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This statement of the law was approved of by the Court ofCriminal Appeal in The King v. Tate, [19081 2 K. B. 680, 2'1Cox C. C. 693. In the former report Lord Alverstone, C.J., is re-ported as saying (p. 681) : "I1 agree that there is no definite ndleof law that a prisoner cannot be convicted on the uncorroborated
evidence of an accomplice, and probably Cave, J., did net state
the law too strongly .. in In re Meunier."

The only qualification the Lord Chief Justice made was that,alter quoting the above passaze from In re Meunier, he proeeeded
te state as follows: "But 1 think he ought to have added <'assuin-ing that the jury was cautioned in accordance with the ordinarypractice.' In mry opinion it i's of the hig1lict importance thatthe jiury should be Pe directed ;" and in eunport of that vÎew lieread extract8 from Taylor on Evidence, lOth ed., and RuFQell onCrimes, 6th ed. vol. 3. p. 646. From the report in 21 Cox it xnay,be gathered that the nature of the crime charged, coupled with
lisatisfaetion with the eviclence of the alleged accomplice andthe curt direction of the trial Judge to the jury. rnPaterially' iii-fluenced the decision. But it is far froni disaffirming the pro-.poritîon that a conviction niay be made upon the uncorroborated

testimony of an accomplice. At the utmost it on]y affirme., iiietronger laingua7ge, perhaps. than previously used, the propriety-
of the trial Judge cautioning the jury on the point. There iSnot the least hint of doubt as to the ndle that under proper dir-ection a jury may flnd an acnsed person guilty upon the uncorro.
borated evidence of an accomplies.

In neither of the reports of the case of The King v. Warren,
[19091 2 Criminal Cases 194. 25 Times L. R1. 633, does it appearthat The King v. Tate was cited to the Court. And there dloesnet appear ini the books anything to shew that in the éqhort tixuewhich elapsed between the two derisions there had been sucli amarked change in the rule of law a.î to justify the statementof Chaunell, J., that the rule is now quite clear that the evidencv

of an aceomplîce must be cerroborated.
In Regina v. Beckwith (1859). 8 C. 'P. 274, thc Court, Fitting

under authority of the statute 20 Viet. ch. 61, wam called lupen tegrant a new trial on the ground of rnisdirection hv the trialJudge in charging the jury that they might conviet upon thle evi-denc e of the accomplice alene. It was held that the failure ofthe Judge to caution the jury againtzt convicting without cerre-
horatien was net a matter of law but of pate;and the ruiewas dîFcharged, following Riegina 'v. Stubbs, 7 Cox C. (J. 48. Butini doing so, Draper, C.J., said (p. 280):- "I1 think it is to, beregretted that there qhould be an omission to quhmit his evi-


