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Their Lordships (Lord Haisbury, L.C.,
Lord Watson, Lord Bramweli, Lord Fitz-
geraid, and Lord Macnaghten), without de-
ciding that. the publication of an accurate
report of a judgment ie necessariiy privileged,
held that it was too late for the appeliant to
dispute that the judgment pubiehed by the
reepondents fairly stated the effeet of the
evidence, and on that ground dismissed the
appeal. Appeal dismissed.

CROWN CASES RESERVED.
Lo0NDON, May 11, 1889.

REGiNA v. GORDON.

False Pretences-Money Lender-Promissory
Noie for 1001. obtained on Represenlation
that 1001. would be Advanced- Ealse Repre-
aenlation of Existing Faet.

This was a case reserved by Lord Cole-
ridge, C.J.

The prosecutor (Brown), a farnîier, seeing
an advertisement in a county paper that
prisoner was prepared te iend money on ad-
vantageous ternis, applied to him for a loan
of 1001. for two yeare. The prisoner agreed
te iend this sum upon the prosecutor and hie
son signing a document promising to pay
1001. in two years, by quarterly instalments.
The prisoner charged a fee of 108. 6d - for the
expense of going over te the farm te look at
the stock. The prosecuter and bis son eigned
the promissory note and handed it te the
prisoner, who gave them not 1001., but 601. in
exchange, teiiing them that 401. was the
charge be made for the advance. IJpon this
the prosecutor sought te return the 601.
IJitimateiy an indictment containing five
counts was preferred against the prisoner-
the first for obtaining 10,q. 6d. by false pre-
tences ; the second for obtaining the promis-
sory note for 1001. by flie pretences; and
the fourth for inducing the prosecutor and
hie son to make the promissory note for 1001.
by the false pretence that the prisoner was
prepared te pay them pr one of themi 1001.
The third and fifth counts were abandoned ;
but the jury found the prisoner guiity upon
the othere.

Lockwood, Q.C.. and Ilarington, for the
prisoner, contended that there had been no
faise representation o! an existing fact .

.Amphlett, for the prosecution, was not called
iipon te argue.

The Court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., Mathew,
J., Wiiis, J., Cave, J., and Grantham, J.) held,
that the prisoner had induced the prosecuter
te believe that he would give hlm 1001. upon
his signing the note, and that the prisonerhbad
neyer intended te do so ; that by pretending
that the 1001. was ready to be handed te the
prosecutor upon hie eigning the note, the
prisoner bad made a false representation of
an existing fact. The conviction couid ac-
cordingly be maintained upon the fourth
count o! the indictment.

Conviction affirmed.

CROWN CASES RESERVED.
LONDON, May 11, 1889.

REGINA v. TOISçON.
Bigamy-Bond fide and Rea8onable Belief in

Death of Husband or Wife-24 & 25 Vict.
c. 100, 8. 57.

Case stated by STBPHBN, J.

The prisoner wae married on Sept. 11,
1880.

On December 13, 1881, hier husband de-
serted hier. She and hier father made
inquiries about him, and iearned fxom bis
eider brother and from generai report that
he had been loet in a veseel bound for
America which went down with ail bande
on board.

On January 10, 1887, ehe went through
the ceremony of marriage with another man.

In Dýeoember, 1887, ber firet hueband re-
turned from America.

The iearned judge directed the jury that
a belief in good faith and on reasonable
grounds that bier husband was dead, was
not a defence to an indictment for bigamy.

The jury convicted the prisoner, etating,
in anewer to a question from the Iearned
judge, that she in good faith and on
reasonabie grounde, believed bier husband
te be dead at the time of ber second mar-
niage.

Henry for the prisoner.
No couneel appeared for the prosecution.
Their Lordehipe (Lord Coleridge, C. J.,

Hawkins, J., Stephen, J., Cave, J., Day, J.,ISmith, J., Wiils, J., Grantham, J., Charles,
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