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Court. R.S.O. c. 80,s~. Io, however, applies to orders of County
Courts as ivell as to orders of the High Court.

ORIMINAL LAW-FALSIF PRHTFI*CtS- VIIOENCE -GtILTY ~WE>E .A~

IN RESPECT 01? WNICII I>SFEDANT HAD BREN PREVIOUSLY AXCQUITTRIX.

7T/te QUMIe v. O/lis (1900) 2 QRl 758, %và.s a PrOsecutiotn for
obtaining nioney by falaely pretending that thrve cheques which
the accused gave to the prosecutors were good and valid o)ders
for the payment of rnonecy. The accused had beetn previously
acquitted on a similar charge on the prosecution of another
persoti, and the question subinitted to the Court for Crown Cases
Reset-ved was whether the facts con necteci with the charge on which
the accused had been acquitted could bc given in evidence to sliow
that lie had nio reasonable ground for belicving that therc %vould
be funds to met the cheques on %vhici lie obtahzied the inonie>
f'rom the prosecutors in the present case. The Court (Lord
Russell, C.j., and Mathew, Grantharn, Wright, Darling, Channefl,
Bruce, and Ridley, J).) held that the evidence %vas admisble;
Bruce and Ridley, J)., dissented, on the groulid that a chequie is
flot like a coin, which is either inherently good or bad, but is a
thing which may be good or bad according to circuinstanccs wliich
inight vary frorn day to da), and that, therefore, the passing of a
cheque for which there %vere no funds on onîe day, wvould flot be
evidence that a cheque passed on another day %vas aiso bai to the
knowledge of the person passing it. The majority of the Court,
however, adopted the broader view tha the fact that the accused
had on another day passed a checque which had been dishonoured,
wvas a circuistance to shew a course of conduct on the part of the
accused, and thât the passing of the cheques in question was flot a
niatter of forgetfuiltess, but that the), %vere baci to his knowledge.

MARRIED WOMAN- CO.NTRACT OF MARMIED WtV0MAN-RPET I.lADLE 'ro
EXECUTION .A(AINST ÏMARRIEI> WOMfAN - RESTRAINT UPON ASTIlcIPATI'IN --

MARRIVIO WOtMKNS- PRsOvlRTY ACT. 1893 (56 & 57 %*IclT, C. 6,J) S. 1-(R,S.O.

1, 61,s- 4

/hztV. Iloiwa(rti1900) .2 Q.B. 784, %vas an action agaimst a
married] woman i %hich judgrnent had been recovered agaiinst
the defendant in the form settle(i in Scoa v. Narier, with stich
variation as wvas necessary to make it conforrn to the Married
\Voiieni's Property Act of 1893. That Act, S. 1, provides that the


