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HOUSE.

Thursday, Feb. 5, 1903.
Prayer by the Rev. Mr. Chappell of
Presque Isle.
Papers from the Senate disposed of in
concurrence.

Senate Bills on First Reading.

An Act to increase and fix the salary
of the Assistant Librarian.

An Act to authorize the town of
Boothbay Harbor to construct a bridge
across the harbor in said town.

An Act to incorporate the Auburn
and Turner Railroad Company.

An Act to amend the charter of the
Msaine General Hospital.

The following Dbills, petitions, etc.,
were presented and referred:—

Judiciary.

By Mr. Law of Portland: Petition
of W. W, Sabin and 147 others relating
to the erection of structures on the
shores of interior waters of State of
Maine. N

Alsc: Petition of Dr. H. S. Emery
and 86 others in relation to same. -

Also: Petition of Dr. F. H. Gardner
and 40 others in relation to same.

Algo:  Petition of Alfred Burnell and
76 others of Westbrook in relation to
sanie.

By Mr. Mead of BRridgton: Petition
of F. W, Seavey and 20 others of Bridg-
ton for a bill relating to the drainage
of structures built on shores of the in-
terior waters of Maine.

Also: Petition of C. W. Hill and four
others of North Bridgton for same.

Also: Petition of A. S. Brown and 42
others of Bridgton for same.

By Mr. Sturgis of Standish: Peti-
tion of W, E. Wevmouth and 15 others
for a law regulating the drainage of
structures ervected upon the shores of
the interior waters of Maine.

Ry Mr. Ccok of Casco: Petition of
H. W. Hanson and 30 others for same.

Alsc: Petition of Dr. A. P. Reed and
52 others for same.

Also: Petition of C. D. Sylvester, M.
D. and 29 others for same.

Also: Petition of S. D. Meserve and
five others for same.

By Mr. Purinton of Gorham: Peti-
tion of Henry R. Stickney and 22 others
for same.

By Mr. Drew of Portland: Bill, An
Act to enlarge the powers of the
I’'rout’s Neck Water Company.

Legal Affairs.

Ity Mr. Farnsworth of Pembroke:
Remonstrance of J. B. Wutt and 40
others against the establishment of a
municipal court in the city of East-
port.

By Mr. Buzzell of Old Town: Remon-
strance against the passage of bill au-
thorizing the Orono Pulp and Paper
Company to generate, use and sell
¢lectricity.

Also: Remonstrance against the pas-
sage of Dbill authorizing the Bodwell
Water Power Company to generate,
use and sell electricity.

Py Mr. Knowlton of New Portland:
Bill, An Act to enlarge the powers of
the Carrabassett stock farms.

By Mr. Brewster of Dexter: RBill, An
Act tn extend the charter of the Dex-~
ter Water Company.

Also: PRill, An Act to extend the
time for the acceptance of the charter
of the city of Dexter.

Education.

By Mr.. Smith of Presque Isle: Pe-
tition of Mrs. G- W. Johnson and 37
other ladies of Presque Isle in favor of
Normal school in Aroostook county,
same to be located at Presaque Isle.

Also: Petition of Mrs. G. C. Upham
and 114 other ladies of Presque Isle in
favor of same.

By Mr, Hall of Fort Fairfield: Pe-
tition of R. 8. D. Jackson and 24 others
of Fort Fairfield in favor of same.

By Mr. Dilling of Baston: Petition
of Mrs. ¥. E. Smith and 99 other women
of Easton in favor of same.

By Mr. Mead of Bridgton: Bill, An
Act to amend Chapter 80 of the Public
Laws of 1899 relating to truant officers.

By Mr. Thomas of Topsham: Bill,
An Act to amend Chapter 216 of the
Public Laws of 1893 relating to the
maintenance of schools.

By Mr. Randall of Freeport: Bill,
An Act to amend Chapter 332 of the
Public Laws of 1897 relating to school
committres and superintendents.

Also: Bill, An Act to amend Chap-
ter 152 of the Public Laws of 1895 relat-
ing to State examination and certifica-
tion of teachers.
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By Mr. Purinton of Gorham: Re-
solve in favor of Gorham Normal
school.

Railroads, Telegraphs and Expresses.

By Mr. Hill of Winterport: BRBill, An
Act to incorporate the Winterport,
Frankfort and Prospect Electric rail-
way.

Ways and Bridges.

