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The plaint iff had flot made any comm uni.
cation to the defendant, but made it to a
constable whose duty it wvas to search for
4-he oflender. The question came to be,
%hether in that event the plaintiff was
entitled to the reward, and it was con-
tended that the constable by his own ac-
tivity followed up the dlue and the person
entitled. But the court hela that the
plaintiff was entitled, for that the comn-
munication led to the discovery. As
Alderson, B., put it, information means
the communication of material facts for
the first time, and the constable was
mierely a channel of communication, but
not the originator of the information.

Again, in England v. Davidson, ii A. &
.8,57, the constable of the district appre-

hended the criminal and sued for the re-
ward; whereupon it wvas contended that
it was contrary to public polîcy to, allowv
the constable to sue, for it %vas part of his
ordinary duty to arrest criminals, The
court there held that the fac- of the per-
son giving the information oeing a con-
stable did not necessarily disentitie him
on the ground of want of consideration,
And Lord Denman, C.J., observed that
there mnay be services which the constable
is not bound to, render, and wvhich hie miay
therefore make the ground of a contract.
In short, a constable as such was said not
to be disentitled to a reward of this de-
scription. In Moore v. Senith, i C.B. 438,
the plaintiff also was a police constable,
but wvas temporarily suspended, and hie
apprehended a burgiar, who, after bis
apprehiension, voluntarily confessed. And
the court held him entitled to the reward,
as it wvas by the constable's suspicions,
and apprehension in consequence of thex1 j,
that the crîmninal was really discovered.
In Thatciher v. Englaild, 3 C. B. 254, the
defendant, who had been robbed of jew-
ellery, published an advertisenment headed
Il301. reward," describing the article stolen,
and concluding thus.- IlThe above sum
will be paid by the adjutanit of the 4ist
Regiment on recovery of the property and
conviction of the offender, or in propor-
tion to the amount recovered." A soldier
on the ioth of June informed his sergeant
that B had admittedi to hlm that he was
the party who had committed the rob-
bery, and the sergeant gave information
at the police station. On the z3th of
June the plaintiff, a police constable, learn-

ing froni one C. that B. was to be met
with at a certain place, went there and
apprehended hirn. The plaintiff by his
activity and perseverance afterwards suc-
ceeded in tracing and recovering nearly
the whole of the property, and in procur-
ing evidence to convict B. The Court of
Common Pleas--held that the plaintiff was.
not, but that the soldier Nwas, the party
entitled to the reward.

About thventy years ago a .n interesting
case of this kind arose out of a great rob-
bery of watches at a jeweller's shop in
London. In 7>irner v. Walker (L. R. 2

Q. B. 30r), soon after that robbery, a
handbill was circulated by the defendant
wvho offered a rewardi in these terris : diA
reward of 2501. wîll be given to any per-
son who will give suc h information as
shaîl lead to the apprehension and con-
viction of the thieves. A further reward
Of 7501. will ho paid for such information
as shaîll lead to the recovery of the stolen
property, or in proportion to any part
thereof recovered." After the publica-
tion of the handbill Roberts brought a
watch to the plaintiff to ho repaired. The
plaintiff, suspecting it to be one of the
stoleni watches, arrangod wvith Roberts
that the latter should call again and bring
some more, and on the same day the plain-
tiff gave information to the defendant. In
consequence thereof ie police were emn-
ployed, and Roberts was cpue, and
twvo other storen watches wer fud upon
him. After Roberts had been in custody
three days lie told the police that some
female friends had informed hinm that the
burglars were to be heard of at an eel-pie.
shop in 120 Whitechapel. The police ac-
,jordingly there captured the burglars, who
were subsequently convictod at the cen-
tral criminal court. Roberts was viewed
as only a receiver of the goods. Tht
plaintiff sued for the reward, and the
juidgo, Blackburn, J., left it to the jury to
say whether the information given by the
plaintiff led to the apprehension and con-
viction of the thieves. The judge was
disposed to think that the plaintiff's in-
formation *was too remote, and that the
real discoiery wvas made by the police on
Roberts' information, but as the jury were
in favour of the plaintiff, the question was
afterwards, fully argued bef3are a court of
three judges. Blackburn, J., on the argu-
ment, was stili disposed to hold that the
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