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second judgment went back and contradicted his| Look at the reconl of the two parties during

first.
Mr. MULOCK. Soit did.

Mr. TISDALE. The hon. member for West
Lambton (Mr. Lister) rea:ll the statement in the
first place that the judge said he had no jerisdie-
tion in regard to that matter.

Mr. MULOCK. If you will permit me fora
moment. I will say that on the 20th November.
1801, Judge Elliott held timt he counld not inter-
fere with an amendment made by the revising
otficer. which amendment and adjonrnment of the
court consequent upon it led this revising officer to
try all tiese cases, and the result was that the re-
vising officer disallowed the votes in gquestion.  Un
the 9th Decemsber, the judlge decided that the re-
vising othicer was wrong in doing that, and restered
these votes o the voters™ list

Mr. TISDALE. At the siume time, on the 20th
November. the judge decided that the notice was
bald. As to procedure. he coull not decide. but
when it came before him by way of appeal, he
helid that the votes were bad. and he did the sune
thing the second time the question came before
ki, That is one point [ want to emphasize. and
the oniy point. hecanse whar the hon. gentleman
asserted was not the fact. that Judge Elliott de-
cided against himself.  But it is a fact that the
notice of appeal was deciided to be badd on the first
oceasion, and on the second occasion he decided
the same way., Now. I propose to look a little
ontside of the legal proposition, and try to tind out
the circumstanees surrounding this wholematter. A
wreat deal has been said ontside of this House and
something inside of this House. about a conspiracy
between Juige Elliott and Mr. Carling to deprive
London of its proper representative at the last elec-
tion. Now. a more uncalled for,a more unjust, and
a mere impudent peiversion of facts, never was
made in this country nor inany other. I say the fact
ix just the contrary. I agree with them that there
was a conspiracy to defraud London of its proper
representation, i conspiracy conceived in iniguity
and brought forth in sin. conceived by the political
heelers and wire-pullers of Mr. Hyman and his
machine in the city of London to deprive that
city of its proper representation. and brought forth
by an orzanized system of fraud, of force. of per-
sonation aml corruption when the election cam= on,
that has seliom been equalled in an election in this
or any other country. and followed by a deliberate
attempt to force a judge. against whom up to that
gme not a word had been whispered. to give a judg-
ment that would suit them or destroy his character.
Now, Mr. Speaker, these are strong words, but I
think I will be able to justify them and to show
that they are even weaker than the facts warrant.
Now, inarriving at conclusions, the motives of men
and the surrounding circumstances often throw
a stronger light than the acts themselves. Let
us look at the political history of the city of Lon-
don. Go back to 837, What has been its
political history *  From that time down to the

present it has always been largely Conservative, |
form from which Mr. Hyman addressed the elec-

and on a fair vote still is largely Conservative:
and more than that, from that time down to the
present, except during two sessions of Parliament.
a Conservative member has always been returned,
and with two exceptions, that constituency has
returned the hon. Mr. Carling Juring 35 years.
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that time. Never during all that time has even
a charge been made in court agminst Mr. Carling
or the Conservative party that they ever attemptes
to carry the election by corrupt practices, their
opponernits never dared to file a protest. Now,
what is the recort of the Reform party. and how
came they to hold the seat two sessions * In
INT4a gentleman pamed John Walker carried the
city of London.  He sat one session. There was
a protest, and what happened then> 1 will read
the judgment of the court, after the trial, to show
whar happened :

** That througheut the contest the agents of the respon-
deat. acting on his behalt in promoting his election, were
impressed with the strong conviction that in order to
ensure the respondent’s election it would be necessary o
expend a very eonsilerable sum of money bribing some
voters to vote for respondent. and in bribiug others not
to vote for his opponent : and that the respon-dent himself
was iapressed with the same convietion. (2 Thai, in-
fluenced by the pressure of this conviction.dozens of those
agents of the respondents did commit acts of briberr upon
a very extensive scale, with the keowledge anil consent of

_the respondent. for the purpose of prometing his election

although the respondent may have been and very probably
was, kept inignorance of each single particular insiance of
such actz of briberv. That corruption shonld have pre-
vailed and that bribery coulld have been committed upon
the extensive scale. and in the epen manucer which the
evidence diseloses throughout the whoie contest, and that
the moneys with which this bribery and corraption were
consnmmated should have been almost all disbursed at the
respondent’s vwn headquarters. and that he should have
been eonstantly in sl out of these headgnariers and can-
vassing. a= he says. throughout the city, night and day,
and be ignorant that acts of bribery in his inmerest—acts
from which be alone could Jjerive any benetit—were being
constantly committed by his agents. is tomy mind utterly
inepedible. o not seck for any reported case to sup-
port the prineiple upon which I proceed. It re.quires only
the honest application of the common sense of 2 conscien-
tious juror. to lead me to 2 enaclusion upon the matter
snbmitred to me in this ease. I can readily believe it
possible for the respendent to have been immersed in the
Inke and to be taken vut fdry. as that the acts of bribery
which the evidence ilizseloses to have been commiitied on
his behalt, almost under his eves, in his daily path, with
means of corruptivn proceeding from his own headquar-
ters. and from the hamis of his eonfidentinl azents there,
could have heen commizted oiherwise than with his knew-
ledge and conseut.”

He goes on then to disqualify Mr. Walker person-
ally, and in another clause of the julgment, he
finuds no less than 19 parties that he names guilty
of corrupt practices. —

** And further, that corrup: practices have extensively
prevailed at the said election.”™
Now. it took the Liberal party 17 years to recover
from that blow, and in 1891 Mr. Hyman was
electell. He sat one session. aml a protest was
enteresd.  What happened then? The hon member
for East Lambton (Mr. Moncrieft) the other Jday
gave us some idea of what happened then: he gave
us some of the reasons why Mr. Hyman was un-
seated. Take the history of the three meetings
that he mentioned. We find that at ane meeting
called they consumed half a barrel of beer and a
lot of crackers and cheese. At another meeting,
where Mr. Hyman was present, a large uncovered
basket was brought into the meeting containing
several dozen bottles of ale. At another mecting,
known as the coloured meeting. upou the very plat-

tors, there was a whole barrel of beer.  Moreover
at that very meeting a subscription list was passed
around and gentlemen signed their names but put
down noamounts, and Mr. Hyman madethe remark.
+¢ I cannot have anything to do with that now, but