By Mr. Gagnon of Van Buren: Pe-
tition of assessors and inhabitants of
Connor Plantation for an appropriation
to build bridge across the Little Mada-
waska river in Connor Plantation.

Inland Fisheries and Game.

By Mr. Shackford of Harrington: Pe-
titicn of Joseph A. Coffin and 39 others
recommending the passage of an act
to prohibit all persons to hunt or shoot
game or catch fish on township No. 18,
‘Washington county.

By Mr. Waterhouse of Westbrook:
Petition of Springvale Fish and Game
club asking for the establishment of &
fish hatchery at Sebago lake.

Also: Petition of Charles L. Foss
and 11 others for same.

By Mr. Furbish of Rangeley: Peti-
tion of W. S. Heath and 29 others to
regulate fishing in streams in Salem.

By Mr. Foss of Hancock: Petition
of Will R. Havey and 36 others asking
for an act to regulate the taking of
black bass in the waters of Hancock
county. -

By Mr. Morrison ¢f Eden: Petition
of Osman Emery and 24 others of Eden
to regulate the taking of sea birds.

Shore Fisheries.

By Mr. McNamara of Thomaston:
Petition of R. E. Butler and 142 others
of Thomaston, Cushing and St. George
in favor of repeal of Section 41 of
Chapter 284 of the Public Laws of 1901,
in relation to the taking of smelts from
the Georges river.

Also: Bill, An Act to amend Section
41 of Chanpter 284 of the Public Laws of
1901.

Commerce.
By Mr. McNamara of Thomaston:
Bill, An Act to amend Section 43 of

Chapter 284 of the Public Lasws of 1901.

Counties.

By Mr. Boyd of Linneus: Remon-
strance of L. H. Floyd and 46 others
against proposed change of county line
betwzen Reed and Drew Plantations.

Alse: Remonstrance to  proposed
change of county line betiwveen Reed
Plantation and Drew Plantation.

towns.

By Mr. Patterson of Industry: Peti-

tion of A. D. Hines, Frank Hutchinsg
and I. N. Stanley selectmen of Kingfield
and 22 others to set off 600 acres of the
town of Freeman and annex same to
the town of Kingfield.

By Mr. Thornton of Ashland: Peti-
tion of Israel Gardner and 115 others of
Ashland praying for separation of
Sheridan Plantation, so called, from
~ashnland.

Also: Bill, An Act for the separation
of Sheridan Plantation, so called, from
Ashland.

Public Charities and State Bene-
ficiaries.
By Mr. Garcelon of Lewisten: A

statement of facts accompanying a re-
solve in favor of the society of the
Sisters of Charity of Lewiston.

Temperance.

2y Mr. Maybury of Saco: Petition
of Daniel I.. Lord and 56 others in favor
of resubimission.

By Mr. Weeks of Fairfisld: Petition
of A. B. Page and 70 others of Fairfield
for same.

By Mr. (ole of East Livermore:
Protest of H. D. Bryant and 30 others
of Lewiston against resubmissien.

Also: Protest of A, K. Spofford and
22 others of Leswiston against same.

Also: Protest of E. K. Smith and 8
cthers of T.ewiston against same.

Also: Protest of O. B. Cheney and 11
members of the faculty of Bates Col-
lege of Lewiston against same.

Alen: Protest of Ellen C. Salley and
8 others of Lewiston against same.

Also: Protest of the W. C. T. T. of
Lewigton censisting of 75 members
against same.

Alsn: Protest of Rev. G. D. Holmes
and 42 others of Lewiston against same.

Bv Mr. Allan of Portland: Remon-
strance of Henry W. Noyes and 52
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otherg of New Gloucester against By Mr. Clarke of Nobleboro: Re-~

same, monstrance of J. P. Huston and 19 oth-
Also: Iemonstrance of A. H. Gran- ers of Newcastle against same.

nell and others against same.

Ry Mr. Weatherbee of Lincoln: Re-
monstrance of Rev. M. Kearney and 27
others of Linccln against same.

By Mr, Page of Skowhegan: Remon-
strance of H. C. Judkins and 23 others
of Skowhegan against same.

By Mr. Puarinton of Gorham: Re-
monstrance of Lorana H. Strout and 27
other against same.

By Mr. Littlefield of Rockland: Re-
monstrance of W. E. T.ombard and $8
others of Camden against same,

Also: Remonstrance of M. F. Han-
ley and 174 others of Appleton and
vicinity against same.

By Mr. Wentworth of Lebanon: Re-
monstrance of Rev. James Boyd and 2
others of North Berwick against same.

