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Mlec. Case.] NORTH WENTWORTH ELECTION PETITION. [Ontario.

Whiskey and beer were both sold and given in
that hotel within the limits of Carlisle. David-
8Ofl's evidence proves the bouse flot altogether
OPen, for there W<as no0 access proved to exist
directly from the street into the bar roomn ; but
efitrance from, the street into the dining room
was proved, and sîuirittlous liquors and beer
Were passed froin the bar into the dining room.
Tiien it was proved by Sullivan that, being Out-
aide the hotel, he saw respondent drive up; that
tespondent, addres.sing Sullivan or the people
aasembled, said something to this effect-"Boys,
this is the first time I came to Carlisle when I
date flot treat, and some one will have ta treat
tQe ;" and Sullivan said lie wo uld treat, and,
W*ith respondent, went into the house, foll'iwed
by a number of persons, variausly estimated at
f&otn 31) to 50. Several of themn drank, the re-
8POndent taking a glass of beer.

Surely no one can doulit that these facts con-
4tituted a breacli of sec. 66, and under the sub.
8equent act of the Legisiature sucli breacli was
a corrîpt practice. The re8pondent's attention
'lad evidently been attracted previously to the

18,which occasioned him to say lie dared not
t?'eai, and this makes it the more reinarkable
tilat lie should have so entirely overlooked or
faIrgotten the prohibitory enactmnent as to having
certain houses closed, and as to the sale and
Rift of liquors, &c. In reality, he acted like one
*ho did flot know that the law required that
thie house should be kept closed, aud that
141Uars should not be sold by the taveru keeper
Or given away by Sullivan or any othet pur-
Chaset while the polling was in progreas. 1 arn
e'0rQPelled to attribute knowledge of the law ta

fln, ot can I avoid the conclusion that lie
Wsa participant in its breach. Hie went into

that house in order ta accept a treat which his
0*11 remark sbews lie did flot imagine would
b' limited ta himself, and which was flot so
'ulited.

l'he whole evidence may lie thus summnarised.
'&ota dozen of the electors of North Went-

*Orth met together some time belote the elec-
t01for North Weufworth ta consult as to their

ee<11t5e, they ail being of sîmilar political views.
ttheni and others the respandent was flomin-

&ted, anld ultimatelv accepted the nomination.
%'*t Sullivan was 'one of their body. There
I5but aliglit evidence given af their proceed-

lintil 'the polling day. It appeated that
were flot personally summoned ta meet-
flot keep minutes of their proceedings,

51Pointed fia chairman-but as they met one
%40ther they agreed ta meet and adjourn their

t4ettnge from time to time ; and it was stgued,

on1 these and similar grounds, that they did nat
constitute a committee-bixt there is no magic

in that word. These parties united together for
the common purpose of procuriiig reapondent's

election :thev had some organization ; they

canvassed electors, procured voters' lista, got

reports an which, they estimated their chances

of success. They are the parties, sa, far as

appears, whose nomination the tespoxident ac-

cepted and acted upon; and if' they did not style

themselves a committee or committees, they

seemed ta have assumed the functions which.

usually devolve upon such bodies. Mr. Sulli-

van appears ta have been an energetic member,

under whatevername, in supporting the tepond

ent. It is lie who, in the respandeiit's presence,

gives spirituons liquors and beer ta same of the

electors who were assembled on the palling day

as re8pandent's frienda, the respondent being

present, witli his suent consent and undeniable
knowledge.

This was a corrupt practice by the express
language of one of the statutes. It wft3 cam-

mitted, as I conclude, ta help the respondent's
electian by ane of his knawn supporters, and it

wss8 cancurred in by the tespondent, and, as I

am willing to think, in forgetfulness, at the
moment, of the law.

I do flot; found my conclusion on tixe question
whether the respandent act'ually did drink any
of the liquor or beer given by Sullivan, who,
baught from Davidson. But he was one of

thase who more or less actively concutred in a
carrupt practice. He joined in going inta the
hanse which the law directed should be kept

closed; he joined in accepting beer as a treat

or in other words as a gift-in a literal as well

as substantial violation af the law, with know-

ledge of the fact and assenting thereta. It 1.8

flot as if the question turued on a vialation of

sec. 66, when hie was prosecuted for the pecuni-

ary penalty, and might say lie was not within

the law, neither having soid flot given. Until

those acta were declared a carrupt practice the

election was not avoided, but since that declara-

tion the etfect af the 66 th section is extended.
The concurrence in the commission of the pro-
hibited act mnakes the candidate responsible fo
the newly imposed consequence.

1 I muat report ta the Speaker accordingly.


