Some court cases in which Edward Garnet Man appeared as a barrister either for the
plaintiff or the defendant.

The Times July 23 1881

(Sitfings at Nisf Privs, before M. BaroN HoUDLESTON
! and a Cemmen Jury.)

EQUIRES V. STURMAN,

Mr. Garmnef Slan afd Mr, Moriop Browsn were connsel
for the plaintiff ; Br. Jarvie and Wr, Prankerd for the
defeadant.

This wns m gomewhat corions case. It was ab sotion for
{& breach of contrast amd to recover d a for the
wrongful dismisssl of the pleintiffs daopghter, DMiss
Flerense Squires, £15° ium, Epai& pod L£12 103, gix
monthe’ salary. The defendant dented the dismises), said
that if he did contract with the yil.uinﬁ.ﬂ, Dliss Bquires
nbsented hergelt without reasonable cavse from her em-
}:Inymm‘h misconductad hergalf, and cefused to obey his
awful orders, which justified him in dismissing her, and he
counter-claitoed for a false and frandulent misrepresenta-
ﬁm:héthap!'.ninﬁﬂ that her danghter was compotent to
Fulfi] £ edupu&:sxlmﬁgwamﬂm yand for £3 16s 44,
for pecoganriag, ale, ke., o p].og o Mlizz Squires whila
st his establishment, snd tnis the pllinhiﬁn.ggnit‘hudtubn
doe. The plaintiff is o widew lady, Istely residing at
Dolsten, ond the said she saw an  adverlisement
in A nﬁﬁgﬂ, For an assistant-secretary at the defen-
dant’ es’ school, then curried on” st 44, Enmis-
rond, Finsbury, by Dr. and Mrs. Sturman, The WaE
to ba £25 & year, Tnereasing £5 hulraimrng up to £30, She
ace called with her nghter, and offered
& trial the girl, then 1§ years old; but this wos
declized end her services were accepted, She paid
£15 premium and got & receipt with a note at the
bottom that the service was to bo for not less fham
two years. In sbe =aw snother adverbisement
for aneother secretary ; and she called on Mrs, Storman
to ask what ﬂlflgsnmmt,mﬂﬂ they wished to turn her
danshter of, t she was lnformed thet there waa
| plenty of work for two secretaries, . Her danghter’s
waa to be paid guacterly, and the girl 1eft on Cctober 1
Il.ﬂar receiving & mote on the 14th headed © Important

potles to Miss Florenca Bguoires,” which bad et her
atly and ecansed her fo go bome for that day, Hhe,
Eﬁ.““_mmmeﬂ,nm morning when De, Bturman  dis-
mmissed ber, She had not*been paid either the premium er
tho selary, and this weit wes issved on Qctobar 23, 1880,

Incross-exnmination, the witness safd she had aot told the
defendant ber danghter was in the Ist olass ot the
Haherdsshers' » or thet elinhad ealy fusk left school ;
ber daughter had mid ehbe hoped she was sare of ber
spelling. There mgg: bave beea complsints about the

z%elhng, and ahont her having mizlaid a register of pupils’
| addresses, just bafora the end of the vacstion, when it was
mmgnﬂ to summon the pupils back,

Miss Florence Sgnires was called und corroborated these
foots, She had been dismissed by & nots on the 15th of
| October. The ** nobice " ran :—* 30 moch work beine

practically spoiled thromgh _i.wr wilful carelesspess and
negligence, you are regoestod to give your thooghts to the
s e e B
& you for & WOl v d am

destroged. B, Albert Sturman.® A

Cross-examined —Iliss Egoires admitted thera had been
pomplaints os t0 her spelling and that she bad spoiled man
e« heoded poe g, St v confoted i
geveral sheets of a Yibrary cat n whi tha
ing errars oeourred—* calendes ” and ** callander,” f$

lamous ** for © miscellaneons * and * Forkshire Duddin,”
Puiding.” But this, kis Lordship sid,

hi arise from the vagueness of the initial letter on the

book itself. Mdrs. Sturman had saild she thought gho ought
to recelva back either the premivm, or her six months'

hnr_'llls elﬁ!:gthﬂ&& plﬂ-hlﬁﬂ‘n?ledm];a, amﬂ. Ir. Jamvis

i u B m’ﬁ r. Aturman, He esid
hg“h.xfaofun nsgured that DMiss Sguires could write and

Il well and had been in the Ist clzss at the Habae-
E:hm Behool. Bhe geve him tdeal of trouble,
and pothing was p 1y dooe.  Bhe coald pot write
straight, and he Ei taurht her pot-hooks  and
hangers, Bod she  im :d very moch, He had
ceufioned her about mislaying the book of addresses,
whish wae found ina desk which he naver nsed.

