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hospitaljty, even to tise extent of profusi,, Wvas be able to seewith reasonable certainty thst lie
struck at by the common law; " but lie goes on lias done this, before 1 eau set aside the élise-
to say in effect that it is now forbiddeu by the tion.
.Act of 1854, wlienever resorted to with the cor'-
rnPt intent of influencing voters.

lu the treating in quýestion there was the COMMON LAW tIAMBERS.
reverse oi profusionu there xvas 'lot nmore, umIllch less, than thse usual hospi talit, practise'ýd BAcoN, V~. CAMPIIEI.,L ET AI.
hy the respondent, so that there is really Do
roomI for sa-ying that the respondn Àa acu dministration ef Justice A et, 1873, sec. 24-Exam-
ated hy the intention of ingratiating hiniself iaatioi of defendanlt -Ejectrnent.1
'With the electors by profuse hospitality. 1 will One of two defendants in an action of ejectmaeft allowed
1113n this head quote the langitage of two learned judgment to go by defauit. HBeld, that he wus
.iudýges 'lot quoted iii the Gleiar2-y Case. nevertheless liable ta he examined under Adminis-

Inl the Walflngford Case, 1 O'M. & H. 59, Mir. trt1 o! ustce t, 1, ec5M. 24.ON.Justice Blackbnrn considers that the amount of ThsDes,, c ofebe 14e187. The pÂlain-treating je an elensant of consjderation nipon the Thesaauatoofecten. hepinquestion of intention, and obarves. '' Wlen we tif leiîa t .t the lands by reason of a
are "Ofl5idcrinî, as a 'natter of tact the evidence breach of a covencant in a ICasO not to assigu or
t'O ses whether'a sigu of that intention does ex- sub4-lt without leava. Campbell was sued as
lat, We nst as a matter of comînon sense sec on tise suli-lassee of hie co-defeudaînt Hayes, tawhat scala an\d1 to what extent it was (loue~. ',,3.îo whe. served withl the writ, hie hand-
Mr. Justice Willes in the Tn,îwortl Caýe,ib. 83 d iayng "«you must help me ont of thesays that it la «"obvions tijat the Legbslature did difcly" Hayes defeiided for the whole ofnaot intenld that every bit of breado nîo the land, but no appearauce was entared for
drinik given, to a voter in the conîse of au elc- Camnpbell, against wloio judgmneut wa& siguad
t'on, sh1o11l have theaffect of defeating that by defatilt. Subsequntly to thie the usual exc
electiOil and the samne Icarned jndge, in the part& order to examine Cainpbell was tkJ u

6hubrY 00-se, ib. 50, took occasion ta explain bunt by advice of counsel hae refusad to ba swarnbhtli ad doue in a pravions case, desirinig it when attending hefore the special examiner. Anot to ha snpposed " that treating l'y a single Isunmons was thlen takanl ont ta set aside the
glass Of heer wouid not be trcating if it wara order to examine.
really given to induce a manî to vote or not ta Mr. Armaur (Crawford & Crumbie) showed
Vote. Ail that hae bad cv,-r salîl was, that cause :The order ivas perfectly regular. The
that "Vas nlot suflicient ta l)ling his iuid ta tihe cause was st issue as ta the other defendants,
cncuio a ma vthe hyetOneitejt i u d the Act is broad enongl ta caver this case.einor a0 ma' vt y osali a quantity of iCamepbell did nat necessarily admit tise titie of

It Sene ai tacaue tatin. Teaîîîgplaintifi by allowîug judgment ta go ag-aiust
.per ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i sacrrtatT l hm by default. Hle wvss still in passes-P6rse crrut ct.Th inen ofth ne iust sion, sud it wvas sncbi a case as was contera-ha judged of by ail the circunistances by which plated by the 36 Vict., cal). 14, (Ont.) whichit la atteuded- If in this case the evidenca led enabies a plaintiff ta recover costs against aSue ta the conclusion that the respondent di.1 defendant who does nat defend an ajectment

rebuat h i n drt make for hmself a sit, on an affidavit of actual adverse possession.
reuainfor gond feilowasip and hospitality, The case is, soinewhat analogous ta that of a

sud thereby ta influence electors ta vote for defendant iii eciuity wbo disclainus, and who, iflîin, 1 should incline ta tbink it a spacies of costs are agkad agai.et bini, canuat avoid givingbribery which wonld avoîd'tise elaction at comn_ discovery by disclaiming : Daniall Ch. Pr., 5th
'nion law; but upou aeu coneideration of E. 1. Even if the defendant's possessionthe evidence,' it does not lead me ta that con- led nIt advrse lii interest ie adverse ta thecuin ThVe was not1hing wrong in the eye plaiiitiff s, and this is ail that je necessaryof the law in the resPondauîit mnakiiig luis canvasa under the Act. He plainly ideutified bis interestby imeeting the eiectors at taverne, aud bie does witli that of Hayes, by stating tîsat hie wouldnot seemn ta have abueed the occasions of sa have ta help him ont of the difficnlty. Evenmneeting them, l'y seeking ta, obtain tlaejr votes if Camîpbell wvare considerad as a moe witness,by pampering tijeir appetites for drink or hy hae couild liot evade discovery on that gronndother undue maus. 1 apprellend that 1 must Daniell, p. 255.


