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'coMPlied with the statutory requirement as to speed, but Bruce, J.,wlho tried the action, was of opinion, that it was flot incumbent on
the informant to make any such case, and that it was sufficient to
Shew that the defendants were disregarding the statute to entitie
the plaintiff to an injunction, which was accordingly granted.

VALsIE PRETENCES-CRIMINAL LAW- EVIDENCE 0F SUBSEQUENT FRAUDS-
PRISONER'S RIGHT TO GIVE EVIDENCE ON HIS OWN BEHALF-GRAND JURY.
Quee,î v. R/hodes (1899) 1 Q B. 77, was a case in which thedefendantewas prosecuted for obtaining eggs by false pretences.

Aýt the trial evidence was given to shew that the prisoner had
falýe1.y represented, by advertisements in newspapers, that he wascarrying on a dairyman's business. Evidence was also admitted
t') shew that subsequent to obtaining the goods in question, he
obtained eggs from other persons by means of similar advertise-
mnents. The question as to the admissibility of the latter evidence
Was re-served for the opinion of the Court for Crown cases reserved
(Lord Russell, C.J., and WilIs, Wright, Bruce and Darling, JJ.),
w"hG held that the evidence was rightly received. The point wvas
ai1s 0 reserved whether a prisoner is-under the recent Criminal
E-ývidence Act, 61 & 62 Vict, Ch. .36, which enables an accused
Person to give evidence on his own behaf- entitled to giveeveidenc on his ow behaif before the grand jury, and the Court
held that the accused is not 50 entitled. The English Act differs
from the similar Canadian Act (56 Vict., c. 3V, D), in that it does
noe frbi comment by the Court on the failure of a prisoner tohaver tal'Ine as a witness. Some of the English judges, we sehav tk sn a curious viewv of the new Act, and have actually added
the 121snence of a prisoner found guilty, because, in their opinion,
ha Prisoner in giving his evidence had committed perjury ; this

CC,,Very justly provoked adverse comment, as inflicting on the
'cOt a punishment for an offence for which he has not been

tried.

LIBàEL-IIPRGIIN 0F RIVAL TRADERS' GOODS-CAUSE OF ACTION-INJUNC-
TîON-R ULE 28 8

-(ONT. RULE 261 '),
r '?IZ4bbock v. Wilkinson (1899) i Q.B. 86, was an action to'srIl the defendants from publishing in China and Japan

C'clr lee to contain untrue staternents as to an alleged
cOinprative test of the Pl aintiffs' and defendants' goods, and a