To his Loptalre.—He had never complained of ber ba
bier mother abont this, and he never intended to dizchargn
her. Her inattention was not enongh to warmant him in
hi;dlgm;s!lﬁ her. Ho had never sogoested It, besause

teach her, There wasno mizcondoet on her part,
and he would fake her back ifahe would apologize forrode-
ness to his wife.

Irs. Storman was celled and sddher hosboand had not
wished to dismiss 10ies Bquires, but had told her after
absenting berself without leave she bad better fatoh hor
mother, and come fto soms amicable ont. She
hed not kept the letter which contsined this proposl,
Bhe did oot wish to dischsege her, though her condoet
B B e s s o, whtcass teia Mot Baire:

i wha Wi, 63 uires

refosed to come into the schaolroom on aevernlqonm-—
gione ; cmee ghe had broken her watsh glass by sitting on
it, ond laving left the goom, conld not be induced to re-
turn to it again. Ehe woald 1ot go into the alpebra elass
when told, or o busin of pasts when ordered to do so,
gh:g]rg comglai four times to the plaintiff ahouther
dapghier.

Jans Torner, & servant girl, deseribed the giving of the
W paties © on Ockober 14, The plaintift’s dou ;E:g whan
offered the oy of her office by the witness, had enid ¢ I
don't went it ; 'm going awhy, and shon't come back,”
Dir. Sturman h.u.d:;eu.li the motice to ]:g.r, witmess ing it
would moke Mliss Sguires more cautious. Miss Squires |

pilt a good deal of papar. Bhe bad not been dismizsed,
E{,hﬂh if she had ik would not be mors than, in her {wit
oess's) opinien, she deserved. Bhewas on frieadly terms
with Migs Squires.

* Mrs. Sguires and her dauﬁtar‘wm then recalled o con-

tradict the dsfendant and wifs on the
somplalnta und dicmissl, Poioiz 8 fo the
Artar the addresses of coanssl, :




Mu, Baroy HrDDLESTON summed op, The Jearned Baron
| said the case was not without difficulties, and botl connss]
| had ignored the isznes and the pleadings, which he woold

codeavonr to bafore the jury clearly, His Iordship then
| triefly skt the history of the eass, eaying the chargs
{of carplessness and bad spelling against” Miss Sgaires
| ssemed tively trifling, and misconduct thers was

none. m suy there was some discontent st her in-
compatency ; bat was the ™ imporfant notice ¥ written
iw-lﬂffgm object of getting her to go of her own aceord, an 1
| 6o relieve the defendant of lisbility ? Why read it to
the sereant girl, who was evidently o warm partizan ¥ The
following were the quostions e should lesve to tha jary : -
—1. Was there o contract with thé:lg]unﬂﬁ‘ by the defend.
ant, as proved by the receipt of preminm ¥
© Answer—Yea. )

2. Did the defendsnt dismizs Miss Squires f=Tes,

8. If he did, then, according to the ‘words of the plead-
ings, did =he absent herself without reascnabls eanse and
reluse fo porform hee dutizs *—Na,

4. Did Iiss Bouires misconduck herself, refosiog to obey
the defendunt’s lawful orders ¥ If she did he would be per-
fectly justified in disd ber—Mg,

Asto the counter-o did the plaintiE falsely and
franduléntly reprecent that her deughber was competent ta
frlfil she office of assistant secretary %o

Then as o dazas tho jury coght te be carelul » the

nintif was entitled to reasonuble damapes for Ler

neghtsr bai dm.usqﬂ. £0 in a two years® epgepe-
ment, It not be Tight to give her the whnlaeﬁaj,u
if she had seeved hee foll time, FJ.‘ha.'r woold give ber such

—
fam dam as they thonght £, ided Ly fha
erﬁ-’ﬁﬁﬂ h:.:gﬂgat&u Hrmthargﬁmmu.'mm

The :'jrury found £5% 10s. damoges ; but

Mr. JaRYTS pointed out this was mors than the som
eluimed. Thersupon -

Hiz Lonpsair said he wonld wmend the elsim s bot

haps the i‘ur!hnﬂ better give 2350, the sum namedon

writ, which they aceordingly did, "The learned Barcn

then entered s wverdict and judrment for the vlaintif on
the elaim for £50 and for the plhinti® on the part of
the counter<claim as to the false representstion ; as to the
latter of it for necessavies, Lo, & werdiet and jods-

ment for the defendant for £3 10, 4d.

