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4^ THE 4'uEEN vs. JOSEPH Ciiissoir!

}'C. 145 and other ca^es. 3rd. Where a cr/me nof charged ip the indfct.me^t . not the ca«se or part of and has noconne.ioa w'hai.v^;"^^^^^mme .h^rged in the ,indictment, ^xcept as showing by the first apractice pfth, wrongdoer in'cou^itLg such crimesJ Jarged t^hesecond, and therebj; to raise a presumption pf guilty" knowledge ormotive m .t as in cases of forgery, and uttering base, poin. other forgeries'and other uttenngs. no way connected with the cri^ changed,
3™

shown as proving a coupe of dealing or' practice in th?ac;used ofcommitting ,uch crimen, and thereby raising a presumption of his guiltyknowledge or purpose in, th. crime charged, as also in thelat- case ot Rely./'m«c»,(Law Jiep. 2 Crown cases reserved. 128). where a prisoner wfscharged in two counts of the indictment with attempts to obt^n mol^upon, false pretences, from one Walters and one Dyer, pawnbrXt
r^P^tively. by offering a ring which he represente^t; LTdilmS
ring whereas the stones were only crystals. The prisoner's defence wasthat h.,did not know the ring waa false, having been employed by on«Roberts to pawn the ring for him upon his representation that it was adiamond fing and prisoneir.believing the assertion to be true' AfterKonog the respective charges in the indictment, in order to shew guUtvb,owledge in the pris^er,. evidence was proposed that the prisoner
>.m days before h^ offered other false articles to o</... pawnbrokers •

xiam^ly to one Lazenby, a clj^in representing it to be gold while it was'not and, to opj Stowcand, tp one Taylor, respectively, a waU-h and aclusi^r.nng which wa, not a cluster ^r,g. The evidence was re<:eived
the point. reserved, th^ prisoner cpnvicted and after argument upon
appeal Lord Chief Justice Co..Bxi,oB in delivering the judgment of^
" t^t wh ThT^. ^."f

^^-dence said
:
" It saems.clear upon principle

tfiatwhenth^ fact of the prisoner having done, the thing charged isjroved and th, only remaining question is whethe, at the tfrne he did it
he Md gu|lty knowledge of the quality,of his act or acted under a

^
m;8tftK,eyidence of the^class, receive^ must be admissible. ,It tends

^
to shew that he was pursuing a course of similar acts, and thereby
raises, a presumption that he was not acting undef a mistake." This

case^ullya|rmst^e Crown counsel's views, the judgment at the trial
jnd Judge, Wbtko^bb opinion in the judgment of the Supreme Court;'but ov^^thrpws the reversing, judgment of the Chief, Justice, especially'

^ xntim^ting that the felonies shown «,ust be ^ par^s o t£ .1trai^ptio^,. See,a^so,tl^e,case befpr. fl^.Bo.n; J, confirmed. by all theJudges.^^. V
^^';f<?'^u^„4 & P,14^, Therefc^e. by the strictest

rules, oi l^w an4 ^vide^c^, there is nothing, in the fore,roin« obiection« ..
w:arfant,U.e,reversing,of^tUp^udg^Snt;^yen«t,thetri^^^^^
the convictions.
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