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I have had two verslons of the facls and nelther is
entizely sabisfactory. There is considerable doubt about
pracisely whal was sald and done, hut the main substance

of the evidence is cleas.

The accused has given evidence and given s detailed
account of his actlons on the occasion in question. Some
parts of this are undoubtedly corzect, and other parts
carry sufficient probability to warrant accapting them
for the presenl purpose, but at the critical points of
time and place the evidence of the accused does not satlsfy
the normal tests of rational behavieur. If his account of
the dispute_ovei_z/m_wag correct, it is remarkable that he
did ﬁot.immgdiatgj?;abﬁéagﬁhLéhe Police and tequast them
to investigate.thé disbufe;':ﬂé.kh@w that the Police wate
sent for and the conclusion that it was because of a sub-
shantial complalnt against him is irresistable. If his
account was true, it is remarkable that the accuspd should
think it proper to go on to the land where the woman lived.
If he went to wash his hands, it seems strange that he
should stop to smoke a cigareite oo ¥isk soiling his clethes
with motor grease and battery acld by urinating ot Tthat he

should urinate where he did.

1t is established beyond guestlion that native women
and not men went for the Police and that they. and not he
took the initiative. The account given by the aceused bsars

many signs of an attempt to explain away a sexies of facts.

The Crown case in the main is well supporied by avid-
ence and corroborative details from reliable sourees. In
view of the language diffieculty, I entertaln considerable
doulyt about the precise words used; but I think that it is
plain beyend doublt that the accused went to the house to
put a clearly immoral proposition to the native women.
Whether he had thought he had some prospect of securing
the services of some particular woman or not, I cannot say,

but ¥ do nobt doubt that with the aid of the Kerema boy ho




a odcnondTion thed e would poy for VAL to ba allnwod
w00 2o his owesa Jor an Dmvwral burpese.  The proposal was
put Be the 9ivl's mebher who took charge of the ﬁonvefSaﬁion
From hes ond, iﬂ Lhe presence of the other two women.

The native women reiused and showed theis sesentmant,
Bub the accused was strangely persistent and remsined there
lang after the Kerema Loy had decided that discretion called

for his departuze .

The native woman plainly shewed thet they did not want
relations with Fuvopeans of the kind proposed by accused,
and took the only possible course open to them in seeking

Police protection.

I fird therefore that accused was on the premises with
the intent of putting a proposition te these inmates of tha
house which involved an immoral and indecent purpose and which
was calculated to offend and annoy them and to convey a most

insulting inference.
I must therefore find an offence proved.

There are two charges laid, and it is arqued by the
Crown that a separate offence_is committed agalnst each
inmate if several are addressed together. I cannot take
that view. A persen utteriﬁg'bhe insulting and indecent
word hefore a lafge female awdience might on this view commit
thereby a hundred separate offences. I would not be disposed
to take this view if a more reasonable construction is opans.
Under the Ordinances Interpretation Ordinance singular words
may lnclude the plural and I se¢ nothing to indicate that |
when several female inmotes ave collectively addressed, the
offence should not be read as “.....insult and annoy all ox
any female lnmates ....." I think the elementsof the offence
are, first, being on the premises, and second, having an
intent of a certain kind. In my opinion it is an intent:
of precisely the same kind, whether it would he iasulting
or offensive to one or a dozen people. On the evidsnee I
cannot find that the accused addressed any particular words

to any particular woman, but rather I find that what he sald
was equally addressed fo and equally insulting and ahnoying

to all three,

Accordingly T find the accused guilty on the first count,
and not guilty on the second count, on the ground that this
constitutes the same offence for which he is convicted on the

First count.
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