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CORROBORÂTivE EVIDENCE.

these matters in which no corroboration
is found elsewhere : Sugden v. Lord St.
Leonards, L. R. 1 P. D. 179. This view
was adopted by the Chancellor in Mc-
-Donald v. Mc.Kinnon, 26 Gr. 12.

Lt is a question of difflculty in how
far, where two persons are interested
in securing benefits from the estates of a
,person deceased, the evidence of one is
to, be considered corroboratory of the
eaue of the other. This has not been
*expressly decided, though it may be that
the language of one of the judges in
,Brown v. (Capron, 24 Gr. 9.1, is in favour
,of the sufficiency of such evidence. There
it was considered by Burton, J., in ap-
peal, that the evidence of the husband
was to be received as sufficient to corro-
borate the wife, though both would bave
benefited by the success of the wife's
contention iii that case.

With regard to what is Ilmaterial. evi-
dence," the views of Draper, C. J., in
Orr v. 0rr, 2) Gr. 409, may bu referred
to. He held it to mean material to
the issue to be sustained by the party to
be corroborated. iJnless the evidence,
other than bis own, tends to prove the
contract, it is not corroborative. Some
English and Irish cases give a very
liberal construction to similar language
in the Imperial Statute, 32-33 Vict. c. 68.
This Act provides that in case of action
for breach of promise, the parties are
competent to give evidence provided that
no plaintiff can recover unless bis or ber
evidence " shall be corroborated by some
other material evidence in support of such
promise."e In Re Besaela V. Sttrn: the
plaintifl's sister was called to corroborate
the plaintiff's evidence. The sister said
fhat she huard the plaintiff say to tbe de-
fendant: "You always promised to mnarry
me, and you don't keep your word."

STbe defendant made no answer. In the
Court of Commop Pleas, it was beld tbat
this was not material evidence in sup-

port of the promise, but the Court of
Appeal reversed the decision. Cockburn,
C. J., said that the corroborative evi-
dence need not go to the length of us-
tablishing the contract relied on ; what
the statute requires is evidence which
is confirmatory of the testimony of the
principal witness iii regard to the con-
tract already in evidunce by ber, and
which makes ber staternent probable and
crudible. Bramwuhl, L. J., was of the
like opinion, and obsurved (in one of the
reports) that Ilmaterial " was held to
mean somu uvidéncu which corroborates
the story of the principal witness, Iland
that the word gave no additional force ":.
L. R. 2 C. P. D. 265 ; 37 L. T. N. S. 88 ;
25 W. R. 561. So corroboration in a
material particular was held sufficient in
Hod.ge. v. Bennett, 5 H-. & N. 625, and it
was ohserved by Martin B. that this was,
in analogy to, the practice as te the con-
firmation of the testiniony of accom-
plices in criminal cases.

The hast case on this subject is that of
Reg. v. Bannerrnan, 43 1.1. C. R. 547,
where the prisoner was indictud for forg-
ing a promissory note. Hagarty, C. J.,
there said : "I cannot believe that our
Legisiature, by the language used, muant
corroboration by independent testimony
as to every material fact." Armour, J.,
agreed with this view, but Cameron, J.,
dissented, holding that the " evidence,"
meaiing the maturial fact of the case,
(i. e., that the prisoner bad unlawfully
signed thu prosecutor's name to the note)
must bu corroboratud.

Lt is wortby of observation that the
Irish Court of Exchequer in 1872 carne
to the same conclusion as did the Court
in England five years later. In Hickey
v. Campion, Ir. R. 6 C. L. 557 (which is,
not citud in Bes8ela v. Stern), the plaintif!'
deposed that wbile attending the defeu-
dant during a sudden attack of illness, in'
a public housu, he said to her:- " WhO
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