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CRSPNDENCE.
NVe knw h 'eoîvedWe n owhwever, that it was the country> In Heydon's case (3 Rep. 7) it was re of alwhich had been Suffering from the too ready re- by the Barons for the sure interpretationi ai-ception of votes recorded really for corrupt pur- statutes that "the office of ail the judgesposes, and that the publicity of each elector's ways to make such construction as shah tichoice (a main elenlent in that evil) was sought press the mischief and advance the reinedY, ailto be rernoved. 1 read the election act as a re- to suppress subtie inventions and e Vai at&fostraining, not an enîarging, statute. continuance of the mischief and 1 r0 prtIt is true the end to be attained is to learn Coml;todo, and add force and life to the cure anidand give effect to the vote of the electors, remedy according to the true intent 0ftenabut it is the electors as a whole, at the ex- ers of the Act Pro bono publico."5pense if necessary of individuals of them ; the Very able jurists have over and Over againwork to be done by the statute is principally to pointed out the evil of disregarding express en-confine the receipt of votes to those tendered actments-one laments "lthat in 50nan naccording to a prescribed method, to surround stances the courts have departed fr0111 the plaiflthem with such strict regulations, that individ- and literai construction of statutes." Lord Cokeuals, or even bodies of electors, shall lose their said "lthe good expositor .. gives effect tovotes unless they conforn to the conditions every word in the statute," » Rep. '34)*described by the legisiature as necessary in the Lord Tenterden said, "iOur decisio1 nia) Prpublic interest ; this I submit as the true haps in this particular case, operate aideag e n r a l i n e n t o f t h e e l e ti n l w .th e o b j e c t o f th e s ta tu te , b u t it is b e tt e i t a o n

Different legisiatures may hold different views by this consequence than to put upoli *t aC0concerning the length to which the principle of struction not Warranted by the words of theACsecrecy should be carried. One may think it in order .to give effect to what we n-lay Supposeexpedient to ignore every ballot so marked to be the intention of the legislature. (R V.as to lead to identification, and if this strict Barhai, 8 B. & C. 104). o h
rule shouid be found sometimes to interfere with Chief Justice Moss said the prixiciple 0fthethe will of the majority, then to bearý the ex- Ballot Act was "Ithe securing of secreCY a n
pense of a new election. By such a course the non-identification of the voter, but lin wokpublic might be convinced that without regard out this principle we are obliged to lOk a thto cost or other consequences, secret voting precise machinery wvhich the Act has .evse
would be rnaintained ; and it mnay be argued and employed. " ( The Russe/I Gaise, 14odgnthat this method wouid eventuaîîy remedy the 520). These ruies of interpretation are S aevil, more surey than by making exceptions. miliar to lawyers that the mention of then, ercAohrlegislature, however, mnay believe almost requires an apology ; the exc'use iS that
that wrong doing by deputy returning officers they seemn to have been overiooked lateYofawill be so rare that the principle of secret voting contending for a construction contrary to the eX-will not be seriousiy impaired by counting those press enactmients of the statute in questio-uvotes which are made open votes through the So far I have deait only with principleslbutfaLeatur tes tiise iferet vew the authorities are, according to MY uinderesLegsltuesentertaining te dféntvwsing, entireiy with mie, or rather "n'y vieW d'would frame their respective statutes accordingîy. but follow in their wake. It is not to bife e

The present Dominion Election Law, sec. 55, pected that the wording of the statutes of 1differ
enacts that the officer is to "lcount the numnber ent legislatures would be exactl)' simiilar.of votes given for each candidate. -In doing so, of only one judgment (The East s CnH lnsCae~he shiail reject ail ballot papers . . . upon which on the very wording of the Dominion Act cor'there is any writing or mark by Which the voter cerning these ballots, but there are otherS01couid be identified.11 

enactnents substantiaîîy the sainle. C.Considering the mischief to be rernedied, is it In Woodward v. Sarsons (L. R. 10 atin the mnouth of a judge to say, the object Of 749 it appeared that the presidiflg 'fficerthat act can be accompîished by counting those poîîing station number 130, iorpe f thevotes under sorne circumstances better than by on every ballot (294 in ail) the number rbclrejecting them ? 
voter as it appeared on the Burgess Roi1.


