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RicHÂiIDs, C.J. We do xîot think we can
properly interfère with the decision. of the
learned Chief Justice as to the facts found by
bim, tbe general mIle being that the fiiuding of
the Judge who bears the witiiesses when there is
conflicting, evidence, and the decision turns on
the credibility of the witnesses, should prevail.
H1e sees the witnesses, biears their testiînony,
observes the way in which they answer ques-
tions, and is iii a nîncli better position to decide
on conflicting evidence than those who miereiy
read tbe statements of the witnesses as tbey
have been taken :down. Wle are ail of opinion
that we ought not to interfère with tbe finding
of the learned Cbief Justice asto the matters
of fact.

It was not; urged before the learned Cbief
Justice tbat if lie came to tbe conclusion that
the respondent had offered to make Mrs. Robins
a nice present if she would keep ber busband
from veting against him, that this wvas not;
bribery witbin the meaning of the statute of
thisprovince, 32 Vict., cap. 21, sec. 67.

The question is raised before this court for
thre first time ; and it is contended tbat there
muust be soinething named as tbe presenit to be
given, or it will not be a promise or offer of a
valuable considcration (within the meaning of
the act) to Mrs. Robins to induce lier litsband
te vote or refrain from voting at tbe election.

It is not in terms an offer of money. Does it
impiy that something of value is to be given if
thre promise or offer is carried ont ? and if se, is
that not wbat is meant by a promise of money
or a valuable consideration ?Net a promise of
something which bhas no appreciable value, sucli,
for instance, as to make a lady one of the pat-
moesses of some exbibition, where no one was

te receive any pecuniary benefit, but ail were
to pay money or buying a ticket te admit a person
to grounds on wbich a l)icnic was beiiîg held,
where each person attending paid for or fur-
nisbed his ewn lunch ; or to make an elector a
member of an election committee, where be
would receive no emelument, and would pro-
bably be comnpelled te labour, and miglit be
ruubject te loss.

Wben this offer was maie was it a inere pre-
tence ? Are wve te presume the respondent wisbed
Mrs. Robins te understand, as sbe aprears te
have understood, that sbe was te receive a
present of somne value, wheui lie intended te give

*her sometbing of ne value or ne appreciable
value. Thiis would be presuming a certain kind
of fraud on bis part, aud in bis faveur te relieve
him frem what would be the censequence of bis

act, which 1 do xîot think that; judges or courts
usually do.

One of the earlier statutes on the subject of
bribery, 7 & 8 Wm. 3, cap. 4, provided that
no person to be elected to serve iii Parliament

&shall direetly or indirectly niake any pro-
mise to givc any inoney, ineat, drink, provision,
present, rcward, or entertainment to and for
any person having a voice in the election, or for
thue use, advantage, b enefit, eniploynient, profit
or preferment of any sucb person in order to be
elected to serve in Parliarnent."

Our owi-. Cou. Stat. Canada, 22 Viet., cap.
6, sec. 82, provided that 11o candidate should
directiy or indirectly eînploy any means of cor-
rup~tion by giving any suma of money, office,
place, gratluity, reicard, or any boni], bill or
note, or conveyance of land, or any proinise 0<f
the samne ; nor shall be tlbreatcn any elector
with losing any office, &c., witlh inteut to cor-
rupt or bribe any elector to vote for such candi-
date, or to leeep back any elector fromn voting.
Nor shall he support or open any bouse of
public entertaininent for the accommodation of
the electors. Ând if any representative re-
turned to Parliament is proven guilty of using
any of the above mieans to procure biis election,
bis election shall be declared void, and he shall
be incapable of being a candidate or being elect-
ed during that Parliamient.

The above provisions wvere repeaied, and tbe
Legisiature of Canada passed the statute 23
Vict., cap. 17. The first three sub.sections of
section 1 of that act define bribery in the same
way as it is defined by the Imp. Stat. 17 à
18 Viet., cap. 102, and by sub-sections 1, 2 à
3 of sec. 67 of tbe Stat. of Ontario, 3-2 Vict.,
cal). 21. These provisions were in force wbien
Cooper v. Siade, 27 L. T. Rep., O. S. 137, was

1 decided in Englaîîd, and 1 suppose are still in
force there.

Trhe words of Baron Alderson, after giving
the judgment, ini Cooper v. Siad-e, as reported ifl
27 L. T. Rep., O. S., at p. 139, are :"I1 enter-
tain this opinion also, whether the rest of the
Court agree in it or not, that; the words 1 money

jor otber valuable consideration' ought; to be
exponinded, money or otber valuable consider-
ation estimable."

ln construing this statute we must consider
wbat wvas the intention of tbe Legisiature 1 and
there is no doubt the primary objcct was tbat
votes sbouid be given from the conviction iii

the mmnd of tbe voter and tbose who supported
a candidate tbat lie Avas tbe best person for the
situation, and that tbe public interests would

be best served by electing 1dim. Tbe evil to


