
STATEMENTS BY, ACCUBECD PEPSONS.

might be made use of to restriet the right of crose-examînation
o'î the 8worn evl'dence. The opinion of the editors of the Jus-of tite of the Peace is that the making of the unsworn statement,

of ought i such eircumtance8 to be postponed until juat before the
of reply for the prosecution, and this appears to be a practical view.
110 As to comment oni stoatement and fight of reply.-It is said

at least i two easem', f<eg. %-. 31alinqs (supra), and R. v. J)yer,
en 1 (7e> Cr. C'as, 113. that eounsel for the accused in bis address

to the juryv has the right toe ommnent upon the prisoner's state-

'n *There ara2 also rulings that the making of the Unsworn state-
e- ment gives the prosecufion a reply (R. v. Doherty, supra, R. V.
-cShimmin. ?i, mpra, and R. v. Reiglehuth, çupra>, though to eall a
?s prisoner as ai sole witness for the defence iloe8 flot in itseif give

the proseeution a rePlY-this in England only because of a
'r SPecial Provision in th, Criminal Evidence Act.
e% bc The statet?ltn should be lirnited to facts.-lt also

n appears that the unsworn statement of the accuscd when he is
(lfflc hould be lifinitcd to faet,, and not extcnd to argument:

se .v. E1verell, 97 (XC.C. 333; R- v. Mt7lihouse (supra). This
IIigapp[eai's to lic iii accordance with the observations of Lord

-lnoough iii the case of R. v-. WVhite (1811), 3 Camp. 98, and
orCifJtstiee Abt li J?« V Parkins (1824>, 1 C. & P. 1548,Qeuc: lcher sta(eilew sholild bc allowed if prisoner cal?
wi/~.~.-Ter 0 is a difference of opinion %s to whether the

prisnner should have a riglit to make an lintworii staternent
%ývhe e he e8lIs wifils.[ Reg. v- Alilihouse (1885), 15 Co.x
(Cr. C'as. 622, C'oleridge, ('.J., lrfusged to extend the privilege to a
MiNe where an aeuised person p'o)POsed to eall a witne84, But it
appefll-8 fron, the report of Carrir.?ton & Payne in R v. Mjalings
(-4upra). 011( of t'le firsNt cases aft r' the Passage Of the Prisoner)s

ons]Aet, i w-hÎlh the plisOnlet iv'is allowed to mai.ke a 8tate-
ment flot on oath. that "lie (the Prisoner) also ealled witnessesj'
And this pracetiee wvas followed in the ceae of R. v. M[aybrick,
Lilverpool Assizes, Augi4at, 1889 (refýrred to in Phipsion. on Evi-
deiuce. 2nd ed., p. 38). Vertainly it is elear iupoi, reference to


