
GORDON v. GORDON.

i~wit h the men. That is not what the provision of the
under which the prisoner was charged is aimed at; nor
according to the fair meaning of the provision, it makes an

ce. One who merely prov ides the means bý which men and
en who are desirous of having camnai intercourse can con-
mutly gratif y their desires, does not, in any fair incaning of
xvord, "procure" the women to have that intercourse with
nen.
bhe first question being answemed- in the negative, it was
cessamy to answer the others.

IAGEE and FERGUSON, JJ.A., agmeed with MEREDiTH, C.J.O.

!LUTE, J., read a judgment in which lie discussed the third
lion and concluded that the conviction was bad for uncer-
y and for having charged in one count more offences t han
and that it could flot be amended. He was, therefore,
ýinIon that the conviction should be quashed.

[oDGruN, ,J.A., read adissenting judgment. 1e was of opinion
the conviction sho&ild be afflrmed.

Cont4idion quashed (H-oi>GÎNs, J.A., dîssenting).
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GOIRDON v. GORDON.

eand and Wife-Separation Deed--Construction-Allowtanýce te)
Wife-Gesser-Act "Enilin g" Husband to Divorce-Adidiery
-AppeaI--Authority of Previous Decision.

.ppeal by the defendant froma the judgment of the C'ounity
t of the County of Hlastings, in favour of the plaint iff, a w%%ife
g apamt from lier husband, in an action against hem husband to
,er $679.43, the aggregate of overdue payments under a
-ation deed.

¶ie appeal wu's heard by MER'ED1TR, C.J.O., MACLAREN,

EE, and loDO;iNS, JJ.A., and MIDDLETON, J.
reorge Wilkie, for the appellant.
Î. C. Mikel, K.O., for the plaintiff, respondent.


