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eau see that 'Mr. Campbell did not take anly

steps whatever to prevent ituproper expenditure,

and it ilit, therefore, be inferreul fromi bis con-

duct that hie thoughit it best not to take a glitfe-

ent c-ourse for fear, that it miglit have p.rnlidiee

respondent's chance of success in the contest.

1i îuust ooîîfes.s 1 have beeii very muii eh temhar

rassed iii comning to a conclusion in this iatter

satisfactory to nslyself. If it wvas ilot tiat i feit

eoniiuelled to look upoîs this brandi, of the case in

the nature of a penl procccding req1 niriîîg tiiet

the petitioner should prove bis ailegatiotîs affirmn-

ativeiy l)y satibfa'tory evidence, ciii that lie

nigýht have given. further evidencýe t) ]lave re-

pelied somne of the suggestions in respondent'si

favor, if sncbi suggestions wvere îîot reasonable

ones, 1 shouid feel bonnid to dlecide agatiîsst tic

respondent, but iooking at tic wvhole cabe i do

not tiuk 1 ought to do so.

It is found fron experienee that the provis-

ions contailned. iu the prescut laws now in force

in tlic Dominion aîîd in Ontario do not etièctu-

aiiy put an end to corrtIpt practices at elections,

and that iu order to dIo so if sviil be neeessary to

bring candidates within the highly peîîai pro-

visions of dcciariîîg this, when tbey violate the

law, incapable of being clected or holding office

for several years, election. jiidges Nvili probably

find theiselves comipeiled to take the saine

broad view of the evidence to sustaîn tbese

highly penl charges that experience conipellid

coiîmnittees of the House of Coiînmions to take

as fo the evidence necessary to set aside au eieg.c

tioli. 1 think tbe petitiouuer was steil %varranted

in contiiitiiig the ent 1niry as t) ilie persoil

ronipliiiy of the respondt'ist svith tie iliegal

acts tloue by bis aguents, andti hat lie is en-

t.itied to fuli eosf s, and thiat tie respondent

is not entified to any costs for obtainig bis

aliieuded particulars.

1 shall, lu aGcordance with Mir. Betbune's

request, report that respondent, by blis agents,
bas heen guilty of bribery, but that tbey were

not his, anthorised agents for thaf puirpose, and

tint 11o corruipt practices have been proven to

have becîs coînmiitted by or with the knowv1edge

,or consent of the responldent. Fronu rny present

view of the law 1 do îîot think tbat sncbl fii-

ing eau affect tbe status of the respondent as a

candidate at any future election under the

statiite, but 1 go0 ilake my report tiat tic pe-

titioner mnay blave wvhatever beniefits from it

bie thinks if iviii entitie bimi to. 1 wvil

certify that tie witnesses made fulil anti trne

answers to my gatisfaction.

aJi, ss' rsde iet/tl cosi s.
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A parent in sending bis child tui sehool surrenders to the
teacher sucb control over the chiid as is necessary for

the proper governmnent anti discipline of the sclool.
But where tise parent desires that the chiid shall omiit

a part cf the regular conrse of studY and ýo directs
1dmii, the teacher bas no paraînount antbority to en-

force the stndy of the oniitted part, aud corporal pun-

is'bment of tise chiid for disobedieuce ander 4~uch cir-
ctînistances is an tniafni assauit.

Tise fact that the schooi n'as a public one, in wbich tise

studies were prescribed by statute, held not Vo vary

tise generai ruie as to tise right of a parent to direct

tise onmissions o! part of tise prescribed studies.

Thsis ivas an action by Annie Morrow, tise

resposdeîst is error, against Wood, tise appel-

lant, for usaliciosîs prosecution. The plaintiff

was a teachier iii a public scîsool, and tise defeud-

aîst, Wood, wvas flic fistîer cf one of tise puiis,

a b)oy about twelve years of age. Defewlant's

clsild ou comnsg to tbe scbooi wvas directed by

plaistiff to take up certain studies iiuding
greograplsy. The boy, by coiiasd. of lus fatîser,

refnsed to sfudy geograpby, and for fis dis-

ebedicîsce svas pnnishcd by tic teaches'. The

father thereuponi coisnîienced a rosecution.

agaiîsst the teacheri for assansitt amijq bstteî'y.

Afteî' soisie .coniuîaîces the 1 5iosectstor faiied.

to appear before tlic justice, and tise oase svas

discontiiîied. Trhe tea-Iser then bi'ougiit this

actioni anid obtaiiied a verdict for' 8500, wlîere-

uspolite lcifeîîdant tooôk a Nwrit of v'roc to thsis
eouit.

B<',b(i' ié tJleu',,îu&'o, foi' apl)eiaiit.

Q. C. JI~'tàand O. B. T/ocfor appel-
ice.

Trle oiiiio-<s of tue coutf was dle1ivered byv

COLE, .J.-it is claiinied by tise couissel for

the defeudant tlhat tIse court beiow should. have

granted tise motion for a nonsîit, isecause al

tise evidence shiowedl that the criissîli prosecu-

tioxi againgt the plaintifi' for an alleged assauit
an d battery consmitted by bser upon tise infanît
son of the tiefendaut wvas neyer tîied ipoîs tise

merits, but w~as discoîitiîssied on ber motion
and agaiîsst the consent of the coxuplainanit in

that action. It is iusisted tîsat before an action
for maliciosis prosecution casu be mnai ntained, it
inust appear fiat tise cinsinai prosecution bas

been deternuiîsed ius favor of the party piosectf-

ed, hy a trial and acquittai, or tie prosecution
must hsave been îliscontinued against luis con-
sent.
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