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at the meetings, hie must be presumed to have
been cognizant of ail that was dene, and there.
fore must be considered as having acquiesced in
ail that wfts done. Even if the respondent bad
npt been present hiniseif, the presence of his
chief agents, Maclennan and Henry Sandfield
Macdonald, would have rendered hixu lable
for the action of the meeting. We must not
look at the form but at the substance of what
took place. And I think thitt the canvassers
appointed at the St. Andrews meetings mnust
be considered as agents for ivhom the respDond-
eut is responsible. The Westminster Caqe, 1 O'M.
& H., 89, and the Wiganî Case, ib., 188, do not
apply. In those cases the associations were
without doubt voluntary.

As to the meetings at Maclennan & Macdon-
ald's office in Cornwall, the persons who at-
tended those meetings mnust be deemed agents
of the respondent. These persons examined
the voters' lises, appointed canvassers, and re-
ceived reports of his canvass. The usual formai-
ities, as to calling together the meetings, sud the
transaction of business, appear te have been ob-
served, butthis was unnecessary. Therespondent
acquiesced in the acta doue. (Bis Lordship here
read the remarks of Blackburn, .1., on the defini-
tions of agency in the Taienton Case, i O'M. & H.,
185-6 ; also the remnarks of WilIes J., as to the
responsibility of a candidate for the acts of
his agents in the Corentry Cae, ib., 107.)

As to the second brandi of the case, namehy,
that relating to the commission of eorrupt
practices, thiese consist principally of acts
of bribery. Bribery is nlot confined to the
actual giving of money. Being an unhawful
act, it is to bc expected that atteînpts will
be made to couceal it from. the ligit of day.
The Courts, therpfore, have always examined
tihe varions aets connected with the transac-
tion, te see whether there is a corrupt
motive. Where a grossly inadequate price
hma been paid for ivork, or for an article,
it is clearly bribery. And in the present case
several instances of sucli bribery occur. In
consideriug the question of corrupt practices as
affecting auy particular election, we should
ahiso examine the whohe evidence csrefully to
ascertain the mode and spirit in wahisl the
election coutest lias been carried on ; whether
it bas been ou the whole pure and free from
corruption, or whether there lias been a general
laxity of principle and evident d.isregard. of the
law. When the corrupt acts are isolated much
greater atrictness of proof will be required.

Que thing that strikes me in this case ià the
lurge sum expended by the two chief agents of

the respondent, a sum averaging about $3 a
head for the votes polled for the respondent.

Large amouints were also paid without any
express directions as to their application,
amiounts which. wouhd not be required for any
legitiinate use. In the case of Donald Miles
Mc.Millan, for exaiuple, the words used upon
the money being handed to him were " 1Here,
you. may require it. " If this mioney were ap-
plie1 improperly, it mrust be cflusidere3d that it
was intended so to be applied.

Again, when Heniry Sandfiehd Macdonald,
having "Iheard that the North West Corner
waa corrupt," gave $140 or $150 to George
McDonald., of Moliinette, to expend there with-
out any directions as to the mode of expendi-
ture, the only inference niust be that it was to
be expended in order to corrupt. This infer-
ence is supported hy the statemeut of George
McDonahd, who, on being asked why lie ac-
cepted the money, replied that lie was appre-
hensive "lthat the other side were going to,
bribe," whicli implies that lie considered his
side should do so as well.

There were nsany similar cases in which con-
siderable sums of money were paid. without
directionm as to the application, but it is un-
necessary to dwell upon these further than for
the purpose of showing the general spirit ini
whiclî the coutest was carried on on behaif of
tic respondeiît. In the case of Gilbert Run.
nions bribery with the knowledge and consent
of Hetiry Sandfield Macdonald, one of the cliief
agents of tlîe respondent, is proved.

Henry Sandfield Macdonald, when lie hianded.
the money to George McDouahd, namied Run-
nions as a person to wvhom money should be
given. And the xnoney was paid to Runnions
by G. MciDona1d, as Runnions admits. This is,
thc saine as if H. S. Macdonald gave it himsehf.

The evidence of George McDonald snd that
of Runnions diflers as to the amount paid, but
this is immaterial-noney was paid.

Iu other cases Henry Sandfield Macdonald left
the giving of the money te George McDouald.
"ou discretion. " This wss a direct appoint-
meut of George MeDonald as agent. And in
exercise of this discretion, George MeDotiald
bribed Cannon and the two WorleYs.

l'he payments by Donald Miles McMillau to
the Chines and to Murray are other instances cf'
bribery. Iu the case of the Chines, MeMillan
paid mouey to them, or as he afterwardes ays to.
One of theni, nominally for the purehase of oatso,
but at the time of the alleged. purchase no-
quantity of oas was named, no time for deli-
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