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anv' warrant or order of court does flot render thei inadmissible
in tevidence for the -'rosecution. The introduction of the letters
in evidence was ob)jected'to on the grounci that flhev were obtained
by unlawful seiz ýre, in violation of the rights of the defendant
Sieburt ; andi reliance wvas piaced on the case of B3o-d v. 1.7.S., 116
U.S. 6z6, 6 Sup. Ct. Rep. 524. The court concedeci that the !ct-
ters inight have been obtaineci by artifice and perhaps tilawfully,
yet t hey dici not fir di it necessary to cnter tipon an elaborate dis-
cussion of the admissibility of the evidence, as they haci recentl%
haci occasion to go over the saine question in Gimdrat v.- I>cople, 27
N.E. Rep. io85, the decision in which settles the question in-
volved herc. After citing several cases, it is saie3 iii the above
case: - - e think that the case last cited, as well as the present
case, are clearly distinguishable froin 1oyd v. U.S. 1 n thec laitur
case the unconstitutional andi erroneous order, process. andi pro-
cedure of the trial court compelleci the complainants to preduct'
evidence against theitnselves, andi snicb order, process, and preet'.
dure %vere alsto helci to be tantaniouint to an tunreasenable searvuh
andi seiziirt: wvhilu lhure, antd in other cases citeci, tht' question of
illegalitv %v'as raised collateraliv, and the court t'xerciscii no0coi-
puîlsion wvhatever, to produce evîdence froru the' tefendants, aund
nieither miade orders nr issued process auitloriiig or p)urportiîw-,
to aî,thorize a search of the preînises. or a seizure of property or
papers, but siînply adînittvd evidence w hich %vas offeved, withett
Stopping to iniquire wvhether possession of it had l>eeii obtaiuied
1awvfullv or utawfullv. Couirts, in the administrat ion of crituinai
Iaw. art' mit accustoîîîed to lie over-sensitivt' iii regard ti i thit
so urces front wvhicil evidence contes, anti Nili avait theiinselvc's tif
ail evidenet' that is -oîttexc*t or pertinent, andi fot sulbvtrsîve. of
soute constîttutional or legai ri It. lu reeni. Ev. (Rtf. Ed.).

.. . i d is saci"Tbogh impers anti c ther sî'bjects of id't
n ay' have bt'en ileg-aliv taken frein tht' possession of the partv
agal nst w~hoîn thev aru' offered, or otherwisut'uiaw«,ýftillv- ob taiîîeî I.
this is nuo valid objectio'n te thieir admîissiùility if thev a re ptrti-
rient te thte is-'kie. Tht' court wilI iict take notiet' hýow~ theV trt
obtaiecil--hether iawvfuiIv or unliaiful4 nor wiII it fornli ail
issuu ti) tIttermiine that questiic 'i. -*t! Law ý7iwrnAl.
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