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thThe next case mentioned in the p?ers is
at of Fleurant, but nothing was said about
18 case at the hearing.
e case to which the greatest importance
Pl?e}ns to be attached is that of Eusebe Laurin.
18 was said to be undue influence exercised
Y paying Laurin money to engage men to
£0 to the poll on nomination day to * keep
Order” g5 it was called. The money was paid
ly Mr. Ouimet; it was employed in part at
v?&St for some such purpose, and the balance
Yas offered back to Mr. Quimet, who said,
T}‘BSteq tranquille. On réglera plus tard.”
lere is nothing to connect Leblanc with
18 proceeding. There was some misappre-
Og‘nmon as to whether this money was
: mered to Mr. Ouimet or to Mr. Leblanc, but
ev‘.lst have been to Mr. Ouimet. Laurin’s
ldence makes this certain. He sa,s at
zge 98 that the language used was as I
ai :’l‘? mentioned, adding: “Comme je vous
sai d‘t tantdt.” Looking back to what he had
(p 7before, and to_ which he refers, we find
ang 4) that it was Mr. Ouimet who said this,
8a not Leblanc. We are not called upon to
ory Whether this money was used corruptly
Dot as long as Mr. Leblanc is not shown
connected with the payment of it.
Th‘he next case is that of Camille Leclaire.
Ie(l;s was an alleged promise of a place to
laire to induce him to vote for Leblane,
hiv 2lso the subsequent giving of a place to
elect; recompense him for his work in the
rt10n of 1882. All that is proved is that
- Ouimet was using influence on one
fuc‘“lOrl with Mr. Mousseau to get him to
by Mthe promise of a place previously made
oy r. Loranger, who had represented the
a Uty ; and Mr. Leblanc, who was not even
pr:sandldate at that time, happened to be
recrit-  We therefore consider that the
I‘eﬁmln_atory demand made against Mr.
anc in these particulars is unfounded.
the en there is a general pretension that
for 2 Was an organization to supply money
OF thig gleoti
ave L © ection, and that Mr. Leblanc must
b nown of it. We are of that opinion also;
T etO that extent merely ; and no further.
leatr® is no ovidence of his personal know-
%p%e of the manner of using that money, ex-
inst;lwhere some of it was used lawfully. For
Wag Tce, he must have known that money
Som, Supplied by Mr. Hughes. He himself got
roty 20d paid part of his deposit with the
mOnmmg officer, as he might legally do, with
0uix§y lie got from Mr. Hughes and Mr.
2 o003 but he is not connected versonally,
or 00" as we can gee, with any objectionable
therer WPt expenditure of that money. We
in ore acquit Mr. Leblanc of the charges
® counter-petition.
ron® Dext part of the case relates to the
r. Ou'mg taken by Mr. Gaboury against
timg, o 0et, This, too, was taken at the same
Berv&f'nd was produced with the answer and
upon Mr. Ouimet, whoappeared under

reserve, and moved to reject the demand
made against him, and which prayed for his
disqualification. That motion was granted
by Judge Mathieu, and we all agree it was
properly granted. Another notice, with a
copy of the bill of particulars against Mr.
Leblanc was afterwards served upon Mr,
Ouimet, and that notice was allowed to re-
main in the record for whatever it might be
worth. There appears to have been some mis-
apprehension as to the ruling of Mr. Justice
Papineau upon Mr. OQuimet’s motion to reject
this second notice. However that may be,
we have now to consider whether the section
270 of the Quebec election act reaches Mr.
Ouimet, who is not alleged to have been a
candidate at the election of 1882 ; but merely
to have acted in the interest of the candidate
who was Mr. Leblanc. The sections of the act
to be looked at are from 269 to 274 inclusive.
Sec. 269 disqualifies any candidate who may
employ any person as afanvasser or agent,
knowing that such person has, within eight
years, been found guilty of any corrupt prac-
tice by any competent legal tribunal, or by
the report of a judge.

Sec. 270 disqualifies any person found guilty
of any corrupt practice in any proceeding in
which, after notice of the charge, he has had
an opportunity of being heard.

Sec. 271 merely relates to the cessation of
the incapacity where such person is disquali-
fied upon the testimony of witnesses subse-
quently convicted of perjury.

Sections 272, 3 and 4 supply the means to be
used and the proceedings to be taken before
a party can be found guilty of corrupt prac-
tices, entailing both on himself a8 well as on
the candidate who may employ him, conse-
quences so serious and so penal. The maj ority
of the court think that these sections must be
taken together. We find that under 272, 273
and 274 a regular summons to appear at a

lace, day and hour fixed, must be issued

Ve find that if the party fails to appear, he
may be condemned on evidence already ad-
duced on the trial of the election petition ; but
that if he does appear, the caseistogoon asan
ordinary case, and (i‘udgment, after hearing,
is to be given on evidence then to be adduced.
We find it difficult to conceive that all these
safeguards should be provided if the party
could be found guilty after a mere ordinary
notice. We think that the words “after
notice” in this section are mere matters of
course, signifying that no judgment finding a
person guilty of corrupt practices could be
rendered without notice. We are strengthen-
ed in this view by the fact that our sections
972-3 and 4 are not found in any of the pro-
visions of the English Statute. The English
statute, however, does contain very much
the same provision as our section 270. The
Parliamentary elections act of 1868, sec. 45,
provides that “ any person other than a can-



