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This view is 'enforeed by Lord Herschail at Page 53-
"The Court may think, as 1 might think, in the cam before

yonr iorâtigipe, that the jury would have given the mame dam-
ages if t}.e law had been correetly expounded; but that is a mere
matter o'f speculation; it canuot be asserted with the lest cer-
tainty that they wonld hstve done oo. The jury have returned
their verdict on what they were erroneoualy led to think was
the case and flot on the reai case which the defendant wus en-
titied, have submitted to them."

The case of DaJdtyZ v. Labouchere (ante), cmphaeizes this
view. Lord Shaw, however, points out in Situbbs, Limited v.
Rus~sell, 1913, A.C. at p. 386, that the ruling of the trial Judge
niay be rcversed aftcr thc jury have pronounced their verdict.

But if fair comment ie to form a defence to a newsp&per, the
latter muet, exccpt in the clearest cases, be allowed to present ta
the jury its view of what bas been said, and it must be the jury
who decide for or against that view.

ORDEAL BY BATTLE.0

MIITARY SERVICE.

Wc quite agrce with one of the best writere for the English
press, who SaYs that Mr. Oliver has produced the mosit netable
book coucerning the war that has yet appeared: "The style ie
lucid and distinguished, and there je thouglit in every page.
This book is flot only thoughtf ni but compels thought, and
should be read by every earnest man.", It is ;n fact a classie
of the war, und ifa most wclcome at the present time, especially
so when the greAt question cornes before ne, bath in England
and iu Canada, as ta how best to eecure recruits, and recruits of
the right clas8. The burning questions at home and at the battie
front are as ta the eupply of mnen and munitione of war.

Bcfore giving Mr. Oliver 'e vieWe ou that subject, wc would
draw attention ta the leading features of his book. Hie groupa
the contenta under the following heads: part J. deals with the

"«Ordeal By Battle," by Fred«erlk &,ott Oliver: The X@kemll&n Coin.
P-nY, iSt. Me «ýn St, London, 1115


