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and acquitted him. At the trial of the pilefent action it was
a.dmitted that the plantiff had flot stolen the book, but bad
taken it away with the intention of subgcquently accounting or
paying for it and no -mputation rested upon him in connection
with the transaction. Isaars, C.J., who tricd the action found that
the defendants had reasonable and probable cause for saspecting
the plaintiff of having stolen the money and books other than
the book 'tTraffic" when they gave the plaintiff into custody for
stealing the book ' Traffc," but that they did not cause bis
arrest for those other thefts, b)ut only for that of which they
considercd they had clear evidence, and they were influenced
in gîving him into cusfody because of their suspicion of h5s having
been guilty of other thcfts, whereas, but for that, thev might
merely have surrmoncd him, or perhaps flot prosecuted bîrn at ail.
The jury acquitted the defendants of malice. In this state of
facts the learned Chief Justice beld that tLe plaintiff w-, entitled
to recover because in order to justîfy an arrest by a private in-
dividual if is nccessary to he shown that the crime, for which thc
arresf wvas made, was actually commit ted, and that a private
individual cannot justify an arrest as a police officer may, mereix
on th'ý! grotind of suspicion that a crime bas been cominitt(1.
Judgment wvas therefore given for the plaintiff for the damages
assessed hy the jury with costs except as fo the issue of maliclous
prosecuf ion which the piaintiff was ordered fo pay.

NMOTION TO QIUASH coNvic-TioN---BIAS 0F JUSTICES-SUFFICIENCýY
0F AFFID.AVIT-KNOWLEDGE 0F I ACTS DISQUALIFYING.

The King v. W'illiarns (1914) 1 K.B. 608. Thiq w-as a motion
for a certiorari for the purpose of quashing a conviction; the
ground rclicd on w-as that one of the miagistrates who tried the
case was disqualificd. It did not appear by flhe affidavit of the'
applicant in support of flic motion that any objection fo thc
competence of the court was taken at fthe hearing, nor did if state
that at the date of the hcaring the ipplicant w-as ignorant of the
facts alleged to disqualify one of the justices. In these circuin-
stances the Divisional Court (Channell, llowlatt and Atkin, JJ.)
held f hat the wrii. was not grantable ex debito jus4tioeS, and Ct
on the facts, in tlhc proper exercise of judicial discretion, flc
writ should be refused.

C'OI'YliUGIIT-ADVERtTISEMEINT-TANSLATION FROM FOREIC.N LAN.
<~u';, BwITOF TIlANSIATOR TO COPRvrGHT INNOCENT

INFIZIN. 'Elt--('OPYRIC.IIT ACT, 1911 (1 &t 2 Gno. V. c. 46),
ss. 1, 5, 8.

Byrne v. Sti.qt ('ompany (19141) 1 K.13. 622. This is a some-
what curious c'ase' arising under thew Coinvright Act, 1911 (1 & 2
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