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dom te depend t0 a great extent ou flic connec-
tions hoerceu tlic riglit fo vote and flic iiahillfy
f0 taxation. Wbly are aroren te form a strikiitg
and un unfair exception te Ibis mie ?

[Tlie leatuied counsel thon proceedcd te discuos
flic fitucess of women for flie cxorcisc of politicel
riglit; but as in titis part cf bis argument lie
did Dot icturoduce any aqdctiiialLlegai mtoater, it
le nof bore given.]

31ollis/t, Q. C. (R. (7. Jilliauts wntI bim), for
flic respondent. -fTbis le a case arbore tlie lady
dlaims to vote for flic borotgli of Manchiester,
Thatt borougi aras creafet 'Dy the Rofoint Acf of
1832. Noar, nty learned f:ricnd adîtits liat flic
plira-.eology tof that Acf cannot bie strained se as
f0 includo aromon among tIc electors to wlien
thte franchise le g-iven for tflitrst lime liy fIat
Acf. Ilierofore, so far as flic borcugli cf Man-
cuester le coticot tue, eut, fboreforo, so fur as tlic
present case is coîtccrned, flic confention of îoy
fi iend must test ou flic construction cf flic 119-
resentatiou of fic People Acf of 186i7.

Noar it le admitiedt fat, arIen fIat Acf aras
passed, flic corniou opinion aras tt aromen liad
Dot te rigblt f0 voe, and fterefore fliat Acf aras
pessed lu vicw of flint opinion. Eut 1 conftti
tlia flic opintion arbicli hue prevailed for se long
on fOis subjoof. bofth among awyers and among
ordirnary pereenis, is stricsly lu eccertance rifli
flic common laar. lu flic first place. flue common
opinion le proof cf wat thle common law me, iii
flic absence of any prouf te flic contrary. 0f
course flucro may exiet sfrong eidleîtce wvîidli
miii rebutt titis prosutpticn, bul I subi thaf
Do sucli et idence lias licou atitucet fo-éhay by
my frieftd

Fliere aie tare questions as f0 section 3 cf thec
Acf cf 1867. Firel, dos "man" itoltde
aroman -cuit, secouîdly, le sot an 14ineucapaci*y"?
1 cauî'f soc flutt, vifliont Lord Iiemilly's Act, rmy
friend bas atty case, flîcughlie seemot f t ltiik
but poorla' of lte assistatnce lie aras t0 ulorive
frorn thtit Acf. Nor lthe Art t lbe couisu ued is
nof Lord liîîilly's Act, but tlic Att of 1867. If
yonr Lordsbips esuo gater lu uny aray pcritft d
fo flicjudiciil Iniîttihfat flic L-gislature did net
minend I1 itttlude arouten iuy tic Act cf 18167 your
conclusiont catuttut lcefcto by any uiifficulties
cf constiruction colt oqueut on Lot t Roiily's
Acf. Noir if tîte Legislufure luat iniented le
make titis change, w oiîl tbcy batve donc if lu
îliis ay, flua very vague and uncerPain aray.
Tlt e 56tli ttcd 59i secticns cf flic Acf cf 18637
fliroa soe liglut on flis point. By fliese sec-
tions, tlic taro Acte cf 1832 ant 1867 are te ha
consfrued fogetber. Har eau are possibiy read
tlote Acte fogether if Lord PLomiliy's Acf, arhidl
aras pussot lut 1850, le f0 be applicd te inferpret
the eue Acf andi nof flic ter.

The avort Ilman 'ne doulif itsef edmits of
taro coisefructione (l) lu opposition te angels and
beaste, ait' (2) in oppositiontt 1 infants ced
arontn. If it le use inthfli latter seuse lu sec-
tion 3, flic contention is et an cnd. Surcly fliat
le abat if does mean. 1? yen t(aie il lu ceunc-
tien rifli flic Reforus Acf of 1832 boar conld if
meen auyftting cite. Dy "lmaile person "' in flic
Att of 1832 flic Legisiafure clearly ment tht.,
and if must therefore have rncant flic same in
section 3. For exemple, section 27 of flic Acf,
of 1832 applies fo maies only, but fe mîales lu

