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have impressed upon lis mmnd. -The learned
judge here reviewed the evidence on the tbird
charge, deciding in favour of the respoudent.]

As ta the second charge, of corrupt practices
Committed by George WrighIt in treating at
meetings of couniittees. That a candidate nsay
to avail himself of the services of members of
a political association, iii cauvassing t'or- Iim and
pramoting bis election, as ta miake them. bis
agents, for wbase acts bie shail be responsible
there canat I think be any doubt ; but-notbing
could be more repuguant ta common sense and
justice than ta hold. that because a political
association puts forward or supports. a particular
candidpte, -therefore every meuiber of that
association becomes ipso facto bis agent. The
sr.eetings whidli took place at Wriglit's tavern
Were of members of an association called The
Liberal Conservative Association. None of the
inembers so meeting were memibers of the
respoudent's counmittee. A convention, as it is
called, of that association liad pnt forward the
iespondent as tise persan recommeuded ta the
support of the members of the Association.
'Wlat was doue at tliese meetings, or for wvhat
Particular purpose they were assexnbled, did not
'Very clearly appear ; it nsay be adînitted that
tise members of the association who assembled
at Wriglit's were electors assembled ta 1)raiote
the election of the respondeuit within the 6Ist
Sec. of the Act of 1868 as aunended by the Act
of 1873, so as ta, make Wright hiniself guilty
of carrupt practice in supplying drink ta thein
at or immesliately after thieir meetings ; but
they were not, that 1 can say, in any sense the
-agents of tIse respondeut, or in any wvay autho-
rised by him, nor does it appeir frani anything
ins the evidence that bie 1usd any knowledge cf
'their meeting. The evidence shows that wbieu
the respondent had a meeting hiniself at

Wrb',there was no treating, withiu the
ieauing of the 6lst section, and 1 can therefore

-arrive at no otber conclusion upon this head tban
that it is not proven, iii s0 far as the res3poudent
15 coucerned, or so as ta affect linui ; although, as
Affects Wright himself, lie lias sufficiently
S.dmitted the charge ta subject biirn ta being
l'eported as having been gnilty of a violation of
the section referred ta.

As to the corrupt practice cluarged a.s baving
4en comniitted by Dr.McGregor at Desboraugh,
Chatsworth sud Willismsford (athough whether
Ot'inat there was treating by him. at Chatsworth

40snot appear toke clearly establishied}, there is
1 think sufficieut established ta subject hilm ta

llthe cousequeuces annexed ta the violation of
1the 6lst section of tise Act ; but whether or flot

thue respondent is to be affected. by Ilis, conduct
depends upon whether Dr. McGregor waa or
was not an agent of the respondent, for whose
conduct the latter is to be bield responsible.

It bias been in different cases said that no
one can Iay down any precise rule as to what
will constitute evidence of being an agent.
Each case must depend upon its own circum-
stances. Definiitions may be attempted, but
none cau be frarned applicable ta ail cases.
IIIt rests. with the judge," as is said in the
Wakefteld case, 2 O'M. & H. 103, "1not mis-
applving *or straining the law, but applying
the principles of law to clianged state of
facts, to form bis opinion as to whletlier there
bias or bias not been wbiat constitutes agency
in tbese election matters." We bave, how-
ever, the opinions and sayiugs of some very
learned ,judges to guide us in arriving at a just
decision, and first 1 may place the observations
approved by Keogb, J., iii tbe Sligo eaue,
1 O'M. & H. 30 1, as a rule of general applic ation,
namely, tbat tbe evideuce ouiglit to he strong,
very strong", clear and conclusive of agency
before a jndge allows biniseif to attach the
penalties of the Corrupt Practice Act to any
individual.

Tbe language of Baron Channell iii thse
Shricwsbitry case, 2 O'M. & H. 36, aud of Justice
Mellor iu the Bolton, case, 2 O'M. &H. 140, is
-also instructive. The for-mer says, "Canvassing
will only afford premnises from wbicb a judge
dischai giug tlie functions of a jury may cauclude
that agency 18 established ;" and again lie says,

Il wish it to be understood howv far, in my opinion,
from nuere canvassing, t bose acts nust be from
wbicbi you may infer that kind of agency wbidli
is ta fix the candidate with respoilsibility for the
act of a persan acting in ]lis behalf. " And Mr.
Justice Mellor says, "tise fact of a mans having
a canvass book is ouly a step in tbe evidence
that lie is a canvasser aue/horisal by tlie caitdid.
ate's agent; if you wvant to go further cali
the canivasser, because tbe inere fact of a man
biaving a canvass booki and canvassing, cannot
affect the principal unlcss I shon, by whlonz thse
mna) was emnploycd. There is nothing more dif-
ficult or more delicate than the, question of
agency ; but if tlhere be evidenice whici iniglit
satisfy a judge, and if lie be coiist.ientiously
satisfied that the nman wa>ts c1nploycd to cas vass,
tlien it !flust be hield that his acts biud thse
principal. 1 should nlot, as at present advised,
liold that the aets of a man who was known to
be a voluniteer canvasser, icithoîa any authoritk
froni tise candidate or any of ]lis agents, bound
the prinipilal."
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