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which Hinton was able to make, and which he did maké, to ihe -det‘endan't
was no longer what he had been told by Robmsau, but whit had pussed

b\’ the plaintiff in his own, presence.”
7 This decision involved the reversal of the ]udgment in the B xchequar”

Chamber, which had upheld the view of the majority of the judges of the

lower court, who had adopted the theory that * you can never proceed on

hearsay evidence, when you have a good opportunity of testm& the
accuracy of the hearsay evidence by exammmg the person who is repre
sented to have said such and said things.”

Some of the authorities are, however, much more favourable
to the defendant than the rationale of this case would seem o
indicate.

‘T'hus there is an old ruling to the effect that where a father preferrcd
an indictiment of rape against the plaintiff on the complaint of his daughter.
a girl of eight years of age, it was held that the action could not be main
tained, although the court was of opinion that the father was too credulov,
in causing an indictment to be preferred on the complaint of so vouny
girl. (/) So evidence of an accomplice or tainted witness, even if uncar
roborated, und therefore not sufficient to sustain a conviction, is held o
warrant the preferring of a criminal charge. (/) So a defendant shows
probable cause for instituting a prosecution for arson where he acted bor
fide upon statements made by convicts during the tern of their imprison
ment, even though they were not sworn, and were not legally competon,
without a pardon, to be received as witnesses. (#)

The duty to verify information is very properly regarded
imperative where the information is received through an anony.
mous letter, {/)

In an action for presenting a petition to wind up a company, the
yuestion whether the defendant who had signed a transfer of shares, anl
handed it to his brokers, and had not received back the power in ten
or eleven days, is entitled, in the ordinary course of business, to
acsume without further inguiry that the transfer had not been effectual,
even thouWh the brokers had told him that liey could not dispose of the
shares, is a question raising an issue of fact for the jury, and unless he s
found not to be so entitled, the judge ought to hold that there was no
reasonable cause for the defendant to suppose that he was still a shar:

1y Cax v Wirradl, Cro, Jac. g3
17+ Dawson v. Pangandon (1863 11 W.R, 510,
) Gswald v, Mewburn (1833) 6 UC.QUBL (OW8) 470,

1) Ruttun v, Prmguf (850 1 ULC.COP agq s Parker v, Langridge (18527 1 Que.
O R, (Q B g5+ Cople v, Kichardeon (18751 2 1. O Leg. News {:@L } bo.