By Mr. Randall of Freeport: Remon-
strance of R. H. Gilman and 125 others
citizens of Freeport against same.

By Mr. Abbott of Shapleigh: Re-
monstrance of E. H, Day and 24 others
of Waterboro against same.

By Mr. Hill of Winterport: Remon-
strance of F. L., Marston and 44 others
of Brownfield against same.

Also: Remonstrance of Walter A.
Danforth and 16 others residents of
Bangor against same,

By Mr. Twambly of Kennebunkport:
Remonstrance of S. E. Sennett and 144
others of Kennebunkport against same.

By Mr. Mewer of Old Orchard: Re-
monstrance of Rev, J. Burnham Da-
vis of Ocean Park and 25 others against
same,

By Mr. Tripp of Lyman: Remon-
strance of Thomas Clark and 45 others
of L.yman against same.

By Mr. Wentworth of Lebanon: Re-
monstrance of C. W. Kelly and 92 oth-
ers of North Berwick against same.

By Mr. Thomas of Topsham: Pro-
test of Mrs. L. D. Small and 29 others
against same.

By Mr. Hill of Winterport: TResolve
of favor of the Winterport Civic asso-
ciation against same.

By Mr. Dilling of Easton: Remon-
strance of John Banks and 169 others
of Mars Hill against same.

Also: Remonstrance of Roland
Pierce and 46 others of Blaine against
same.

Also: Remonstrance of James Stet-
son and 23 others against same.

By Mr. Bailey of Bradford: Remon-
strance of Thomas H. Wentworth and
81 others of Bradford against same.

By Mr. Williams of Williamsburg:
Petition of M. F. Hobbs and 180 others
of Milo for retaining and enforcing the
prohibitory liquor law and respectfully
protesting against the resubmission of
said law.

By Mr. Josselyn of Portland: Re-
mongtrance of Rev. Louis Malvern and
143 cthers of Portland against same.

By Mr. Davis of Waterville: Peti-
tion of I. 8. Bangs and 120 others of
Waterviile in favor of resubmission;
of M. D. Butterfield of Hartland and 50
others for same; of B. L. Blagden of
Wiscasset and 17 others for same; of
R, E. Bradley and 19 others of Port-
land for same.

Taxation.
By Mr. Teylor of Wiscasset: Re-
monstrance of H, W. Barter and 11

others members of Wiscasset Grange
against reduction of savings bank tax.

Also: Remonstrance of Charles G.
Hal!l and 15 others of Dresden against
same.

Algo: Remonstrance of Charles E.
Allen of Dresden against same.

On motion of Mr. Weeks of Fairfield
these three remonstrances were placed
on file, as the bill hay already been re-
ported by the committee.

Waldo County Delegation.

By Mr. Clark of Prospect: Bill, An
Act regulating the compensation of the
county commissioners of Waldo county.

York County Deiegation.

Dy Mr. Abhbott of Shapleigh: Bill, An
Act for the better protection of deer in
the county of York.

Orders.

On motion of Mr. Merriam of Morrill,

Ordered, That the use of the Hall of
Representatives he given to the speak-
¢r of the national road congress this
evening 1o <discuss the question of good
roads.

On motion of Mr. Oakes of Auburn,
the order extending an invitation to
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Hon. Martin Dodge and President
Morse to address a joint session of the
Legislature, was taken from the ta-
ble, and on further motion by the same
gentleman it was indefinitely post-
poned.

Mr. Williams of Williamsburg, pre-
sented the following petition out of
order: Petition of U. H. Sumner and
16 others of Willlamsburg .to make
valid the doings of the town of Wil-
liamsburg, and moved its reference to
the commitiee on legal affairs.

Report of Committees.

Mr. Coyne from the committee on
Governor’s message, reported that that
portion of the message relating to for-
estry be referred to the committee on
agriculture.

Same gentleman from same commit-
tee, reported that that portion of the
message relating to schools for the
deaf Dbe referred to the committee on
education.

Mr. McFaul from the committee on
. legal affairs, on bill, An Act to incor-
porate the Hancock Water, Light and
Power Company, reported that the
same be printed and recommitted.

Mr. Oakes from the same committee,
on hill, An Act to amend Chanter 42
of the Revised Statutes relating to tim-
bers upon rivers, streams and adja-
cent lands and to extend its provis-
ions to timber found in the ocean or

any inlet thereof, reported ought not
to pass.
Mr. Daniels from the committee on

railroads, telegraphs and expresses, on
bill, An Act to authorize the Wiscasset,
Waterville & TFarmington Railroad
Company to build branches in Wins-
low. Waterville and Oakland, report-
ed ought not to pass.

