
the postal authorities,' A letter is a written or printcd, message. No*w ther
cari bc no message ta that which is not in exitc. Bsidsithletri
intended to be conveyed by mail it mnusa have a destination to which it cati be
convcycd. This lutter had no such destination. Ini the cases cited by the
district attorney the dccoy, letters were addressed to a real and genuinie address,
and %vere regularly ,nailc, No case was procee where a decoy letter to a
fictitious, unircal address wvas considered as %vithin the class that wvere intended
to bc conveyed by mail, lit the Eniglish case of Qiieeti v. Gardner, 1 Car. & K.

'~, 628, ciced b), Judge Neumnan, the embezzlemntt of a decoy lutter w~as led
flot stealing a post-letter %vithin the statute; taking of the contents was held

~ '' ~ larceny. There is no charge in the iîîdictmnit that the defendant too< the
contents of the letteri In the cas. of Queeli v. Rathbolie, 2 'Moody (Cr. Cas, 242,
an inspector secretly put a lutter prepared for the purpose, conitaining a sovetreigut,
amnong sonme letters wvhiclh a lutter-carrier ,;tspectcd of disliotesty wvas about to
sort. Thc letter-carrier stole the so%!ereigii. Mr. Baron (;urtny hield that lie

j4f could îiot bc conivicte<l of stealitig a post-letter, such lutter niot having been put
T'R à- i the post in the oî dinar3' way, but was rightly convicted of larcelny of the
* ~sovereign laid as the ppet'of the Potnse-eca.This case ws c01n-

sidercxi at a meeting of the judgcs at Michacîmas terni, 1841, anid they Wcre
tunanimousl>' or the opinion that ther-e could be no conviction for ,,teafliig the

post-lettcr, the statute ornly applying to letters sent Lu the ordinary wvay. It is

observable that thtis letter had apparenitly a gcnuinc address, aidc also that Lt vas
placed with the letters, aIl of which werc in the custody of the p St )fflce cepait

y, ment, and which Lt wvas the duty of the carrier to sort. Therc cani bc no differ-
Sence in principle bctwvcn this case and Rapp's case. n .both cases the letterls

wvere n tixes,' that is, the), were without: mailable direction ; iiu both cases thev
miust have gone to the dead-lctter office. Trhis statute w~as not made ini cou1-

.. ~ ~ templation of letters of this cliaracter. It w~as made to proteet the genuinie mail
-r ~intetcd to bc conveyed froinile person to aniothcr It was made to protect
* the mail Lu which the people have ail intcrest, îiot fictitious papers or packages

fixed up like the 'tnixe' in the case before judge 'uman, or- the 'nixe' in thNs

case. A lutter to be coniveyed by mail mnust have a sender and a receiver; 1
a place froni which Lt starts and a destination to which ~tcani be conveyed. We
cari fui]>' sec, if this practice was permitted to standi as a part of the legalizedf ~ ~ methods of trials of this character, how very great injustice might bc donc. It

i.5z would be possible for unscrupulous officers to prepare a trap which Mould
cotivict any man, however innocent, The accused should at least have the
privilege of showing, if he could, that the letter %vhich he is charged to have
embezzled reached its destination. If it has no destination, this method of

I ttt defence is denied him."-Abaf aJornl
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