The Times April 16 1886

MAULBLIEEL VS LS.,

At Crovnor, Mr. PREDERTOE  BExwerT, o stockbroker,

of 21, Birchin-lano, City, and living ab i
summoned by Inspector Torpla for
4 cortnin earr
Brighton, and Bonth Coast Railway  withoot huvving

E?::;l;{ paid his fare and with intent to ayoid payment

inst. travelled iz

s
bhoving oo the I1th
lrgo on  the Londom,

yre-

Mr. Browsr appeared for thi proseeution -

e E Qureet 3=, basrdster

booking elark st Wallington

known the defondant as s frse-

; nnd

defended. Cuthbact Clar
tion, dsposed thab e hed
closs  sensop-ticket holder

bt his ticket expired on March 81, and he wee informed

of this fact. On Suadsy ni
leaving London-bridge ut 6

him for kis own  ticket,
upon being

ht he errived by the train

in oom: i ledi
for whom he gave np twe single & a;j-'m'bh buwa ladies,

- Witness asked

ond” he replied, * Sesson,” and

* Beeson tickat on &

etified 1m0 presum-
g that he had done se.  AMr. Charlas 1!31‘?#*. :E'I: el

that M=, Bennotf seked

him to ronow the ticket, but he did nob intend to do sa

until be got the money for ik, Mr. Brower isfocmed the
ch that, as n muttor of foct, the new tieket was oot
ﬁlﬁ_{d fur:nntﬂ] the 12th inst,, l.-:em_dn after this offones
that thero was no frandulent intent, inasmuch ss tho com-
pang beld o deposit of 10s, The Bowch said if the defen.
nt had seted bonestly in the broad senge of the word,
and explained the exnct circumstances of - the cose to the
tisket collectar, Qhﬁbl]’ nothing mors wonld have boen
hoard of bhe matter. Instead that ho said what vwne an-
trae. Tho case wonld bo di . bub they would sdvise
the defendant nob to et in & gimilyy manner agein,

Tha company weze guite of inr
_the Courhe quite richt in bringing the case hafora
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{Before MR, JusTIOR A, L. Brmyrm.)
- CLAREE ¥, BRADFORT.
~ his was an agtion to_recover $he price of 20 shares fn_

the Milferd Haven Railway and Estabe Compan (Limited

under the foﬂ.uwini circumetanees, In 1 e plaintif,
bir. George J. Clarke, applied for ten preference shares in
the ochove-named eompany, which wers allotbed to
bim, and by virtue of them be also becama entitled to the
some number of ordinary shares, In duo course the plaio-
£iff paid up ull the instalments which became dus on the
shares, In Aunpust, 1884, in consequence of what ha faw in
the report of the company, he called on the defenduint, who
was & solicitor ond chairman of the company, and, aeeord-
ing to his own evidance, told him he segn that, in con-
sequence of matters connected with the If.rumutiun of the
compiny, some of the sharebolders hod pot their money
refunded, and that he should elaim a return of his own
meney, The defendant advised bim not to do so, and suid
that be would himself purchase the shares if the plaintis
wonld forego takiog proceedings. The pluintiff assented
to this arrangement, and h&r way of putting it in writing
wrots to the defendent askisg whetber he wonbd pive
him the option of aelﬁnog to him the shares in question
within 12 months. On ctober T the defendant repliad,
* I agree to purchase at the price and on the terms mon.
tiomed, you hoving the option to eell or not gt the end of
the 12 monils as vou may think fit.” On this agreement
the plaintiff now sued. In July, LEES, the plaintiff wrote
to the defendant, sccepting his offer to purchass the shares
oo the terms of the letter of Owctober 7, and after some
delay on the defendant's part the plaintiff's solicitor ap-

