in a certanin issue of their
paper, the plaintiff's nFme had erroneously appeared in a Eist of
traders against whom judgmeiit hiad been oltaiincd in absence.
The list was preceded by a statement to the cifect that. in no
case dlid the publication of the judgment irnply iniahility t.o pay
on the part of any one named, or anything more than the fact
that the entry published appeared in the Court books. The
plaintiff w 3 a trader and claimred by way of innuendo that the entry
falsely ana caluininously represented that the plaintiff was given
to or had begun te refuse to pay bis debts and t1iat hie was not a
person to whom credif should be givr.n. The Court of first instance
hiad avarded the plaiiff £50 damages and the judgment hiad been
aflirmed by the Court of Session. The principal and only question
argued on this appeal was whether or iot the inruCndo wus war-
rarnted; and the House of Lords (Lords Finlay, Cave, Dunedin5i
and Shaw) held that it was, but Lord Wreribury dissented i;hiniking
that the prefatory note precluded the ininuendo and being of the
opinion that the cas.e was governed by the decision of the House
of Lords in Stubbs v. Russell, 1913, A.C. 386; but the mrajority


