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very wvas apecified, no receipt for the money
was taken, ani no oats have as a inatter of fact
been delivered ; the alleged purchase wvas un-
doubtedly a mere colourable proceeding. The
fact that the Clines ami Murray declared their
intention to vote f:r tlie respondent does flot
affect the case.

Again, the paymnt of $10 to Alguire by
Henry Sandfield Macdonald fails witbin the rule
of inordinate ami excessive payrnent. Where
$4 or $5 wouid have been sufficient, the excess
mnust be considered as given for some other
purpose, which purpose wvas " corrupt."

The payment of $V50 to the Rev. Mr. Smnith,
I think, fails withiiL the mile as to "crolourabie
charity," or "'colourable liberality," referred to
in the cases, and was therefore given with a
corrupt motive.

With reference to thc loans of small surus
to various persona, wve must of course take into
consideration that the firrn of 'Maclennan &
Macdonald was iii the habit of ieiidiiug small
surns. But the iending of vaious sums amouîît-
ing to $210 at 6 per cenit., is certainly suspi-
cious, since it is admitted by Mr. Macdonald
that the current rate was 8 per cent., and no
reason is given why 6 per cent. oiy wvas asked.
1 tbink the reasonabie inference muiist be that the
loans were made with a view to the election. It
is not necessary, however, to lay much stress
upon these transactions.

The boan of $150 to Depuis is very ciearly a
case of bribery by Duncan G. MeDoiiald, a sub-
agent. The loan was for two years, without
interest, a note being given to secure re.pay-
ment. The note wvas origir.all- drawn payable
witb intercst, but thisw~as changed. Depuis aays
in his evidence that McDonaid 1'got nothing
but my vote for the money." Is not this a
stipulation that Depuis should have the loan
without interest if he would vote? Was it not
a present of the two years' intereat ?

Agaiii, Morrisette was an active agent. He
attended the meetings at Maclennan & Macdon-
ald's office iii Cornwall. He examined the votera'
lista. He had $140 entrusted to him. -As to the
disposition of this mioney hie gives a very con.
fused account, but the promise of $15 to Fitz-
patrick's daughter was ciearly anl offer of a
bribe. He said lie wonld give the mioney if
she got bier father to vote, and the offer of a bribe
is equivabent to a bribe, although it requires
clearer aiud stronger evidence to support it.

The payrnent of money by Wood to Aaron
Walsh was abso illegal. Hiere the note en-
dorsed by Walsh was paid by hirn 25 years ago.

He considered the paynaent a hardship, but ho
does flot deny his iiability. The fact that the
money paid by Wood was not furnisbed by the
respondent or either of bis chief agents,, makes
no difference. The endeavour by Wood to, re-
store friendsbip was undoubtedly doue to in-
fluence the vote.

In the case of Alexander McDonald, the ex-
ercise of forbearance in pressing the judgment
ini the biands of Maclennan & Macdonald was
evidently witb the view of inftuencing the vote.

These cases cf bribery are sufficient to rentier
the election of the respondent void, and 1
shall only make a few remarks on the other
circunistances disclosed in evidence.

The treatinent of Heaths was a gross wrong,
and oine of those stratagems inexplicable to
rigbt tbinking men. The case of Char1eq Mul-
lins wua al.%o a very gross case. A stratageas
wa used in inducing biîn to get into the sleigb
driven by Grant, and in spite of bis remon-
straucea lie wvas driven into the country and
thereby preveiited froin voting. I consider the
conduct of Donald MeMiJian, a justice of the
peace, wbo was present, and knew that an out-
rage was about to be committed, and yet did
niot interfere, as deserving of the strongest cen-
suie. The case is as gross a one as can well be
conceived.

As to the biring of the special train, I think
there was no personal impropriety iii the case.
A mere hiring, of a conveyance to cari-y votera is
not au act wrong in itseif, and wopild not be s0
at ail but for the express provisions of tbe law.IAnd 1 amn iiscined to think that the biring in]
this instance does not faîl withuîn the sneaning
of thc iawv, and that it is the sarne as tbe case
of one seuding bis own carnaige.

1 amn not required in this case to say whetber
the corruption was so general as that tihe eiec-
tion shouid on that account be set s.ïide, but
an ebection may undoubtedly be void on that
ground - Bradford Case, b OUM & H. 40.

1 exonerate the reap:)ndent personally froin
any complicitY in the corrnlpt acta cornmitted,
but 1 think that it is my duty to say that 1
can scarcely conceive that Mr. D. B. Maclennan
and Mr. H. S. Macdonald woid have acted iin
the manner ini whicb they appear to have acted at
this election if they had appreciatedl the gravitY
of the acts conmitted by them.

My judgmeut, therefore, is that the electic*
is void. Costa to be paid by the respondent.

I do not think that thse Mect that the persol
charges agyainst the respondent> have faiied
shouid alter thÉ usual mule that costs folIOw
tise event. The expense of the trial has nOt
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