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he knew the truth be

————

fore he entered into the
contract,and,therefore,could not have relied on

the mis-statements; or else, by showing that he
avowedly did not rely upon them, whether he
knew the facts or not. He may by con-
tract have boung himself not ¢ rely upon
them, that is, to take the matter at his own
risk, whether they were true or false, or he
may state that he diq not rely upon them in
the Wwitness-box, A false statement may be
obviously material, and, if so, the natural in-
ference would be that the plaintiff relied upon
it, and was misled by it. If the statement is
not obviously material, a plaintiff may ask
the Court, or 3 jury if he goes before a jury,
to infer the materiality from the fact that he
understood the Tepresentation in such ang
such a way, and acteq in such and such a
way, and was prejudiced, Or he may show
affirmatively by other evidence that the state.
ment was material, and that he was deceived.
(i) Where a statement is ambiguous, so that
it may have one of two meanings, the plaintiff
ust tell the Court what, he relied on, Tt is
for him to say, “I relied on the statement in
this meaning, that is the meaning I took ; if it
is ambiguous, it is the fault of the defendant,
and relying on that, I entered into the con-
tract.” It will not do for him to say in answer
to interrogatories as to the meaning which he
Put upon the misrepresentations all
the statement of claim, «J understood the
meaning of such misrepresentations to be that
which the words composing them obviously
convey,and I ant unable to €Xpress in any other
words what I understoog to be the meaning
therefor.” He cannot refer to the obvious
meaning when there ig no obvious meaning,
When a representation js capable of two
meanings, and a map comes to complain of
being deceived, he js bound to te]] the Court
which meaning he attached to it, because he

ita meaning which the
to it, and then he was
If the plaintiff will not
meaning he attached to
e Court cannot say that

eged in

not deceived at all.
tell the Court which
the representation, th
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s bee?
he was deceived, (iv) It has al“‘:lyol’ in
held that if 2 man in a prOSPeCtll; or other
written statement, particulars of saf a writte?
wise, falsely states the contents O such fals
document, he cannot escape from show yo!
statement by saying, « I offered to n inco®®
the document,” Byt if he makest ?mperfect’
Plete statement, altogether true bu Jead you &
he can. He says, “ I did mot mi%" 1 said; 8
all; T did not state the whole of it ; le of it 1
and look at the whole of it ; the :V;'lccl) not P&
in a copy which you can see; I di uonyo
fess to state the whole of it; I put ilook at the
guard; I said, you can go fmd omspecw,S
whole of jt.” (v) To state in a.pnot ad”
that someone is a director Who.ls isre
rector, is not necessarily a mater,'al Igrs 0
Sentation. The names of the direct Je as ©
an important element with many- peO: jo
whether or not they shall decide ng on
a company ; but that must deper} perS"“
knowledge of the directors, th,elr mes #
knowledge, or knowledge of their naf stath
Positions, otherwise the mere fact © tors W
that such and such persons aré dlre‘C,e name®
be nothing, yoy may, however, ha nnectio”?
so well known, so notorious in coctl.ls.t
with the subject-matter of the prospe nclusio”
even the Court would come to t}’le-coctor,
that the name, even of a single d;:e conce
an inducement to persons to join the
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Of the next case, /n 7e L‘:::S’ on No¥

Seems only necesssary to say that, 0 a bo?

ember 25th, 1868, one L. entered mtorl 1l
to pay to his reputed son £ 1°’°°8°’2 L ef;;
3oth, 1872. On March 22nd, 1 Zr;hip wlt‘t
tered into an agreement for partt; articles !
his said reputed son, and_by th ould coﬂ?‘h
was provided that the capital s L., of whi¢”-
of £37,500, to be brought in by o pelongin®
419,000 should be consid.efed ?holit having
to his son. L. having died Wl::ure t:le
paid any part of the 410,000 S hanimous {e'
bond, the Court of Appeal held uthat the ™
affirming the decision of Fry, J»
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