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at tho City of Lon Ion in the County of Middlesex, on Tuesday the fifteenth day of December 
instant, and that-at the conclusion of such trial I did determine and adjudge that the above named 
Crowell Willson was not duly elected and returned at the Election above referred to, and that the said 
Election of "the said Crowell Willson was and is void.

And it being charged in the said Petition that corrupt practices wore committed at the said Elec­
tion, I further certify that it has not been proved before me that any corrupt practice has been com­
mitted by, or with the knowledge and consent of the said Crowell Willson.

I further certify, that at the said trial it was proved before me that corrupt practices have been 
•committed by the following, persons viz:—(1) Thomas Thompson, and (2) James Maddigan.

I further certify, that it appeared to me upon the said trial that there was no reason to believe 
1 that corrupt practices extensively prevailed at the said Election.

And I have determined and adjudged that all costs, charges, and expenses of and incidental to the 
presentation of tho said Petition, and to the proceedings consequent thereon, shall be paid by the said 
Crowell Willson, he being the party opposing the said Petition.

Dated this 24th day of December, A. D. 1874.

me

J. G. SPEAGGE,
C.

CITY OF LONDON CONTROVERTED ELECTION.

Judgment delivered by Ilis Lordship the Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, on 10 th September, 1874.

Tho evidence has disclosed an enormous amount of bribery and corruption in this constituency.
The number of votes polled for the Respondent were about 1260, and there was direct proof of the 

expenditure of at least 39000 on his side, or ah average of over seven dollars for each vote. To this sum 
may be added various small amounts admitted to have been spent by parties in the course of the canvass.

Apart from the question of responsibility on Respondent’s part, I am strongly of opinion that there would 
be sufficient ground for declaring this Election void, as not being free but tainted and avoided by wholesale 
corruption.

It was not attempted to deny the prevalence of bribery, but it was urged that it was committed by 
persons for whose act the Respondent was not responsible.

The Respondent did not nominate Committees, but Committees were formed in tho different Wards by 
his friends.

This was a General or Central Committee.
It is clear that Mr. Dixon, the Secretary of the Reform Association, and also Secretary of the Respond­

ent’s Committee, recognized the Ward Committees, and paid moneys to them for expenses of the Election, 
being moneys received from Respondent for that purpose, and the expenses of these Committees were matters 
of discussion between him and Respondent.

I think there is no doubt on the evidence that many of the persons who admit having given money in 
bribing were Agents of Respondent to the extent of making him responsible for their acts, even though such 
acts were without ids knowledge, and even against his orders.

In Dr. Hagarty's case ho was a Committee man, three weeks canvassing, had a canvassing book, 
received from Dixon. Some $600 passed through his hands, mostly received from Smalhnan and Leaves, 
Respondent’s partners and Agents, as I will notice hereafter ;—received some money from Dixon for the 
Committee of "Ward No. 4; paid large sums, such as $120 for livery stable bills; used to see Respondent 
every day, and talk to him, as to how he was getting on, but did not speak to him as to the expenses. I have 
no doubt of this gentleman being an Agent. He deposes to at least nine cases of direct bribery.

II. C. Green also admitted bribery, and would be considered an Agent in my judgment. He was an 
active canvasser, paid rent for rooms, and was, I consider, well known to be working for Respondent.

Frederic Fitzgerald was active, and canvassing, to Respondent’s knowledge, and admits several acts of
bribery.

John C ampb ell, a gentleman who has been Mayor of London, and seconded Respondent’s nomination, was 
undoubtedly such an Agent, and Respondent well knew he was working for him. He admitted several 
distinct acts of bribery, chiefly in giving money to the wives of voters.

Joseph Broadbent was also an Agent in my judgment, and admitted the most distinct acts of bribery of
voters.

James Fitzgerald was an active Committee man, and made returns to the Ward Committee. Ho was 
foreman to Mr. John Campbell, and admitted paying money to bribe a voter through his wife.

John Doyle was on No. 1 Committee, canvassed for Respondent, and spent $91 of Committee money. He 
admits he offered bribes to several, but found they had been offered more before.

Robert Henderson was Chairman of No. 1 Committee; received $700 for the Ward, and received a small 
sum $50 or $75 from Dixon for Ward expenses. He admits one distinct act of bribery of a voter through his 
wife. He also made lavish disbursements in his Ward.

George Iliscox was canvassing, I consider, with Respondent’s knowledge. He admits distinct bribery.
Marvyn Knowlton had influence as a temperance man, and went with Respondent to canvass votes, and 

Respondent knew, I consider, that he was canvassing for him. lie received about $700, and paid $500 to one 
Robinson, a foreman in a large oil refinery, as Robinson said he had much influence with certain voters, and 
would like to have $500, and after consulting Reaves he gave him tho sum. Robinson spent some of it in 
bribing, and I consider Mr. Knowlton in this transaction, if not in other reckless payments, acted corruptly.
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