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Rei .Sltveps (1910) 1 K.13. 1 was a proieution for ob-
structing a constable in the execution of hi duty. The facts
were that with a view to prevcnting niotors fromi travcliirtg tit an

M ~excessive speed, certain police officers liad meastired a mile of a
travelled road, and set a watch for observing the speed of motor
cars driven along the road. The defendant with the object of
preventing drivers from being cauglit, had, as they approached
the xneasured mile at an illegal speed, signalled the drivers
whereby they were informed that they were being watched, and
thereupon they lowered their speed to a legal rate. The niagis-
trates convicted the defendant, but st.ted a case for the opinion
of a Divisional Court (Lord Alverstene, C.J., and Darling and
Bucktill, JJ.), who affirîned the conviction. It is pointed out
that a great deal depends on the apparent intention of giving
such a warning. If it werc given solely with the object of pre-
venting the conuission of an illegal act. it would flot be tin-
lawful; if, howcver, the apparent ohject of the warning is
maerely to induce the offender to suspend his illegal act only s0
long as there is danger of detection by the police, then the warn-

y ing beuomes an unlawful obstruction of the police iii the execu-
tAtiýjn of their dluty.

CRIMINAL LÂ-EVN 5C1ARACTER-PALSE CIR TR
VEIr. REPRESEINMiTION-CONPRNY-EVNS CH1AR-
ACTrRs ACT. 1792 (32 Gzo. III. c. 56), ss. 2, 3.

The King v. Costello (1910) 1 K.B. 28. This case was a pro-
secuti'nn under the Servants' Characters Act, 1792 (32 Oco. 111.
c. 56), for giving a servant. a false character; and the principal
question wa. whether- in order to corne within the Act the char-
acter must be given in writing. The words of the Act are, "if

t any person or persons shail knowingly and wilfully pretend or
falsely asscrt in writing,'' etc. The Divisional Court (Lord
Alverstone, C.J., hnd Darling and l3ucknill. JJ.) held that the
words "in writing" only qualify the word "assert." and do

i not apply to the words " knowingly. aud wilfully pretend, " and
therefore that a falme verbal representation as to a servant 's
character is within the Act. We'niay note that this Act seerns


