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“T he question at issue was whether Farr Pravhad accused -

Mr. Bel® of being inioxicated on the election day. The word
used wa ‘‘ exhilarated,” which is perfectly harmless and non-
libellous in itself; but Mr. Bell took pains to prove that in this
ease it meant intoxicated. . Newspapar writers who
wish ta say that a politician was * exhilarated with something’
will now have some idea of the mionetary responsibilisy they
jucur in doing so. The question of costs is a serious one, and
it remeins in & very unsatisfactory state of uncertainty. Costs
ave left pretty much in the discretion of the judges, who resent
any attemnpt of the jury to return a verdict which should decide
which of the parties should bear all the costs of action. There
is a popular delusion to the effect that no verdiet under forty
shillings can carry costs. . If juries wish to mark thoir
sense of the trivialty of an action for libel their proper course is
to oward the plaintiff the smallest coin of the realm. No judge
could with decency then declare that sueh a verdict carried
costa.”'—Lyttclion Times,

© A diversity of oplnion exists amongst editors of news-
papers as to whether Mr. Bell exercised a wise judgment in
taking proceedings against the journal in question.”-—Wan-
ganut Clhronicle. PR |

“The case is a curious illustration of the changs which has
taken place in public opinion. A century ago, it was a matter
of course that three-fourths of the candidates should be vory
decidedly exhilarated after winning an election; and the idea of
saleminly denying such an imputation in Court would have been
looked upon as ridieulous. Such an improvement in manners
is most gratifying. There are offences which, from
a moral point of view, are quite as bad as intemperance, but
which do not seem to have fallen under the ban of public opinion
at present. I you call a man proud and ambitious, he is prob-
ably rather pleased than otherwise; you may call him covetous
without hurting his feelings very much ; that is if you convey
the imputation politely by saying that he is canny and cautious,
and “ knows what he is about” ; but if you insinuate that he
ever exceeds the bounds of sobriety, you run the riskof an sction
for libel. And yetif we look at the history of the world we
shall see that, where drunkenness has slain its thousands, pride
smbition, and the love of money have slain their tens of
thousands. The lesson which journalists may learn
from the recent case is that, though they may say of & man, as
Lord Beaconsfield did of Mr. Gladstone, thaé he 18 * inebriated
by the exuberance of his own verbosity,” they must not hint that
he is exhilarated by anything stronger than soda-water,—
Marton Mercury.

“ T is diffieult to resist the conclusion that the Wellington
libel action was after all & rather trumpery affair. At the de-
caration of the poll Mr. Bell probably spoke unad-
visedly with his lips, as a much greater man once confessed he

haddone, when in the excitement ol victory be said the Welling- .

