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.,The Crown souglit an examination of the appellant ai
quest; the appellant resisted because charged by the Crco
having caused the death of the man by a crirninal aet an
te inansiaugliter. Which was riglit?

The learned Chief Justice referred to and discuissed sec.
Canada~ Evidence Act, and "ls sec., 4, and distinguis
Ginsberg (1917), 40 O.L.R. 136.

On principle, it was not lawful orproper to examnine t1
lant in the coroner'si court in any way regârding the ch<aq
was pendîng against liim, as long as he was, in jeopard y in
of it.' But 4ie might 6e examined as a witness in regard to i

of ainy other persn, so long as the examination did not 1
any ýway the charge against him

The authorities seenied to he in accord withà this coi
Reference to Wakley v: Cooke (18409), 4 Ex. 511; Theb P
Taylor (1881), 59 Cal. 640; Hendricksqn v. The People
10 N.Y. 1,; Corpus Juris, vol. 13, pp. 1257 et seq.

The appellant was wrong in dîsobeying his subýpxn-; 1
be examined as to the gult of others se long as the exai
did flot encroach uipon hi- rights as a person! charged with

The appeal should bc disisevd.

Rxn»w.ýf, J., read a judgmcent iD wvhich he ex.,amined
and stated his agreenient with tfhe conclusions of Orde, J.

In his opinion, the appeal shouild be dismissed.

MXJrnLETON, J,, also read a judgmient. Iin his opinion, t

of Orde, J., wvas clearly right, and the appeai muist bc disu

LATC11FORD, J., agreed with MiI1D1TTN-, J.

LENNOX, J., \vas aise of opinion, for reasons stated ini
that the appeal shoiild be disxnissed.


