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We know, however, that it was the country| In Heydos’s case (3 Rep. 7) it Was
" which had be

en suffering from the too ready re-
ception of votes recorded really for corrupt pur-
poses, and that the publicity of each elector’s
choice (a main element in that evil) was sought
to be removed. | read the election
straining, not an enlarging, statute,
It is true the eng
and give effect to
but it is the electo
pense if necessary
work to be done by t
confine the receipt
according to 3 pres
them with such str
uals, or even bodie
votes unless the

act as a re-

to be attained is to learn
the vote of the electors,
TS as a whole, at the ex-
of individuals of them ; the
he statute is principally to
of votes to those tendered
cribed method, to surround
ct regulations, that individ-
s of electors, shall lose their
y conform to the conditions
described by the legislature as necessary in the
public interest; this I submit as the true
Leneral intent of the election law.

Different legislatures may hold different views
concerning the length to which the principle of
secrecy should be carried. One may think it
expedient to ignore every ballot so marked
as to lead to identification, and
rule should be found sometimes to i
the will of the majority, then to bear the ex-
pense of a new election. >

By such a course the
public might be convinced that without regard

to cost or other consequences, secret voting
would be maintained ; and it may be argued
that this method would eventually remedy the
evil, more surely than by making exceptions,
Another legislature, however,
that wrong doing by deputy retur
will be so rare that the principle of
will not be seriously impaired by ¢
votes which are made open votes
fault of these officials.
Legislatures entertaining these different views
would frame their respective statutes acco
The present Dominion Election Law, sec. 55,
enacts that the officer is to count the number
of votes given for each candidate, Jp doing so,
he shall reject all ballot Papers . . . upon which

there is any writing or mark by which the voter
could be identified.”
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o
by the Barons for the sure intefPr?tatw(:s is @
statutes that “the office of all the Jud%;all sup”
ways to make such construction as S edy, 3"
press the mischief and advance the l’emions
to suppress subtle inventions and €va$ ;ﬁrz’q/af”
continuance of the mischief and 270 ure an
commodo, and add force and life to th; tche mak-
remedy according to the true intent O
ers of the Act pro pono publico” .
Very able jurists have over and Overes
pointed out the evi] of disregarding expany
actments—one laments “that in S0 mhe plaif
stances the courts have departed from ’ d Co
and literal construction of statutes.” Lorffect to
said “the good expositor . . . gives €
every word in the statute,” (11 Rep~‘34)' per-
Lord Tenterden said, “Our decision mazllefeat
haps in this particular case, operate toto abid®
the object of the statute, but it is better a co?
by this consequence than to put upon ]:' the ACt
struction not warranted by the words © uppos€
in order to give effect to what we ma?{ s( Rex V-
to be the intention of the legislature.”
Barkam, 8 B, & C. 104). . inle of the
Chief Justice Moss said the princiPle o'y,
Ballot Act was “he securing of Secrt?c)’ aorkiﬂg
non-identification of the voter, but in ‘;:at the
out this principle we are obliged to ]Oodevise
precise machinery which the Act haSHodgins
and employed.”—»( The Russell (,(.Hf, e 50 137
520).  These rules of interpretation arm €
miliar to lawyers that the mention of the
almost requires an apology ; the excuSl tely
they seem to have been overlooked athe ex”
contending for a construction contrary t(')on-
Press enactments of the statute in quest!

So far 1 have dealt only with p ""Cg’::;an -
the authorities are, according to my lmiew s
ing, entirely with me, or rather my vto be X
but follow in their wake. It is not ' Jger
pected that the wording of the St?t‘lt,es
ent legislatures would be exactly S’m’l;; 75 Cast)
of only one judgment (Z%e East .H.'a-f ‘ Act €%
on the very wording of the Dominion others or
cerning these ballots, but there aré
enactments substantially the same. R. 10 C P.

I Woodward v. Sarsons (L ‘officer &
749) it appeared that the P’FS'd'ngerly place
polling station number 130, 'mpropber f the
on every ballot (294 in all) the WY rhe
voter as it appeared on the Burgess
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