
J. -1. Macintoshî, for thc aeeused, argued that iu eavh case i li
boy with whoni the alleged offence was cointîtted was un ac-
coniplice aîîd that his evidexice required eorroboration. The
stateineiîts of the aceused whîeh are relied ou by the prosecu-
tion were obtaiucd by indueemucits held out to hini, ani should
bw disregardcd, ami the aeeused should have been warned. 11e
rcfcrred to Rlussell on 'rimes, 7th ed., p. 266; Rex v. Evcresý.'t
(1909).ý 73 J.P. 269; Rex v. Winkel (1911), 76 J.P. 191, [M
MII, ('40.referred ho liewis v. Hlarris (1913), 30 Times L.R.
109].

J. R. C ar'tw right, K.", foi' the Croivn, was îlot ealled upon ho
argue. but idite.iii repl% to a quiestion froîn the C ourt, thst
the person with w boin the alleged offenie was mnithed waii an
aeeoipliee. Ile referred in this eonhleehiIoti ho ReK v. Vrank
(1910), 21 0.11. 196,

The judguueut of the C ourt was deIivercd by iuîr.
.4.0O., ah the eonelusioiî of the airguiuent., holding that e'orro-

boration of the evidcîice orfthe a<eouplue ini this ease wvas net
essential ho the v'îdity of the, eoliîvition, and that, even if
c'orriobori'tjoni %vcîe imeuss;wîy, il Kid becn supplied.

('oivicion affirmed.

D)VENUMWl IITH, 1914.

SCHIMID)T v. SCHIMIDT.

I>ludifj$taewfutof Claim-Ad dii o(n of (~ueof Aio
not Endorsed on WVrit of Mimmons-Rleh 109-Affmani~-
Xeparate.cin-ot U-er1akifis - Sccurit!, for
Coeq's.

Apelby the plalititfiý froui the o-rr of LACw ,J-, in
('hambers, ante 257, ufflu'uing the order of the Master iii ('hain.
bers, ante 228, strikiîîg out of the shateuneit of efaim illrfr

eîws)h the plaiîntiff s cdaimi foi. alilnolnY, iluuade in the statelient
of vlaimi, but itot iu the endorscinient of thie wrît of uiimtmoINs.

Leave ho appeal waus gr be y UiN\Nox, J., u ('hmlbors:
ante 392.

The al)1)al was heard by MiIIEDITII, C.J.0., (IÂRROW, MAC-
LAuEN, MAoGE, and oIODNs, JJ.A.,

.A. MeI&eaii Maedouiell, K.('., for the appellant.
George Wiikie, foir the defetîdant Schmidt, the respondent.

SCHMIDT r.,WCHýVII)T.