lied to bim on Oetober 7 to purchase the shares, when he
oully refused to do so, mmd the presemt ackion was
brought. The esge now pot forward for the defence wag

that there was no complete contract to purchase, but only
e opbion offerd to the plaintiff, that thers wus no cone
sideration for the allegrd agreement, and that the plain-
tff néver was in & position to bund over the shares, In
support of this cuse, the dofendont zeve evidence denyin
that there had been any agreament that the plaintiff shoal
forego litigation, which was the eonsiderstion relied o b
the plaintff ; while it further appeared that the plainti
bod pesigned the shores by way mortguge to the Toited
Becurities Boviety, by whom nokies had heen- given of a
ien oo the shores which still remained upon the register,
On the other hand, it appeared that the mortgaze debt had
been paid to the assigues of the Becurities Society before
Mr. Plews, the plaintiff's solicibor, offered the shares to
the defendant, and thot Mr, Plows ectunlly had the certi-
ficates with him. After hearing the evidenes,

M. JusTicE A. L. SsiTH, who, by consent of the
wrties, bad tried this case without & jury, rave judgment
or the plofntiff for the smount elaimed (E200) with GOELE,

and ordered the plaintif to hand over the sheres fg the
defendant,

Mr. Murphy,Q.C., and Mr, Rray nppeared for the plain-

!Eiﬁ:d: l'lf.tr, emp, Q.C., and Me B Carnet Men for the de-
Endant.

[ iddimme 2 B beei . 7 & me

——r
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ANHMUEE ¥, BLE ALGEEKUN BUETHWICK
This was an action against the propristor of the Morn-

ing Post to recover for am alleged libel. The
statement of cleim alleged that ** on Rovember 2, tha
defendont falsely and m{.hipmi:hstmmi and pul af
and coneernin tiff words following. Ehe

tha

meaning the plaintiff's wife) had however,beon fraq)
Bt B the PIaatD) P e g poguenily
thers wers witnestes tnlﬂ}mfﬂ it. On the 26th
ultimo be (meaning pFleintiff) beat her anmercifally
beennse she hed pawned not only her wedding ring, but
ber clothes and eréicles of furnitnre to support the home
on secount of his (meaning the ) lazy amd
drunken habits, and pob gFiving ber a farthing to keep
house and bome together,” The statement then went on
to allege that in eonseqoence of the publication the plain-
Hiff was injured in his repatationsnd prevented gething
emplayment, The defence was a denial of the poblication,
npd, moreaver, thet the defendant was s public jeurnalist,
and that the alleged publication was nade Fde,
without malica for Sm publiz henafit.

Me, Kﬂ;lf, 0.0, and M. Garnet May wers counsel for
the plaintifl ; and the Sclieitor-Generl (Sir Edward Clarke,
Q-ﬂg anid Mr. Lewis Coward for the defendant,

Mr, Krxir, Q.C,,snid, on behalf of the plaintiff, thas the
publication eompluined of ;ﬁmﬂ in &m Alorning Post
in the form of the report proceodings in a polies
conrt agninet the plaintiff,. Plantilf, o peron in some-
what humble circomstances, had been marmried some years
befare. Thﬂmui%mad out very unhappily, and on
the 30th of October, , the wifo summ er hushand
for an assault,. He was remanded, and on s eecond oeca-
mmhomlm.ud.grm-tnkeepthew In the et
of the proceedings in the Afernimg Post it stated £
* it appesred from the evidence,” and then ‘the secomnt
was given which was the libel now complained of. The
learned eounsel eadd thot the acconnt did not appesr from
the evidence, and that he ghould Frove that no evidencs
was given at oll of the nets elloped in the account.

The dapositions taken befors the magistrate wers pot iz

and

Theplainkif, James Ashmore, wos called, and said ho had

ani 1o on vy e o e e epmeried 1 1873
an v. Ha wife quareelled in
COnEEIanee ofl:kpli;t ba discoversd of her previons life
She pummmoned him to Westminster Police-court on the
30tk of October, 1882, for assanlt, and the case was re-
manded. On the next oecasion a solicitor, Mr, Dutton,
igraamd for his wife, and sadd thot for certain  ressons she
ouly wished her hns to be boond over to looep the
pesse. Witness sald his wife did not swesr the acts as
him In the Merning Post. Other locsl

papers copled the repost, and the wence was ha
was much injured in character and unable obtein em-
Bloy hm and was obliged to leave London and seek work

where,

Other evidence was also given &8 to the relations be-
tween plaivtiff and his wife and what tool: plece in the
police-coart.
thmnfma?amﬂm en behalf of thadr_a{mdtﬁt,lnd