wareliouses, &o. Wltereas flie Act of 1867 ap-
plies f0 dwelliuig ieuses only. Se, if section 3
arere held to loti ude aromen. are slionld baove an
absutd ineqnality ; sex aroul in 501110 intanttces
operate as an incapacity, ant in lu ore instances
it avould not. Now eleariy flie Legielatute could
neyer bave delibe"a tely iutended flua. Cousidur
the MiNutins' Act, 80 & M1 Xict. c. 152. Îfli ex-
pression Iliere is tbaf soinauy thonaand "ten
shall be raised. Would iliat auftortre a recrut-
ing serjeant to enlist -womcnl ?I submit Dot.
Yel flue is since Lordi Romiily's Acf.

But if are Icave tlie consideration of fhlate
Act, and examine wbat flic staie of flic law wîta
antecieor to its paeeiug, 1 must say lîely equally
witli my tri-end on tlie pliraseology cf lthe early
statultes. le says truly fliat the arords in titose
statutes are very gencral. and lu eccl case eCpu-
bic cf including aromen as areli as menu. Quite
su, but as a inatter cf fact sncb a cousît ntion
as fout contended for by my friend nover was
put oit gny ni'tInte tatutee. as is sufficiently
provoti by tlie uniforni praefice thaf women ditil
Dot vote aft clections as fat baek as legal memo' y
goes. For 1 coutcnd that my friend bas matie
ont ne case tliat flioy ever have voted iu ancient
tintes, aad te fIat point 1 arn corning in a
moment. Tite stfue 8 l-Ien. 6, c. 7, aras a re-
srraiîting slatufe. Butll admt thaf that 'ttinte
did not tale awuy any franchise from aroiton.
If aramon ltad a righf t0 vote before 'liat stutute
fboy have il stili if flicy arc forty-shilling fiee-
holders. And as te flic latter sfatutes 1 equally
coucetie te mnyfriend Iliaf ne riglifs rte taken
fromt rmen hy tlicm, for fliey are Dol disubuing
Acts at ail. ŽNOw, 1 suii fliat wataever may
have licou flic correctness of flic opinion tuait
'voinen have not flic riglit f0 vote at elections, ut
et any rate ail the authorifies sliow fliat in point
of fuet ftem flic tinte of Coke fo flic pieseut day
women diti nef vote. Wliat is 'lic evidence rifli
wil omy f-ieud tucets tlic prestimplion raiseti
ly fii concurrent tesfimotty? IIow doos ie
seek te rebut tIc grTeat opinion of Lord Coke '9

1-is ttutltorifies ut e vory anîbiguous. As te
women lieing snitors te te counly couf flie fact
of Ilicir being beunti to conte to tlie county court
uloos ttot prove titat tliey ivent sliere ns suitors.
Others thun suitars -we know avere hond f0 0o.

Tfli extructe front Prynne only show thal ia four
orfive cases aromon seernetu liave signed flic l-
dentures. Nor, if ifleusuty fricti onfonds we
bave a marrieti rornan appointing an atforttey,
eut finit aittorney voling for lier,,as arîli uppear
ou lookiug et flic refurns. lu fliete cases fthe
aroren arere probably the paftrous of tlie horougli,
and iu one case if is nef cetain thaf she aras flot
flic relurning officer. You bave fitus Iliree or
four ambignous signatures againsf flic uniform
usage and opinion of flic lest 300 ycars. If does
not uppear, indeed, except ia the case arbore the
woinan's aras the only signature, iliat flic roturns
are disputed, and lu thlat case flic retuiru ires
lield bat. Tlierc is lîtfhiug f0 show that super-
fluous signatures aconit vifiate tlic teluru. Iu
the case of Olice v. Inîthe fi dicta, a-e more
for nie flan they are agaut me, as rilIli bc eea
hy reeding flic judgm eut, Le., C. J., if iq fine,
gives cotralictory opinions iu différent parts of
bis jutigment, but it thte conclusio li inl my
faveur. Thlerefore, in that case flic auihority of
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