
ATTORNBT-OBNBRAt'a DKPARTMIKT.

The Attorney-Oeneral, however, introduced into his Bill the nro-v«,on8 of the English law with respect to indemnity to witaes^^

Court, answers truly all questions put to him, whetfier such ques-bona mcnminate him or not. will be relieved of the consequencesof his acts. Thus a premium is put upon truth and not upon
*
*!ST*;*

result which Mr. Whitaey's Bill would not havep,^moted but would have retarded. Without indemnity to trutES
witnesses, the punishments already provided for electoral offenceswere too severe and were proposed to be made more so by Mr
nffJi?®^: ??1\*^ suggestions been adopted the desire of anoffender to shield himw|f by falsehood would only have been ir^creased the securing of convictions made more difficult, and thecause of electoral purity thrown back.

Proaecutiona undtr the Elections Act.
The Opposition have charged the Government with an un-willingness to prosecute persons accused of electoral offences,and have laid particular stress upon the cases of Wildfonjr andgimmings in connection with the North Waterloo Electionf MrWhitney chained that the Government "dared not" pro^cutethese two men. The best refutation of this unfounded cKbSthat they were prosecuted, and no doubt much to Mr. Whitnev's

dmppointment, acquUted. More than that, thev were tried
before the Police Magistrate of Berlin on a cri^minZchr^'underthe Criminal Code without waiting for the delay necMsarv to

instead of displaying an unwillingness to prosecute, or beinirguilty of an attempt to « shield " tSe offenders, the G^vem^ent
r^n^ .JV°w^^°'^°^^^*'^y *200 to bring one witness alone(one of Mr Whitney's affi'^Avit makera) from Carstairs. Alberto

L^r '^.?Tr. r tfa« P»-o«ecution. The men were triSTnthe charge "That they did on May 23rd, 1899, unlawfully wSu
;;
^"»7. without legal justification or excuse, aAd without cobur

tion of a Member of the Legislative Assembly of the Provinceof Oateiio, electoral district North Riding of 4terlo^Sy?'
anif^ ^'^ '"" laid under section 50 of the Criminal Code,and the cases came on for hearing on the 15th July, 1901 30witnessesm all were examined, but not a shadow of Vrong-doingon the part of the accused could be proven. Neither the Con-
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