Mr. Libby from the committee on
judiciary, on hill, An Act to anthorize
the town of Monson to remove the
hodies of deceased persons, reported
a bill in & new draft under same title
and that it ought to pass.

Mr. littlefield from same committee,
on hill, An Act to legalize the doings
of the Portland & Rumford Falls
Railroad, reported ought to pass.

Mr. Weeks from same committee,
on bill, An Act to increase the cor-
porate powers of the Newport Light
and Power Company, reported a bill

in a new draft under same title and
that it ought to pass.

Same gentleman from same com-
mittee, on bill, An Act to legalize the
doings of the Rumford & Rangeley

Lakes Railroad Company, reported
cught to pass.

Mr. Shaw from the committee on
on bill, An Act to grant additional
power to the Portland & Brunswick
Street Railway, reported ought to
pass., :

Mr. Shaw from same committee on
Bill, An Act to amend the Charter of
the Lewiston, Brunswick and Bath
Street Railway. reported ought to pass.

Mr. Burrill from same committee on
Bill, An Act to authorize the Norway
and Paris Street Railway to lease the
property and franchises of the Oxford
Light Company, reported ought to pass,

Mr. Daniels from same committee on
Boll, An Act to extend certain fran-
chizes held by the Wiscasset, Water-
ville & Farmington Railroad Company,
reported ought to pass.

Mr. Boyd from same committee on
bill, An Act to amend and extend the
charter of the Waldo Street Railway,
revorted ought to pass.

Mr. Kimball from same committee
on bill, An Act to amend the charter
of the Augusta, Winthrop & Gardiner
Railway, reported ought to pass.

Mr. Clarke from same committee on
bill, An Act to grant additional powers
to the Waterville & Oakland Street
Railway, reported ought to pass.

Mr. Burrill from same committee on
bill, An Act to amend the charter ot
the Rockland, Thomaston & Camden
Street Railway, reported ought to pass.

Mr. Shaw from same committee on
bill, An Act to incorporate the Swan’s
Island Telephone & Telegraph Com-
pany, reported ought to pass.

Mr. Maybury from the committee on
hanks and banking on bill, An Act to
extend the charter of the Cumberland
Trust Company, reported ought to nass.

Mr. Maybury from same committee
on bill, An Act to extend the charter
of the Camden Trust Company, re-
ported ought to pass.

Mr. Maybury from same committee
on bill, An Act to incorporate the
Pittsfield Trust & Banking Company,
reported bill in a new draft under same
title and that it ought to pass.
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Mr. Knowlton from the committee on
ways and bridges on bill, An Act to
amend Section 10 of Chapter 19 of the
Revised Statutes relating to the law
of the road, reported ought to pass.

Mr. Oakes of Milford, from same
committee vn bill, An Act to amend
Section 84 of Chapter 6 of the Revised
Statutes relating to ways and bridges
in unincorporated townships, reported
ought to pass.

Mr. Shackford of Harrington, from
the committee on shore fisheries on pe-
tition reported bill, An Act to amenad
Chapter 25 of the Private and Special
Laws of 1399 relating to taking eels
in Bagaduce river, bay and tributaries,
and that it ought to pass.

Mr. Stearns from the committee on
claims on resolve in favor of the town
of Island TFalls, Reported ought to
pacs. (Referred to committee on ap-
propriations and financial affairs under
joint rules.

Mr. Barker from the Penobscot
county delegation reported in a new
draft bill, An Act to amend Chapter
52 of the Public Laws of ‘1895 relating
to the salary of the register of pro-
bate for the county of Penobscot, and
that it ought to pass.

The reports were accepted and bills
and resolves ordered printed under
joint rules.

First Reading of Printed Bills and Re-
solves.

An Act to amend Section 47 of Chap-
ter 77 of the Revised Statutes relating
to the times of holding terms of su-
preme judicial court in Knox county.

An Act to extend the charter of the
Eagtport bridge.

An Act to amend Section 4 of Chapter
91 of the Revised Statutes relating to
notice of foreclosure on a mortgage of
personal property.

Resolve in aid of the Temporary
Home for Women and Children at
Portland.

Passed to Be Engrossed.

An Aect to regulate the placing of
permanent moorings in harbors.

An Act to authorize the Kennebec
Light & Heat Company to issue bonds.

