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than they did witen tIte Act of 8d 8 was ltassed.
There may have been a necessity for soins
greater punishment than a mnere pecuniary pen-
alty to check the undiminished practice of hav-
ing taverus open ou polling days, or of seiling
liquor or treating on those days, and hence tite
additional provision in the 3 6th Victoria.

But for thte word "give' I might have tltought
the whole section 66 was confined to the keepers
of hoteis, taverus sud shops. But lookbng at
the ohject, viz., IlKeeping the peace and good
order at elections," sud the prohibitb3n to give
as well as to sell, I think that would be too
narrowla construction; and 1 am of opinion titat
any persan who during the day appointed for
poiling shall give any spirituous or fermiented
liquor or drink to auy otiter person within a
bote], taveru or shop in whieh such liquors or
drinks arm ordinarily sold, in the wards or Inn-
nicipalities in wltich thse poils are held, 15 as
guilty of a violation of the section in question
as the keeper of sucit establishmtent wouid he
who himseif should give the liquor. If it was
inteuded to limait sec. 66 to the hotel keeperq,
&c., by thse provision that no spirituosorfr
rnented liquorl; or drinks shall be sold or given,
it wouid have been much simiffer to htave saîd
wîthin hi.i hotel, &c., instead of withiu thte
limita of snch municipality, sud simpler st"I tahave said, aud no keeper, &c., of any snch Itotel1
aial seiI or give, &c.
The peculiar form of expression tends to shtow

that thse Législature bntended to prescrihe une
thiag, i.e., keeping thse hotel, &c., closed ; sud
to forbid another, L. e., seiiing or giving iiquor,
and to impose a penalty on every persan who
neglected to obey tite one or ivho acted in defi-
suce of the other.

As the tavernkeeper, &c., who sella iu viola-
tion of the statute commits an offence, so tite
pen-ohaser is eqnally guilty with tise former if
he gives tîte liquor purchased by him to persons
in tise taveru.

That Larkins was au active agent of respn.
dent is sufflciently proved, and in miy view of
thse law ho was guiity of a carrupt practice iu
treating at Doyle's. The iearned Judge, after a
very eiahorate cousideration of tise statute sud
of other authorities which he bas referred ta in
relationi t' tise question, held that tite election

ebconid uot be avoided for this treat, sud the pe.
titioner hms not appealed againat that decisiou.

Thse cas of W. H. Stewart (the coioured man)
remains to ho cousibred. LUpwards of two
years before tise election a pair of respondent's
'horses mau over Stewart's wife, sud one of ber legs
wus broken. Site wua laid up for eight months

iii consequenve. At that time Stewart wvas in-
debted to the respondent. and the debt was

Iwritten off in the respondent's mili book. Mr.
iJ. W. King gave this account of the matter:

IlMr. Stewart had no legal dlaim. It was an
act of charity to pay him what we did. It is
two years since we paid hlm, whatever it was.
It was given as a littie present on account of
the affliction." Andi on the 23rd November,

i1872, Stewart signed a receipt in presence of J.
W. King, as follows "Received from S. Nee.
Ion the snm of fifty-four dollars and sîxty.six

Icents, in foul of ail accounts or dlaims whatso-
eiver." About a week before the election now
under consideration, the respondent having Sp.

iparently heard that Stewart or his wife were
dissatisfied, sent his saleëman, Sisterson, to see
her. She told lim she was not satisfied-she
did not think respondent ltad done her justice.
After the election site came and saw the res-
pondent, and ho toid her he wonld give her $30,
snd asked if that would satisfv, her. Creiiit
was then given for $19. 12 on an account against
Stewart, and $18. 88 was paid to her in caâh, hy

Irespondent's dlirection. Bnt before this psy-
ment, and also about a week before titis elec-
tion,' Stewart sud the respondent met at the

imunicipal élection at the Grantham school.
bouse, and sccording ta Stewart's accaunt,

respondent said to hinm, Il 1 wouid iike
to shave you with nta at the election."
Stewart repiied he could flot very well he with
him, becanse he, respondent, did flot give wbet
Stewart thought were the damages due to bis.
wife. That he told respondent he had flot done
him justice, and that respondent said if he had
flot dune what was right ho was able to make it
.right. Respoudeut did flot say anything about
his <Stewart's> vote, but he toid more than one
time titat hewould like ta haveStewart with him.
Daniel Stanley vwas sitting with Stewart at the
tine, and says respondent asked Stewart if hte
was goiug to do anything for hîm ; that Stewart
said "No, air, 1 canuot." Respondent asked,_
Il Why ? " Stewart said, Il on did flot do the

fair thing whe n my wife's ieg was broken."
This is Stanley's account, and he goes on : Mr.
Neeion said, IlIf you wiil see me in this rause
or case, if 1 have flot dune the fair thing, I wil
do the fair thing.'" Stanley says lie heard the
conversation distinctly-he couid .uot heip hear-
ing it partieularly, snd did flot think there wae
anytlting wrong iu what wss said at the time,
sud did flot think from the language that Mr.
Neelon was tryiug to buy the mant's vote. And
Robertson, who was standing near, heard
respondent say, IlMr. Stewart, I arn willing to,