BATT LICITOR-FENERAL, in addressing jury
on his behalf, said he could not ask s verdiet from &
for tho defendant, becauss in fact the report had not been
stri aesurake ; bt he said, talang the circumstances of
Plaintiif's condeet into ascount pnd that he had
nok thu.hhlj: ﬁﬂt%ﬂ:}' real mi:nﬁﬁ, the
damages against his cliont ovght very small,

M. JesTice DENAR then mmmnderu{:. Hao told the
the case had been tried before, when some evidensse
beengivenwhichbod led theJudgewho tried it to dizect

thejury to find s verdict for the defendent, which they did.
O :lpgl‘.ﬁ]tl:.uﬂiv‘lsium Coart granted o new tmial, His

ip then told them that in estimating the damages
thioy should take into considerstion the circumstsnees as
elucidated by the evidenes and the condust of 'tlm:?lninﬁ.ﬁ.
. The jury found & verdict for the ﬁ;mﬁl‘.‘f for £40, and
Jndgment was given aecordingly, but his Lordship refused
to certify for a special jury,
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COUNTY OF LONDON SEBSTONS.
{ Brfore 6. McCoxyeor, Q.0., Cheirman, sitting
ol Newingten, } .

ALEXANDER * BECEMANN, 20, watchmaker ; Max
Barrarany, 21, waiter ; and JosErE Doriren, 19 waiter,
were indicted for committing Lurglacy in the house of
Allred Duché, in Alleyne-park, Dulwich, cod stealing a
eantityof plote and other properby, worth £80:and Lizzee
ATTIANN, 20, and Jouprmine NivK, 21, wero indicted
for felaniously receiving pact of the stolen . Mr.
Gizmnok Mon was for the prosecation, On the moming
of November 9 it was found that the proseentor’s hosso
hod been broken fnko during the night, the thiaves
baving gob in by forcing the cateh of the dining-recm
window, and & guantily of property hod been stolen,
The same day the two femals prisoners went to 8 pawn-
broker's shop Eept by o Br. Bingham, in London-road,
and offered & number of ‘h:n.[":gmﬂfm-hmpledg:,
Hr. Bingham questioned them, snd, not being satisfiea
with thelr snswers, sent for & constable, who took them
into custedy, The Lnives amd forks wore afterwands
identified by Mr, Duché as his property, and
the two women them made atstements !mpﬁ.c-ﬁng
the other priseners, It was  foumdl +that all tho
prisoners exeept Dollner ]nd%ad in a house in Com-
mercial-road, Lamboth, where Dollner constantly risited
them, Detective-sergeants Oxley end Hazcock went to
the bovse, where they found the thros male prisomors,
On grare 2 room oceapled by Beckmann and Nink
Criley fonnd, concesled onder #he bad-olothes, two silver
mugs, which were nfterwards identified a8 having been
stolen in & burglary committed =t the house of Mr,
HEnvier Costelli, in  Stroatham, on the night of
Horember 12, VWhen Oxzley fuunui them Beekmann gaid,
# I'm dona,'” knocked Oxley down aver the bed, and
rished downitairs. He wes, however, conght by Haneosl:,
who was engaged in mm&tﬁa a room below ocoupied
by the two Hatbmaans., In thet room Haneeck found a
brass cup, stolen from the house of Mr. Pranlk Hedden,
s s T S Ton b oot &
night o er 38. Tho jury ollner, bo
qufmﬂ thg??i'h!r prisoners Guilly. etective Jnsp r
Fox said that Beekmann escaped from priscn in Germany
in 1897, and wonld be extradited in due eonrse.  The
girl Rattmaon, whose real name was Deimer, was ro-
spactable until lately when she went to live with the male
izoper Mattmann. Her relations were snxions 40 sond
tack to ber mobher in Gormany. Mr. MeConnell
gentenced Beckmann to 21 mooths” hard labour, Max
Rattmann to 18 months'; and Nink to three months’,
and postponed ecntence om Lizzia  Eabtmann until
srrunpements eonld be made for ssoding her to
! (lermany.