An  Act to ratify mortgage of Fish
River Railroad.

An Act to ratify the lease or author.
ize the sale of the Fish River Railroad
to the Bangor & Aroostook Railroad
Company. ’

An Act to ratify and confirm the
consolidated mortgage made by the
Bangor & Aroostook Railroad Com-
pany.

Passed to Be Enacted.

An Act to provide in part for the ex-
penditures of government for the year
1903.

Orders of the Day.

On motion of Mr, Allan of Portland,
House document No. 36 was taken from
the table, and on further motion by
the same gentleman was referred to the
committee on banks and banking.

On motion of Mr. Smith of Presque
Isle, House document No. 39 was taken
from the table, and on further motion
by the same gentleman it was referred
to the committee on counties.

On motion of Mr. Oakes of Milford,
the vote was reconsidered whereby the
House referred to the committee on
wayvs and bridges, Resolve for repairs
of highways in Upton, Lincoln Planta-~
tion., Township C, in Oxford county,
and on further motion by the same
gentleman it was referred to the com-
mittee on State lands and State roads.

On motion of Mr. Putnam of Houlton,
House document No. 40 was taken from
the table, and on further motion by the
same gentleman it was referred to the
committee on legal affairs.

Lewiston Contested Election Cases.

Mr. WEATHERBEE of I.incoln: Mr.
Speaker, I move that the minority report
of the committee on elections be substitut-
ed for the majority report.

I will say that, at the September elec-
tion, held in Lewiston, Messrs. Garcelon,
Morey and Coyne were the nominees of
the Deriocratic ticket for Representatives

to this Legislature. Messrs.  Haskell,
Iittle and Kelley were the nomineces
upon the Republican ticket. TUpon the

votes as they appear to have ‘been cast
that day by the ward officials whose duty
it was to count them, Garcelon appears
to have 1652 ballots, Morey 1645, Covne
1644, Faskell 1598, Little 1594 and Kelley
1613. On the face of the returns, Garce-
lon, Morey and Coyne appear to have
been elected; and those returns were sent
to the Governor and Council; and tney,
as it is their duty in such cases, decided
that Messrs. Garcelon, Morey and Coyne
were elected on the face of the returns.
It was not in their power to go behind the
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returns and inquire into the validity of
the election—whether any fraud entered
into the balloting or to eliminate the ille-
gal or improper votes. Their duty was
to declare the results upon the face of the
returns as they came from the city of
Lewiston; and they did that.

Now, the contestants—the Republican
nominees, Haskell, Little and ZXelley,—
came to this House with a remonstrance:
and they allege that there were gross
frauds perpetrated in the city of Lewiston
upon that election day; and that, by vir-
tue of those frauds, the Democratic nom
inees were elected. They charge, among
other things, that the Democratic city
clerk, prior to the election, abstracted a
bunch containing 60 ballots from each or
several wards; and that, in Ward 6 there
were 26 more votes in that ballot box than
had been delivered out during the day
by the ballot clerks; and they have alsu
alleged that 8 persons whose names were
checked as the men having voted in Wara
€ that day were not in the city and did
not participate in the election. They al-
lege further that, subsequent to the elec-
tion, the ballots were mutilated or chang
ed, and that the checklists used in Ward
6 were subsequently to the eiection muti-
lated and changed.

The burden of proof is upon them, in the
first instance. The sitting members have
only to show their certificate of election
toc make out a prima facie case. That
they have done. Your committee upon
elections have devoted considerable time
to .the examination of all the evidence in
the case, and have come to an agreement,
practically upon all the facts connected
with thig case. They allege that it has
been sufficiently proven that the Demo-
cratic city clerk did abstract 60 ballots
from each of several wards in the city
of Lewiston; and it must be admitted that
that abstraction was done for a purpose.
It was an unlawful act; and the man who
committed it must have had some object
in view; and the only object he coula
have had was either to vote or have those
ballots voted, that the candidates of hig
party might be successful in that contest.
We are satisfied that at least 26 of thosc
ballots were fraudulently deposited in
Ward 6 ballot box. A majority of this
committee contend that the fraud stopped
there—that it goes no further. A minori-
ty of the committee say that they do not
know the extent of the fraud-—that they
are unable to tell—that the fraud is of
such a nature that it is almost impossible
to define its limits. Now, I cannot say
how many of those ballots might have
been used to the advantage of the Demo
cratic party in wards other than six and
escape detection by your commititee. Men
who are so contemptible as to sell their
votes are men whose words are not to
be taken; and if Democratic officials are
to buy ballots, they desire to know that
they have received their goods before they
pay for them, and they have ballots on
hand. They mark a ballot and they de-
sire it to be deposited in the box. They

