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Fennell ( 7 Q.F.D.147) “The rinding thet the words were Vepnlcouk-
ated Lo eliclt the vruth® shews that they oneratéd us an
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incucement,by conveying Lo the sccused that he would find 1v

advantageous 10 adnlt hie pulls. A AuRraLLtan  chowh SR ki

been brought about by such an inducemept cannotv be proved (3
Russell on Crimes,pp.441,442, Sth.ed.)

Separ (with him,C.MiWilson) for the prozecution. Evidene
of the confession was admisslible. Iv is not shewpthat what
passed hetween the prisoner?s brotvher ahd the prosecutor was
corrmuricated vo the prisoner. The words used were cleo
adviceon moral prounds. COonfessions preceded Hy exhorvations
of this ¥ind were held admissible in Reg. v Jarvis ( Law Rep.
1 C.C.R.98) and Rep. v Raeve ( Baw Rep. C.C.R.382) The
Justices have found that the confession was voluntary, and
iﬁwns for them to decilde whnﬂiords were uséd, and whether they
ware repeated to the prisoner in sudh a MANNBT 48 LO CORVAY
a promise or threat. FEvidence of o confession is primg focie
aﬂmi&hiﬁle.and ecan onlvy he excluded upon proof tvhe prisonsr

that the COﬂfes&iO%Whh not voluntil'y.
i

( ?hﬁﬁﬁlho cited Rex v Court ( 7 C.& P, 486); Reg v iloore

( 2 Den C.C.522) and Rex v Clewes ( 44, 8. 221 )

Shee in reply.
Cur.adv.vult.
April.29. The following judgment Wes recd by

cave J. The cuestion in this casd ie whether a par-

vicular admnission made hy the prisonser Wab adniseible in

avidence ﬁﬁpin&4him Thig is a question which must necessarily
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arige for decigion in a number oI Casak both afﬁﬁt%y and
o un
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guarter sesslons; snd to my mind it is ﬁn*frgntlhi‘”t01¢ that
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3 f id jecislio magistrates
the principle which must gulde vhe decision of gistrat

1 Pusedly arpretlac
in these cases should he loosely or confusedly interpreted.

Many reasong may be tirged in Tavor of the €:€é¥’j,‘c‘%11"llit},’

of o117 confessions, subject of course uo thair beinpg rvested
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hv the cross-examnination of those who heard anc tvestify of them;

”fﬁ Tantham seems LO have baen of this opinion (Favionale of

E : 3 T is i not tvhe
Judicial Evidance, Bk, v.,ch.vi.,&.&). rut vhi

= 1as 1o B admissinlg s confession
law of Enpland. ¥ AT g :
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