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station, to which the ordina-y fat,- was çs. This action %vas brought ini theIL Coonty Court to recov*er 9s., (,r is. if the defendant should be Iidld entt1td to
cedit for tho' Ss. he had I»aid. The judge of the County Court nonsuited the

riutifi on th-e ground that thu action %wâs for a penalti! which cotild only be
rt cevered before j usticet4 but the I)ivisional Court (Day and Charles, hJ. -ad
that the action %vas cbearly on contra ct, and ordered a new trial.
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llie Quun v. 2Un~y(g~) Q.B. 5c ., 'vas a prosecutiofi for rectiving
stolen goods knowing tlhem ta be stolen, in which a scherne ta catch the receiver,
though it establighed hi:, moral guiltt iievertheless resinlted in his escape fromn

justice.osl Th prscitr ere a firrn of carriers, and a parcel was delivered to

them for carrnage, and while it was in the prosecutors' premises a servant of the
prosecutors removed it to another part of the prî-mises and plaed upon it a
label addresscd ta the prisoners by a name by Nvhieh they were known, and at a
hanse whcire thev resided. The prosecutors' superintendent discovered this.and,
after inspection of the parcel, directedi it to be replaced where the thief lid put

* it, and to be sent with a special deliv.er-y.shect in a van, aceunipanied by two,
dectectives, ta the address given on the label. At that address it %vas received bv'
the prisoners iinder circumnstances clearly showinig that thev KnreN that it hiad been
c;toteri. in the indictnrient, the property in the parcel %vas ia;d in thec carriers;

* an offer ta ainend it hy alleging the pý'operty ta be in the causignees %vas de.
riiued. Upan a (ase stated by the chairiman of tihe sessions, it was held by' Lord
Coleridge, C.j., Smiith, ., Pollock, B., and Cave and Bruce, Ji., thttt asm the
persan in whoin the property %vas laid had resumned possession of the stalen

* property before its receipt by the prisoners, it had then ceased ta bo. stolen
* property, and the prisoners could, therefore, flot be convicted of receiving it

knowing it ta be stolen.

CRIMiINAI~LA -CRN.11,WI~H40 c;tgi, UNIIER TIRISE.N~ liy MAL IUER F0UIRTRR--

* ~CsiINI. L'm. >~î Avr, 1885 (48 & 49g rîî,. 6c», ýs. 4-(CtAN. Csnî Cit, '«. 7e 8>
10, 266, 269).

in The Qucen v. WVaite (18q2m, 2 Q.13. 6ao, .he Court for Crown Cases ku-
served (Lord Caleridge, C.4., Smith, J., Pollock, B., and Cave and Bruce, JJ.>
unanimously decided that a boy under fourteen cannot be conviced of the
offence of having carixal knowledge of a girl under thirteen. The new Canadian
Criininal Code seerns to leave it sonewhiat doubtful whether this decision would
be law here; for though 8. 7 declares that any circutnstances which at common
law would be a defence ta any charge shall remnain iii fr'rce, Ilexcept in Bo far as
they are hereby altered or inconsistent therewith," yet s. xo seerns ta declare
that a child aver seven and under fourteen inay be convicted of a crime il "he
was campetent ta knr.w the nature and consequences of his conduct, and to
appreciate that it wvas wrong." And white 9. 266, which deals with the oféno
of tape, expressly declares that noa one under fourteen can commit the offence>,
yet s. 269, which deats with the cannal knowledge of girls under fourteon, has ù6
such limitation.
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