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genuine business in buying and selling pigs, the mere fact that he
did not keep any pigs in his own possession, nor hold an option
of purchase, does not establish falsity of his advertisement
offering pigs for sale where he was in the habit of having deliveries
made direct by the breeders. If it were open to the jury to
find that the advertisement meant that he was ready to supply
pigs of the description advertised; although not in his possession
or control, the practical withdrawal of that view in the charge

to the jury will be a ground for quashing the conviction. R. v, .

Jakeman (1914), 10 Cr. App. R. 38. ,

In R. v. Lee, 23 U.C.Q.B. 340, the prisoner sold a mare to B.
taking his notes for purchage money, one of which was $25 and a
chattel mortgage on a mare as collateral security. After this
note had matured- he threatened to sue, and B. got one R. to
pay the money, the prisoner bromising to get the notes from a

lawyer’s office, where he said they were, and give them up next -

morning. This note, however, had been sold by the prisoner
some time before to another person, who afterwards sued B.
upon it, and obtained judgment:—Held, that the prisoner was
properly convicted of obtaining the $25 by false pretences.
Regina v. Lee, 23 U.C.Q.B. 340. ‘

In Reg. v. Cooper, 13 Cox C.C. 617, 46 L.J.M.C. 219, the
accused was charged with falsely pretending that he was & dealer
in potatoes, and as such dealer, in a large way of business and in g
position to do a good trade in potatoes and able to pay for large
quantities of potatoes, as and when the same might be delivered
to him. The only evidence thereof was & letter from the prisoner
to the prosecutor, reasonably conveying to the mind the con-
struction put upon it in the indictment. Lord Coleridge, C.J.,
is reported (at p. 620) as follows :—

““The question for the Court, as I understahd the case, is -

whether there was evidence upon which the ‘false pretences
alleged in the indictment could fairly be sustained. It was a
question for the jury whether the false pretences alleged did or
did not reasonably arise from the letter. The true prineciple
applicable to this case was well enunciated by Blackburn, J.,
during the course of the atgument in Reg. v. Giles; 10 Cox C.C.
44: ‘It is not requisite that the false pretence should be made in
express words, if the idea is conveyed.’”’

Denman, J., at p. 622, said:— .

“In Reg. v. Giles, 10 Cox C.C. 44, the prisoner pretended
that she had power to bring the prosecutrix’s husbhand back,
and that was held to be g statement of fact. That warrants



