
paiu were de.stroy' ed or othierwise put ouft of the purvi
tiit Court, anid thlis strengthened the suspicion againSt
The- prvsidling Judge hiad no hesitation in avoiding the
tion, but as to the peýrsonal charge lie gave Mr. Walkè
benefit of thec doiibt, dlue te the fact that his olath was di
againsýt evidence entirely eircmstantial. Howecver, the
of Conunon Pleas, onl appeal, unanimously hield that lie
have hiad sonme knowledge of what wa.; done ini 1is hi
and pronioimed the penalty of disqualificaltion accordi

"What strikes oninost, forcibly in reading Ch'Iief j~
Hiagarty's judgment is his naive expression (if hiorror bc,
thie evidence disclosed 'an enormnous aniounit of briber,
corruption.' The ihole of the expenditure, icludtng i
of w1iich the Iegiiiacyi( was not, questioned, ainounted tc
$9,00o, and the, ntw sumn which brouglit about a sta
'whiolesale corruption' was just about the sum whiel,

Dulpsagent aiits on oathi to have gone for 'legit
exp~ses7It grieved thec Iearncd and amiable Chiief Ji

thaýt 'a. 111exuber of the legal profession shlould knovw
plave in thev bands of neuplu ien a suin 'like $
to be useud indbuhn and corrupting a constituiency
deseribesý the inquiry' as 'startlin)g,' and apeaks of the
amount of inischief and wickedness resulting froin ext(,
bribery' .' If therca are anY 'unscrupulous' election wc
in Mr. Dunlop>s party organization. it was certainly i

net to say dangerous, te place i their bards any coet;
able part of so suspiciously large a sumn as $7,000. fu
froni analogy, the inqaiiry in Nýorthi Renfrew may 1we
nioro 'startling' thian the oe that nmade Londo'n fa
for- a ge-neration.Y

The, motion was hefard by' MOSS, C.J.O., OSLER,
LENA, GARROWA, MACLAýREN;, JT.A.
IF. lTellmuth, K.C.. for Mr. Dunlop, thie a.pplica

A. B. Aylesworth, K.C., for Mr. Macdonald.
G.-uiow, J., referred te and quoted frein t.he deci

in: In re Clements, 46; 1. J. N. S. Ch. 383; Hlunt v. (
58 L. J. N. S. Q. fi. 490; The Queen v. Payne, [1K~
Q. B. 577; In re Lincouln Electioni, 2 A. R. 368: and
tiued :

It vill thus ho se that there is higli a-uthority fo
proposition that such an application as this should ori

grnedwere it clearîy appears that the course of ji
hebeen or is lice'ly te lie restricted or ixqpaired te the

jixdic. of the applicant tuies summnary puniFthment i
lietted upon the offender. If the article is xnerelyv libe


