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aioîîs, the whiole confession inust be taken, even titougli cuii-
ta win iattur la:Nouiriible to the prisoner ; but thu juir y inay

attacl iffrn ere of credit to, the different lî>artS.~ so,
if thie conioJ(ýin îimplIite other p)risoîîers, it wýil stili be ru-
ceihable, though the Judge should warn the jury that it is
only cx idence agaiînst the iinaker."

This rule, whliI o as iuîplicitly observed hy the Chief
Justice, mîust now be taken to, be too firmly established to be
d istuirbed.

In my opinion, the first question should be answered Iii
the affirmative.

1The solution of the second question depends upon tlic
proper construction to be given to sec. 661; (2) of the t'rizn-
iral (Code, read ini connection with sec. 3 (b), which deelares
that the expression '*Attorncy-General " means flic Attorney-
General or Solicitor-General for any province of Canada Ilu
which any procccdi(lngs are takcen under the Code.

In England the Attorney-General's riglit of reply ias
never seriously qutiýiotied: lvse on the Law' and Privileges
relating to the Attorj1ey-C'eneral and Solicitor-General'of
Enigland, p. 1LM. rrhat was because, as was said by Baron
Chkanneli, the riglît is in the( nature of a prerogative riglît,
a righit on the part of the Crownvi exercisod i)- tiie officer of
the Crown, thc Atouv~eî Rallx v. 1)ebIlu, 2ý SIýtat
Trials, N.S., p. 1021. The right of the oictrenrlwas
not so f reely conceded. Hoeeby resolutions of the
Judge(s adopted prior to the spigcrcuits of 1837., it was

delrdtlîat in cases of public prosecutions for felony in-
stituted by the Crown, the law officers of the Crown and thiose
who represent thein are in strietness entitled to ilie repl.y,
although no evidence is produced on the part of the prisoner'J:

P' C. & 1'. 676, 6i77, 2 State Trials, N.S., p. 1020). A con-sider-
ation of the numerous cases whiclî are to he found, in fIi:c rel-
ports shews that the Crown's right of reply was flot in qiies-
tion. The dispute was as to the persons by whonî the riglît
was exercisable. Lord Chief Baron Kelly in ]Rex v. W'aters,
noted iii 2 State Trials, N.S., at p. 1021, explained the
matter as follows: " The true ground is this, that the Crown
by its prerogative from tiîne iinmemorial has claimed the
righti, and whether the Attorney-General appears in pers:on,
or by reason of accident or other cause, does, not appear, and
is personallv represeuted by some other gentlemain (bt
the Solicitor-General, a Queen's Counsel, a Serjeant, or an
ordinary barrister, is immaterial), the Crown does possess the
right, and counsel is entitled lx> exercise it if he thiinks fit."
Rie added: "No Judge who has ever filled th ffice of
Aýttornev-G;eneral has eVer dOubted it:- hav-ing hadI occasion


