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BLASPHEMY AND Bi

!ýleid1ge held that the section apl)lied

eqlytO an indictmnent for blasphemious

th 0 tne Words o~f the section being, qnlike
Ose Of th other sections of the Act, flot

toeri defamatory libels, but perfectly
Mr In fIts ternis. TFhe cvidence against
the- radlaugh consisted in his hiaving, under

r 1neof the Freethought Publishing

"-laper' fonel bcen the publisher of the
n hch the libels appeared, and in the

iropr eng sold in a shop of which he was
L us~r But, according to Mr. justice

,h0 ini Regina v. librook, Aporeo
Ost eagent selis over the couniter libels with-

l'utbiUS knowledge would flot be criminally
oabe if able to show that the sale was with-
the 's authority." As Lord Coleridgre left

question~ to the jury, it was flot "lwhether

radk baug,, hdayhing to do with the
Per but whether he had authorized the

'ei 0 f th e articles coinplained of; it was not
""uhthat he might have stopped theni, the

squestiOn wa hi
Sale Or s whether he had authorizedthi

the P ublication." The ruling adopted by
ae ,ord Ch ief justice may now therefore be

for tOe settled law, that in an ,dcmn
any kind of libel which appears in a news-

th, e question is not whether the de-

Pllaî)r authorized the publication of the
caP0 ,~ but %hether he authorized the publi-

th.M1ch as we dislike the licentious Free-

tokrs the say that, to the credit of the law,
.tthie credit of a Middlesex jury, the

for bi ous prosecution of Mr. Bradlaugh
vor basphem>y lias failed. Lord Coleridge,
tu ex rtunately presided at the trial, declined
theePress any opinion as to the wisdom of
0o laW or of the prosecution ; but what his
Jlflion Of both was sufficienîly appeared

frmthe tone and manner of bis surnming-up
e learned judge pointed out that, if attacks

ed .th Christian religion are to be punish-
crI'inall because the Christian religion is

eart Of the law of the country, it would be
tql"llY reasonable to punish criminally at-
1 ark Upon n-onarchy, prirnogeniture, or the

rIlage laws-ali equally a part of the fun-
l'nental laws of the Constitution.
'tray Ysurprise sorne pesn that in Mr.

raOl ugh's case the sumining-up of Lord
olrdge did flot agree with the recent judg-

O f Mr. justice North, or the well-con-

phtre. opinion of Mr. justice Stephen.
ide is a general opinion that law, as far as

a,,, Pends on the judges, is a fixed science,
tht h personal opinions of judges have
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no weight whatever. Yet even in that most

exact of sciences, astronomy, there is a well-

knowfl element in observations called the
etpersoflal equation," which differs flot only

in different individuals, but in the sanie indi-

vidual at different tinies. And to make the

record of observations perfectly accurate,

thîs Il )ersonal equation " has to be reckoned

and allowed for. When, therefore, we assert

that a similar "lpersonal equation " exists in

the judges, we must flot be supposed to de-

tract aught from the science of law or their

own ability and integrity. There wiIl be

always the schools of Labeo and Capito,
there will always be Liberals and Conserva-
tives. And there is no doubt that, in thc

division of opinion to which we have alluded,
some judges have laid down the law as it

would have been laid down centuries ago,
considering that the court bas no power to

alter law, and that it must remain unaltered
excel)t the Legislature interferes, while an

equally eminent judge takes a view of the

law more in harmony with general public

opinion. It mnay be remembered that, in

Shaw v. Earl of jrsey (4. C. P. Div. 120),

Lord Coleridge, for the first tirne, granted an

injunction to restrain a landlord froii dis-
trainling.

It is flot to be expected, in the present

state of parliamientary business, that any

amendment of the law of blaspliemy wvill be

carried ; but, as the summingu> of Lord

Coleridge in Mr. Bradlaugh's case bas drawn

attention to the fact that, in the opinion of

certain high authorities, any denial, however

respectful, and decorous, of the truth of

ChristianitY is indictable, attempts at least to

amend the law may be expected before long.

T1he peculiar severity of the Act for the Sup-

pression of Blaspheniy and Profaneniess (9~ &

10 Will. 3, c. 32; 9 Will. 3, s. 35, in the Re-

vised Statutes) may perhaps be expected to

form a strong argument for anîending it. By

this Act, "lif any persofi having been educat-

ed in the Christiani religion shaîl, by writing,
printiflg, teaching, or advised speaking, deny

any one of the persofis of the Holy Trinity

to be God, or shaîl assert that there are more

Gods than one [this much of the statute is

repealed by 35 Geo. 3, c. 16o], or shaîl deny

the Christian religion to be true, or the Holy

Scriptures of the Old and New Testament to

be of Divine authority, and shail, upon in-

dictmeflt or information, be thereof convict-

ed, such persofi shall for the first offence be

adjudged incapable and disabled in law, to ail


