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The next case mentioned i n the papers is

that of Fleurant, but nothing was said about
thiS case at the hearing.

The case te which the greatest importance
F3oODIS te be attached is that of Eusebe Laurin.
This Was said te bo undue influence exercised
4 Paying Laurin money te engage men te
go te the pol on nomination day te " koep
Or'de" as it was called. The monoy was paid
bY Mr. Ouimet; it was ernployed in part at
iOast for somo slich purpose, and tho balance
ý,'V8 effered back te Mr. Onimot, whe said,

restez tranquille. On réglera plus tard."

TheIB is nothing te connect Leblanc witlh
thes ýcoeding. Thero w'as soe misappre-

benlo astowhether this money was
OtI're<I te Mr. Ouiiet or te Mr. Leblanc, but
'4iust have beoei te Mr. Ouimet. Laurin's
eridence makes this certain. Ho sa~ s at
- age 98 that the languago usod was as 1

aementioned, adding: "omme je vous
ai dit tantôt " Looking back te whiat ho had
Said before -and te whichi ho refers, we find
(r>. 74) that it was Mr. Ouimet whe said this,
a]id ne0t Leblanc. We are net called tipon te
Say Whether this money was used corruptiy
or 'lot as long as Mr. Leblanc is net sbewn
tO cnneted th the payment of it.
The noxt case is that of Camille Loclaire.

This Wus an alleged promise of a place te
1-4Olaire te induce him te vote for ]blanc,
an aise the subsequont giving of a place te

h'Ùte rocompense him for his work in the
eloc'tion of 1882. Ail that is provod is that
Mr. Oniniet was using influence on one
occasion with Mr. Mousseau te got him te
fil the promise of a place proviousiy mado

by Mr. Loranger, who hiad represented the
eou"tY * and Mr. Leblanc, who was net oen

candidate at that tume, happenod te ho
Di680ent. XVe therefore censider that the
l'eeinlinatory demand made against Mr.

Thalc in those particulars is unfoundod.
Ton there is a general pretension that

thore 'vas an organization te suppiy money
hathis eleýction, and that Mr. Leblanc must
Voknek1lwn of it. We are of that opinion aise;
'tet that oxtent meroly; and ne further.

10eeis ne evidence of bis personal know-
lgo of the manner of using that inonoy, ex-

Sept'where senie of it was used lawfully. F or
Ilatancee, ho must have known that money
Wse supplied by Mr. Hughes. Ho hinisoîf get

Rtrie, and paid part of bis deosit with the
"'t rng officer, as ho might iogaily do, with
raey 11e got from Mr. Hugrhes and Mr.

0nflet; but hle net connected oorsonaily,
8.r far as wvo can sec, with any objoctionabie

corl.uPt oxpenditure ofthat monoy. W
~~~oeacquit Mr. Leblanc of the charges

the cOunterpetition.
Th etpart of the case relates te the

tiràeOilnt hii, twau taken at tho sanie
an~d Wu p:educed with the answer and

%'dUpon, Mr. Ouimet, who appeared under

reserve, and moved te reject the demand
made against him, and which prayed for his
disqualification. That motion was granted
by Judgo Mathieu, and we ail agree it was
properly grantod. Another notice, with a
copy of tho bill of particulars against Mr.
Leblanc was afterwards served upon Mr,
Ouimet, and that notice was allowed te re-
nmain in the record for whatever it might be
worth. There appears te have been somo mis-
apprehiension as te the ruling of Mr. Justice
Papineau upon Mr. Ouimet's motion te roject
this second notice. However that may be,
we have now te consider whether the section
270 of the Quebec election act reachos Mr.
Ouimet, who is net alleged te have beon a
candidate at the election of 1882 ; but merely
te have acted in the interest of the candidate
who was Mr. Leblanc. The sections of the act
te be looked at are froni 269 te 274 inclusive.
Sec. 269 disqualifies any candidate whe may
employ any person as aitanvasser or agent,
knowing that such person bas, 'vithin 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 avypersen found guilty
of any corrupt practice in any proceeding in
which, after notice of the charge, he has had
an oppertunity of being heard.

Sec. 271 merely relates te the cessation of
the incapacity where such person is disquali-
fied upen the testimony of 'vitnosses subse-
quently convicted of perjury.

Sections 272, 3 and 4 supply the means te be
used and the proceedings te be takon before
a party can be found guilty of corrupt prac-
tices, entailing both on hinisoîf as 'eil as on
the candidate who may employ hini, conse-
quonces se serions and se penal. The majority
of the court think that these sections must bie
taken tegether. We find that under 272, 273
and 274 a rogular summons te appear at a
place, day and heur fixed, must bo issued-
We find that if the party fails te appear, he
may be condemned on evidence aiready ad-
duced on the trial of the election petition; but
that if he dees appear, the case is te, go on as an
erdinary case, and judgment, after hearing,
is te bo given on evidence then te be adducod.
We flnd it difficuit te conceivo that ail these
safeguards should be provided if the party
could ho found guilty after a more ordinary
notice. We think that the words " after
notice" in this section are more matters of
course, signifying that ne judgment finding a
person guilty of corrupt practices could bo
rendered 'vithout notice. We are strengthen-
ed in this view by tho fact that our sections
272-3 and 4 are net found in any of the pro-
visions of the English Statute. The English
statute, however, dees contaia very much
the sanie provision as our section 27. The
ParliamentarY eloctions act of 1868, sec. 45,
provides that " any person other than a can-
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