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adjouirfed bearitng, attended and informed: the j udgerth.at the de-
fendant could n ot .arswer the 3$fdavitR.. The attachrnent was
then granted, and the defendant appeaied, and again .urgiQd the
.irregularity of the nonýservice of the affidavits. The Court of
Appeai (Lord Eshir, M.R., and Rigby, L..J.) heid that the de-
fendant, having accepted the adjourniment, and the affidavits
having been shown to his solicitor, every purpose of the Rule had
been answvered, and the objection wvas no longer open to him,
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'i<EENCE-LARENYAcz, 1861 (24 & 25 \'îCT, V. 96),S,~ 95-(CR. CODN,
-S-. 14)-

In Taykir v. The Quecn, (1895) 1 Q.B. 25 15 R. June 44,ib
the sufflcienc 'y of an indictient for receiving goods obtained by
faise pretetices wvas in question. The indictmnent contained no
stateieft of the alleged false pretences, anci it was held by
MNatiiex and Chiaries, JJ., that it %vas iiecessary that it shoîtild do
so. (See Criin. Code, s. 114.)

I ~URA'FI< - iNi.;AiAN'iEE IIV ivGI~ VEN MY S t W

lARS!RS-US>xiili.Il<r M5iO N ( 111-.'iE NO PIAR 10 \t O ON
(;UARAN KsE,~ AGINS ('M l' 0~;ARAN] (IR.

11lVu i r ')Scr< v. L'ai (îS95 ) i Q..13 wc8 ; R. IXc. 3j45.
tie Curit ol'Appeai (Lord lEsher, M.U.. un Lopes and Rigby.
-L.) 1 hiaxe athirmed tire judgment of Wili's, J., (i8X) 2 ç).1. ioî

(Ilctî d vol. jo, 1). 561). lui inay be rLiilcnbered tiiat in t bis case
the diulýindant was one of two joinlt guaran tors, l'le other guar-
antur- hiai given a chequne for the aminot due on the guaran t on
xviii ji igmnut hiad becui roccovered, xvih lo as un sat i sied t he
prescu ut action \ýeaS brouight o n t he gun irttit\,, and the defeîidan t
cointetincd t hat the j ucgnent recovered agai nst buis co-guarailtor-
oun thuchuiq ne had thtc effect of reieasingh liiiii ( the dcfendaut)
Froin iblty itvtsaii that the jtndgmiînt w~as unsatistivd.
K euda/i v. Hainlliltcc * 4 App. (Cas. 5)4, %vas reiied mi. Th'le Court
cf .\ppual, liîcoxCr., agrced xvith \Vills, J., that that case did îuct
appiy, and fcllowirg Drake v. Mitchell, 3 East. -'51, the>- held that
the jndgmiuet oui the chèque afforded M-) defencu, and in doing so
the court overruiled (I'ainhefort v. Chapman, ig ~) 31.220) (ioted
(Vite vol. 23, P. 304)- Rîgby, L.J., in dcalin,- xitli the argurneit
that t he chaim on the guarant> xxvas uNtiingtuislied as against the
guarantor wluo iîad given the cheque by the jttdgtneiit obtained


