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ff him self, iii the newspaper, by a letter attaeking the person
rote the letter complained of.
ý defendants set.up that they allowed the plaintiff and his
mnt equal privileges of abuse, and that the plaintiff, as the
Lng party, provoked the defaxnatory language used by bis
eut, whieh was the libel complained of.
e learned Judge saîd that there were limits, even in the
of newspaper correspondents, which could not be trans-

I with impumity either by the newspaper or the correspond-
rhese limita are not fixed by law, but by the opinion of
ry. The publisher of the newspaper lia the riglit to shew
,oie circumstances attending the publication, and the plain-
not embarrassed hy being warned that it is intended to do
lie resuit miîglt shew that the abusive mnatter complained
ht neyer to, have been published.
view of the decision of the Court in Wilson v. London

Press Printing Co. (1918), ante 102, that thec Libel and
ýr Act authorises a verdict for the defendant even where the
ation is proved and is plainly defamatory and false, if, in
>inion of the jury, the plaintiff's conduct is sucli as to dL-sen-
in, te a verdict, it was imapossible to, regard this pleading
roper.

,e appeal ihouli be disrnssed with coets to the defendants ini
ieiit,
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(,tion by the defendants for an order striking out the state-
of dlaim as emxbarrasing.

J. Thomnson, for the defendants.
D. Armour, K.C., for the plaintifsé.

IDDLETON, J., in a written judgment, said that the stateinent
J»> set out that Rugli Brennan, in 1912, being then the


