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1. InrrODUCTION

Definition The modsm developroeat of the tort of deceit (sometimes called 18-01

simply “fraud") dates from Pasley v Freeman® in 1789, There, the defendant

falsely represented to the claimant that a third perty was creditworthy when he

koew he was not; the plaintiff suffered loss as a result of exteading credit to him.

The claimant was beld to bave an action.? The toxt involves a perfictly genersl

prnciple® Where a defendant makes s falss representation, kuowing it to be
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2 Thongh note that today the seprescatation wowld bave to be i writing: Statate of Feauds (Amend.
wment) Act 1828. See parn18-48, below.
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