ton people had brushed aside the froth and scum of something
—itis not quite certain what, Farr Pray understood the ex-
pression to apply to the defeated condidates, and actually for
anght we know it might apply to them very well; it would at
lesst have been no great injustice to designate a goodly number of
the candidates, Conservative as well as Liberal, ag froth and
seum, ., It was, however, perhaps unpolite in Mr. Bell
to use the offensive expression, and unpoliteness is very apt to
provoke recrimination. When a man says to his fellowman
‘You'ro o so and so,” that fellowman quite naturally replies
‘Yow're snother.' . . . . In politics particularly do men
make fools of themselves. Wo do not mean that the plaintiff
wade a fool of himself at the declaration of the poll, Mr. Bell is
* euperior person snd waould not be likely to do so, but it is
pretty clear that he must have been excited when he blurted
out his characterisation of (let us say) the Liberal addresses.
What more natural then than that his oppononts should take him
Up as sayiny that they werethe scum and froth he meant ? And
equally natural was 1t for ons of the journals supporting them
to retort that Mr. Bell must have supplemented the excitement
0y victory from another source. And where was the greatharm
In saying so ? Ts itafter all such a dreadful thing to
68y that a successful candidate has, in the crisis of his triumph.
trken g glass too much? What megly-mouthed times we live
'ty to be sure. Sir Robert Stout, indeed, said, with the disgust-
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ing bluntness of an unimeginative teetotaller ond special
pleader, that Famr Pray practically ehargod Mr. Boll with boing
drunk. Succh Hteral-mindedness, if we may so ospress it, ox-
eites pity rather than contempt. But it is characteristio of teo-
totallers that they can make no distinetions. Good liquor in
their eyes is as much poison a8 the abominations sold in grog
shanties; and with them there is no middle stege betwaon
absolute water-drvinking sobriety nud drunkeness. They havo
not the slightost iden of what it is to clevated, which is propably
ull that Farr Pray meent in Mr, Bell's enge. . . -
In these days, when Prohibition i= in the air, it is hardly
possible to get o jury to allow, so to speak, for allowablo elova-
tion. The Wellington twelve decided that Famn Pray had
practically said that Mr. Boll was drunk, which we should say
i¢ against all reason and comunon sense. Is there not o
certain liberty, not to say liconee, permitted in the hont of an
election? Ttis as impossible for eolonial patricts to ohoose a
representative, as it is to love, and bo wise. Lovers and elooctors
are both in a sense heside themselves, so that it is absurd to
interpret their sayings quite literally, But such considorstions,
self-evident thaugh they be, nre opparently hayond the common
Jury understanding—even beyond the judicial wnderstanding.
The twelve good men snd true (men wmey be both and yot be
dull) held that FFare Prax had raised Mr. Boll as it were, above
the logitimate elevetion, and accordingly found a verdict for tho
plaintifl. But the ease was, ns we have alrendy snid, of tho
most frumpery character. Mr. Bell expressly stoutod, under
examination, that he never thought of bringing it on till ho wns
advised to do so by membors of his party.  We cnn only suy
that ho was wmonstrowsly iti-adeised, evon though ho did got &
verdiet.  Mr. Ball is v very prominent, if a conyiderably over-
rated mnn,  His chavacter is thus perfoetly woll known, so thnk
be eould have suflered no danwge from what wo ennnot holp
calling the very innoegent libel in the Farr Pray article. 'Wo
do not suppose that even a siugle  tectoluller would have
believed thai Mr. Bell was drunk when ho uttored his ¢ frath
and scum'’ sentence. ‘Thero aro olfences, and we should sy
the I'atr PrLay statement was one of them, which o man in Mr.
Bell’s position can afford to ignore. Mr. Boll wns of tho samo
opinion himself i1l his Prohibitionist supportors intorvoned—
one of whom (a clergyman) is by the way an adopt in the *high
polite,” defining drunltenness ns tho “imbibing of intoxienting
drink to excess,” Tity bub Mr. Bell hind acted on his own
judgment.—Napicr Lelegrapkh.

We have heard New Zoaland eracked up over and ovor
again ag the colony above all the others in the group, that
affords the best opportunity for the man who is willing to work
to make a good living, and it has nlse besn claimed that if he
had a few pounds to go on with, he was sure to getalong. Wo
have claimed sinee our inception that in Wollington there was a
rapidly growing plutocracy whose object wos to onsluve the
toiler, and if possible to block his rising from the station which
either misfortune or luek had placed him in.  The following
anecdote, for the truthfulness of which we can vouch,is an
illustration of an argument that money and money slone, rules
roost in the little city of Wellington. One of the employees of
u big butchering establishment in Wellington who had worked
long and faithfully for the firm which employed him,but who looked
forward toihetime when he could run his own business and volgarly
speaking * be his own boss " recently sent in his resignafion
and deelared his intention to set up in business for himself.
The resignation was ncceptad and congratulntions offered, but
note the afier play. The minute this enterprising young party
attempted to esiablish a route and sell meat to such customers
as he thought would patronize him, he was followed to every
house by & salesman for the firm with which ke had formeriy
been connected who oftered to sell at any prieco below his, and
even to give away the ment, rather than that he should get the
custorn. When it is taken into consideration that the house
that did this is a wholesale house aud that in all probability o
large portion of the ment sold would have been bought from
them, it seems o groiuitous bit of mslice to try and crush out a
young tradesman. He has our sympathios and those of most
fair-minded people who believe in the prineiple of fair playand the
proverb * Life and fet live.”” - L



