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"Quid pro quo" Relation of Bribery and Problems of Its
Proof Practice

Xu, Heng-Da
Abstract

This article aims to analyze the criminal liability of bribery in Taiwan's
Criminal Code, especially the topic of "quid pro quo" Relation, including
its legal character, material conception and criterion. The author argues that
the quid pro quo relation constitutes the punishment ground of bribery. In
addition, to achieve the quid pro quo relation, there must be agreement
between provider and public officer that illegal interests are given for a
specific performance of public affair. Lastly, as the court establishes it, this
relation cannot be inferred only because the public officer has received illegal
interests. From the three perspectives, the author will review a Taiwan's
Supreme Court Decision and discuss if the Decision has faults in fact-finding
and reasoning.





