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ported by a different witness, 1 do îîot know
what 1 cati do, ev-en iii so sinail, I rnay say s0
trivial a matter, uniess I give effect to the accu-
mnuiated weiglit of testiînioîy, when 1 have no0
reasort whatever to doubt the truth of the re-
spective witnesses wiso mnaintaju these charges."

I have fouad ii0 reported case wih deai
with this question. Cu ais inidictment for per.
jury, the oath of the defendant, ivhich is
charged to be false, is nev-ertheless, for certain
purposes, assurted by the bus' to be true ; tisat
is, to warrant a conviction it is hield neces-
s8ary to have the evidence of two wititesses, or if
only one, that 11there be soîtie docunientary
evidence, or soute admission, or somne circuim-
stanCesl to supply the place of a second witniess '
(per Tindai, C.J., Reg. v. Ja-ctCar. & Mi.
64d). In Ntq. v. Yaks, Coleridge, J., lieid
that otie vituess wlis îlot salli-ient tu sustaiiî an
indictirient foir perjury ; that this is flot a inere
technical ruie, but a mile fouiided o11 sitistautjal
justice (lCai. & AI., 139). The facts iii Neq.
v. Parker ai-e worth uoting :A debtor hiad înadv
aflidavit that lie littý paid ail tlic dehts Pî-oved
under bis bankî-uptcy exc-ept two, antI iii sup-
port of ait indictient ftor perjîry on thant attida-
vit, sesrerai cît-ditors were cailed, ecil of svhonîl
pî-oved the non-paynient Of a delit dite by tie
debtor to hîniself, and this wsva- heid inisuflicient.
Thse distinction betweeni a crininial prosecutiots
and the preseuit case is -not to be overiooked,
but considerinig th- respondents position as R
defendant iii tlîin îroceediug, the-e is îlot oniy
the presunption of' innocence of lail Offence
charged against 1dm in lus fivou-, but also the
maxins, applicable in civil as iii crilmiiai cases,

wnpe prearnîsr p-o icgtititc " (See 10 CI1. &
Fin., 534).

The respoudent la clîaîged with coî-rupt lîrac-
tices. Tluere weî-e four cases 011 which the
learned Judge took tiiîne to consider, and the
second, fifth ansd sixth were hiel to be su.s
tained, aud the electioli wsn decla-et void. He
was iii the position of a ddt-nidant ac-cused of an
offence before a cosupetent tribunal. TIhe pi-e-
sailnption of innocence, tntil his gnilt Svas
proved, vwu iii b.is 'favour-lbaving deniied the
charge ; the niaxili ii a)ovC <uoted wusilu lisi
fas'our also. Tic, case as put is one Of ev-en
and fiully halailcetl testîîsionY est-h meparate
charge is sulîportetl ly niy OItC svitîîc-bs, ant ib1
contradicted l'y the rsnident 011 Oath suad,
0 1 uîîderstandt fi-ou the Judgiiicnt deiivecred,
vvould bave bet-i fotiîtl a-ainast tic petîtioî,er if
it lad been the sole î%argc, for though the
proof adduced by the petitioner 8ustained it, it
was answereii and displaced by the respiondetit's

evidence. It is flot asserted that this ev-idence
in rebuttai scas unitie, or tisat tie respoîîdent
was a msan flot worthy of beief. I cannot
fllow tie rasoingj( which inaket; the tact that
several iidc-pcndent charges were, prima facie,
proveil-acs by o11e witness oniy, and were me-
blitted, thongh by hini slonc-a gronîîid for
convicting bisi of ail, foi- no distinction cati
île drasvn isetweeil therrs. And yet 1 cannot to
miy 0Mwui itati.9fitction ansvver tise ar-gumuents on
wbici the iudgînenits iii titis sud tieNortlî Reit-
frcw case were fonunded, anti 1 ans reiieved frm
the necessity of so doing, as on the other
grounids take-n, 1 fully collcur lis the judgmcent
of nsy brother Burton.

BURTON, J.-We are fortunateiy, in tisis case,
flot eîîsbars-assed withi any diflicuity as to the
s-redihîlity of the witniesses, iii whicb event we
shoulti înobabiy linsi ouî-seîves concluded. by tise
finding of tise iearmncd Jodge n-ho bai theni be-
fore Iiiii, and vvas tle'efore afforded an oppor-
tuulity of observina their deineanourasud mariner
ut giv-ing tlieir testimony, whicli we do not
Itosseas. Here, however, the ieamned Judge
finis cxîtressiy thaï: there vvas nothing in the
evidence of the respondent, nol- iii the mariner

of giing it, whicl cotîld or did excite any
suspicion whsîever against its perfect truthfui-
ness, s-iulst iii coinnîcnting upois the evidence
botît of Hill1 and Sutieî-in, it la clear tiîat lie had
iiot fornîed an esîuaily favouarabie opinion of
tieir mhallier of giving their testissvony or of
tlieir conduct as disclosed by tierneeîves, re-
inarking that the beliavionu of tise latter, es-en
on1 is owv5ersioni of wisat occuî-red iin conver-
sation svith Atkins vehen goinig to vote, and hia
v-oting againabt tise respondenit alter voinntariiy
engagiîsg tu support hiiin, lbad flot, be-n alto-
gether creditabie ;whiist Hiii hiad shiewn some,
feeling agaiiîsst the respojident in giving bis evi-
dence.

We have belote lis, tlierefore, the iearned
Judge' *s v-iews of tue n-nY in wbich the witnesses
impressed 1dmn, sud ne have to draw suds infe-
ence fojii file wiîoie es-idence set out oit the
record as vie think lie sisouid bave dmasvo, and
liîîd accordiîsgly.

It iust, iii the lirst place, be borne iii msind
tlîat no acts of l'ribery weme estabiished ;what
is aiieged iii the tvvo cases of Hill sud Sufferin
(assiinîing titeiti for- tbe prescrnt to conistitute
corrsspt practi-e.s vsiti tise ineaning of the
8atuute) consista înerely of ofiems or proposais to
bribe. It ouglît also to be nsade out beyond ail
doubt that fic words impssted to tihe espondent
veere a-tualiy us-d, lecause, as bias been
meisaî-ked iii one of tie decided cases, whcn two


