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ILLEG.ITIMAcY-CoRROBOEATIoN-EviD)ENCE OF oPPORTLXT-ýa-
3.5-36 Vzc'r. c. 65, a. 4-(R.S.O. c. 154, s. 2 (2)).

Burburij v. Jadwsn (1917) 1 K.B. 16. This was an applica-I
tion against the putative father of an illegitimnate child, and the
sole question was whether proof of the defendant having bad an
opportunity for illegitinate intercourse with the complainant
was sufficient corroboration under 35-36 Vict. c. 65, s. 4. (see
R.S.O., e. 154, s. 2 (2)>), and it wa heid by a Divisional Court
Lord Reading, t?.J., and Ridley, and Low, JJ.) tl' ,i was not.

('RIMINAL LAw-EvIDENCE 0F ACCOMPLICE--CORROBOPATION%--
('nOss-EXAMN.ÀTlos' OF PRISONER AS TO ANOTHER OFFENCE-
CRIMINAL EvIDIENCE AcT, 1898 (61-62 VÎcT. c. 36) s. 1-

R...c. 145, s, 5).

The King v. Ktnnetray (1917) 1 K.B. 2.5. This was a pro>-
-;ection-for forgerv of a wilJ. and on the trial two accomplices
vere called uis witne&'-e- for the prosecution.who depos-:l tlat

flie will was forged by the aceuffed, in'pursuance of a :zchç.ire
whereby they were-to endeavour fraudulently to, obtaini an
miîv.nce from third parties to a legaoeardii hwIln e
faiith of his Iegacy; and they also deposed tlîat one of tbeïrwa
io be naxned legatee and the executor, and Jia' -t'le accused told
tliein he objecteed to being namned executor, hecause he liad forged
a will under a sixnilar seheine sonic years before, on which occaision
lie played the part of the executor, and that if lie did it again lic
might l>e su-ipected. The accused gave evidence in his owîi
defence and denicd the accomplice's st.atement as ixo the earlier
forgery. In cross-exarnination ,,ounsel wcnt iflto (let ails as to t be
('arlier forgei and amked questions tending to î4hew t.haî lic had
commnitied it. The question raiscd before the C'ourt of ('riîninal
AI)pefll (Lord Reading, ('.J.' and Darling, and Avon-, JJ.) n'as
whether the cross-.examination was riglitly mnade, and admitted,
and the Court held that it w&,;, and that it miglit afford corro-
boration of the e- idence *of tlie accomplices, and conscquentlv
it w&s relevant Io tlie issue l)eing tried, and was flot open to olýe-
'ion under the Criininal Evidence Act, 189S, s. 1, (seP li,",C.


