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court to complain. of it now ;-so we have first
a plain statement by the plaintiff that lie
accepted this offer, and acted upon it, and gave
the information, and that the ,guilty party
was convicted; and it is met by this "very
strong défense en fait," which means, Isup-
pose, to defy the plaintiff to prove his case;
and then we have another plea alleging first,
that before the advertisement was acted upon
by the plaintiff, it was withdrawn; and,
secondly, that the cuiprit who was denounced
by the information given, was a nephew of
the plaintiff, and that they acted in collusion.

As to the withdrawing the advertisement,
there is no evidence at ail that the de-
fendant ever published any other to say th at
hoe withdrew his offer. There is only evidence
that when it was rather late, and after the
information sought by it had been tendered,
it was taken down from the wall where it
had been stuck up, and was put into the stove.

Then, as to the plea of collusion, it either
means too mucli, or it means nothing at ail. If
it means that the plaintiff and his nephew
contrived to share the reward by falsely put-
ting forward as the thief an innocent person
-it should have said so-for if ho was flot
innocent, but was reaily the thief, there
would be nothing wrong in the uncle expos-
ing and bringing his nephew to punishment,
however repugnant it might be to bis feel-
ings. On the other hand, it is just to say
that it lias been properly mentioned by the
counsel for the defendant that the party
instructing him lived at a distance, and that
he admits the plea to be defective. Thoe
can be no doubt that under our law (see art.
984 C. C.) the publication of the offer by the
defendant, aud its acceptance by the plaintiff,
constituted a contract between them; and
the Englieli cases are numerous to shcbv the
same, thing. The only point is, did the plain-
tiff fulfil his part of it, for, if he did, the
defendant muet on his part be held to do the
same.

The principal contention of the defendaut
was that lio had offered a reward for one
thing, and that the information given had
led to another. He said he wanted informa-
tion to convict the person or persons who
broke into bis store in the night preceding
the l8th of May, and the conviction was only

for larceny-and larceny laid as having beeli
committed on the l5tli of May. Now I arn
disposed te think there would have been
a .rgood deal in this, if it could have been
shown that there were two offences commit-
ted about that time and at thie same, place;
or iC it could be shown that the youth who
was convicted was only a receiver; and some
one else had broken into the sliop, while the
boy was only reputed the thief because ho
was fouud i possession of some of the things
stolen. This boy mighit have been examined
as a witnecs. Hoe might have been asked
who broke into tlie shop, and ho might have
answered (mind I am very far from saying
that I believe it), but as a matter of exposi-
tion I amn observing merely that ho miglit
have proved, if it was trueithat his uncle was
the person who broke and entered the shope
or the uncle might have been examined, for
that matter. But whoise fault is it that notli-
ing of this sort has boen doue by the defen-
dant who was called upon to defend this case
efficiently or not at ahl? If he had no defeucO
he ehould have offered none. Justice is not
te be satisfied by suspicion or twaddle :-WO
want facte; and if the defendant lias no fati
to alloe and to prove, that would be an ans-
wer at once te such a case as this,-and if ho
had any, it was for him te take the respofl5'
bility of putting them forward. in the record,
and proving thom by evidence. We say if he8
ha.s no facts te meet the plaintiff's case, tho
proof made by the latter is enougli. Time W88
not of the essence of the offence. This was flOt
a burglary, which is breaking and enteriug 0
dwolling house in the niglit, and stealiiig
therein :.-it was meroly broaking and entez'~
ing a shop, and stealing therein-and the d&Y
and niglit are the same in that case. T111
evidence of stealing a part of the goods wouid
support a conviction for stealing the whol-
It is impossible te say that the informatifl'
given would not Ilsecure the conviction of tlue
person whobroke and entered."1 If ithlasnfot
already led te sucli a conviction, it is not t19
plaiutiff's fanît. He gave the informatiofl;
if the defondant lis not appliod that inforfnl
tion properly, or made use of it so as te o
a conviction sucli au ho wanted, whoe falllt
is that? Surely h caunot make his own onO
sions ground for refusing te fulifl his pron2l*


