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for every elector proved to have been treated.
The proof in clear that the dinners were intended
for votera. Care wau taken to carry this iiîten-
ti0fl into, effect. The issue the of tickets made
ev'ery man's dinueraecttre long before the tiine
for procuring it. The tickets were ail used, and
'11l returned by Mr. Ashby to 1>eters. The
Coniclusion is that 40 votera dined free. The
tlting in as bad as if 40 stîms of rnoney instead
Of 40 tickets had been. distributed. It is not
'tecessary to prove in detail that the 40 ticket-
ItOlders actually voted-that is the fair infer-
Olce-the only inference that cau be drawn
flroin the s'r.idence. There were 49 votes here
fer ramneron. The tickets were sufficient for
riearlv 80 per cent. of them. If it wcre a ques-
tionl before a jury the evidence wou]d be clearly
%ilfiient to warrant the conclusion contended
f0r. This test was actually applied in the
eOston~ case 31 L. T. N. S. 331, 2 O. & H-
1l i, Iý. R. 9 C. P. 610. If the forty votes are
talcen off, then the respondent is entitled to

lOanthe seat, being put in a majority of 37.
Itthe votes left off the lista are flot numerous

e* ,uh to affect the election.
Cameron, Q.C. (the petitioner) and Osier.
It is not open to the respondent to inake use

0fthe first point in bis argumnt. The fourth
e lause of the liat of objections that hatl heen
4 elivere(l to the petitioner by respondent had set
forth that divers persons--whose naines were
l8rown and racksoii-- were ready to vote at thte
%%id election, and liad intended. to vote for the
ee8P,)fdt ;but tht-ir naines were oinitted front
thte certified copy of the votera' liat ; and now
1rhert the petitioner had succeeded in proving

* th4 t twelve or thirteen naines lhsd been oîîuitted
ft11the voters' liat, that they had tendered

titeir vote for 1dm, and had expresaed their
1'tninaud deaire to vote for hini, tîte respon-

etI deavoured to take the benefit of tho8e
t lIol.8 made againat the petitioner, and main-
teinedl that the whole election was void. Titis

'ran a mnt absurd and unjuat argument ; for lit
4 4 Shown that if titese errors had not been

% ein the lista, haq majority would have been
8etrthan the ballots gave 1dm . Tltere is

Y40thing in the Act to show that an elector may
1t tat aloud in the polling place, attor or

4Cfore an election, or iii court, how lie would
'#or liad voted. The Ontario Art is more
tetbut the 7lth section 'vas the only one. in

th" Dominion Act. [WlI.soN, J.-Supoafing
'e Should. Fhow the ballot ?] The question is

*l'tther that would make his ballot bad or
70' lie inay tell any oxie lie likes. He is
tO show his ticket; that is ail.

ELEoTIoN PETITION. (Dominion.

Peters' act waa not done witli a corrupt
intent. It devolved upon respondent to,
show that it was no doue, but this had not
been sliown ; on the contrary, ail tlie circum-
stances showed that the alle-,ed treating which
appeared to have been done on a single occasion
was done without any corropt intent, and in
sueh a way as to lead to the inference that il
was not intended to influence votes :as to tlais
see the definition of the word "corruptly" as
given in the Launceston case, 30 L. T. N. S.
831. Peters was not an agent for wliose acta
SIr. Cameron was responsible, and the case is
distin4 uishahle froin the Boston case relied upon
hy Mr. Maclennan. As to the taking' off the 40
votes, tîtat cannot be done. There was no
itroof that any of the persons who liad voted
liad been bribed or in any way corrupted by
being given the dinner, which was almoat an
act of charity under tîte peculiar circuimatances
of the weather, snd the distance the voters
had corne. It dep<-nded on the question of
ag-3ncy and of corruption, and the case failed
in those particulars.

WILýsoN, J. As to the firat question relatingto,
the billots, the facta showed that thte respondent
was returned as the nîemnber-elect by a mntjority
of three votes, and that there were thirty-uine
rejected ballots. Two of tîtat inurber, both
parties agreed, were righitly rejected. The
rejected ballots upot which evidence w'aa given
were tîte remaining, thirty-seven. Tîtese thirty.
seven rejected ballots înay be classified as
fol lov's:

(1). Tîtose which were marked with a cross in
the diviiion or corupartînent of the. ballot paper
on whiclî the candidate's narne is put ; and to
the right liand of, that is afier, the candidate's
naine.
F"or Cameron, Nos. 1, 2, 3, 8, 16, 37 ......... 6
For Macleituian ............................ O0

(2.) Those rnarkcd on the saine compartment
to the left ltand of-that is, before-the candi-
date'a naote.
For Cameron, No. 14....... ........... I1
For Maclenîtan.........................O0

(3.) Those marked on the saine coînpartmcnt
above or before the candîdate's naine.
For Camieroni, Nos. 4, 5.........2
For Maclentian ............. ............... o(

(4 > Those markrd witli a mete line, vertical,
horizo:4tal, or diagonal ; and whether the uine is
iii tite compartmnt where the nine is, or in thé
columoi to the rigilit of it.
For Caiiieron, Nos. 9, il, 17, 18, 20, -34.... 6
For Macltmnuan, Nu. 27 ............. ........ 1

(5.) Those niatked with a cros to the left
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