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ýrisonerwasfound "guilty." Several questions were stated
Iesrned Chairman for the opinion of the Court. The
[uestion was this-
3 1 right in overrulÎng the objection of counsel for the
and ini explaning to the jury as 1 ctid how they might
e who is an accomplice and the necessity for corrobora-

ýase was heard by MASSE, J.A., CLIUTr, RmIDDL,~ SUTumi-
d MAâS'rs, JJ!
Porter, X.C., for the prisoner.

Lrd Bayly, K.C., for the Crown.

FE, J.A., delivering the judgnient of the Court at the.
mi of the hearing, %aîd,-after stating the facts, that the
iestien must be answered, as to, the necessity for corrobora-
the negative.

ino rule applicabIe to the e-vidence of accompIices,
d accomplices, who are called as witnesaes on behaif of
sed person, sucli as the rule of practice and experience
ists relative to the evidence of accomplices against hum,
.quires that the jury be warned against the danger of
igon such evidence without corroboration. It ià weI1
)er te eall the attention of the jury, in criminal as well
msoes, to the possible interest of any witnesses on either
the. necessity of the jurymen applying their own judg-

d~ common selise to the weight te, b. attsched te the
y of su<ch witnesses; but that is very ,different from
>ig tiiem that the rule as to corroboration is the same as

iis case there was sonxe corroboration ef Nikholson's
agast the. prisoner; and the. jury, upen the. instruce'

an to thern, might very well have cosdrdthat, Nichol-
g corroborated, and the other two net (in the. jury's
L), they should htot pay attention te the. evldence of the
the. priàoner's faveur.
sl for the. Crown, before this Court, subm~itted th4i the.
f "guilty" was well warranted by the evidence, aud that
net b. disturbed unless some substantial wrong or mW