tell the person whom they have purchased
that he must take that ballot which they
have marked and which they can distin-
guish later on, to the polls, and that, at
the polls they will receive a ballot from
the ballot clerk. The ballot so received
they must place in their pocket, and the
ballot which the Democratic official has
given the voter is deposited in the Dbox,
and then the voter returns and gives up
the ballot which he has received from the
ballot clerk. In this way, many of the
ballots abstracted in other wards than
Ward 6 may have been unlawfully used.

Now, the facts in this case, as they
have been established, are that subse-
quent to the election, ballots deposited i
the ballot boxes in the city of Lewiston
on that day were mutilated and changed.
The evidence of that fact is indisputable,
because when the ballots are counted at
the polls they are left in a pile, one upon
another; and upon an inspection of those
ballots it was found that the Republican
nominee’s name was scratched out ana
the name of Michael A. Coyvne written in.
Upon examining that ballot they find that
the indenttation of the writing extended
the ballot below with such definiteness
that the name of Michael A. Coyne could
be read; and it even extended to the thira
ballot; and there were several such cases.
It clearly demonstrates the fact that
those hallots were tampered with subse-
quent to the election; and, your minority,
contend, and 1 think the majority also,
that such tampering with the ballots ren-
ders those ballots worthless for any pur-
poses of recounting and that the con-
testants in this case were deprived of
their privilege of a recount, as the law
provides.

We find that, even at the volls upon
that day and upon that morning—and the
majority agree to this—that that ballot
box was not sealed as the law contem-
plates. It was sealed by dropping a little
sealing wax upon one or two screws
which held the cover to the box; and this
cover could have been removed, and the
hox tampered with and the screws replac-
ed, and detection would not nhave follow-
ed, by the simple act of breaking the seals
—and that the checklists which the law
provides shall Le sealed and sent to the
clerk, were not sealed at all. They were
so indifferent about the care of that
checklist that the ward officials are unable
to tell you who took it to the city clerk;
and they also admit that it never was
sealed; and it went to the city clerk in a
manner in violation of our laws.

Now, we find, at 4 o’clock on the after-
noon of the election, that upon counting
the number of ballots which were left in
the hands of the ballot clerk in Ward 6,
deducting that from the number which
he had on hand when the polls opened—
we are able to tell the number of ballots
which he had delivered out and which
should have been in the ballot box; and
the count of the checklist at that time
revealed the exact number of names
checked as ballets given out. They tallied
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exactly. Upon counting the ballots they
found that they overran 26.

Now, those are the facts in the case
and they are agreed to by both the minor-
ity and the majority of your committees.
Bui, after we agree upon these facts, we
are unable to agree further. The major-
ity of the committee say that the proper
solution is to eliminate the 26 votes which
were unlawfully placed in the ballot box,
and either to eliminate the eight votes
which were proven to have been put in
there by men whose names were upon
the list or placed in there and fictitious
names checked off to tally with them—
that those eight, with one more of the
same nature thrown elsewhere in the city,
with the 26, should be deducted from the
count of the Democratic nominees. That
result would unseat Michael A. Coyne and
seat in his place Stephen J. Kelley, and
would place the majority of Mr. Garcelon
?ﬁt 19 and the majority for Mr. Morey at

But the minority say that it is not the
pruper solution—that since you have es-
tablished fraud and have connected it
with the officials of the ward, the whole
returns of that ward is so contaminated
that it is not to be believed, and that you
are unable to separate the false from the
true or the good from the Dbad; and we
contend we have sound legal precedent to
establish our position.

Now there is a great difference between
general fraud which is attributable to the
officers of a ward themselves, and to im-
proper or illegal hallots. We claim that
if a person who has no right to vote in
I.ewiston participated in 1he election.
that that is an illegal ballot and that it
should properly he deducted from the
count; and the majority contends that
that is true. The majority of the com-
mittee also contends that if you show
general fraud, then you must limit that
fraud and show that its extent is suffi-
cient to change the results, or you should
not eliminate the returns from the ward
or town, as the case may be; and I con-
tend here, that that is not sound law—
that there are numerocus decisions which
dispreve that; but I shall occupy your
time with the reading of but one decision,
and that is one rendered by one who
now occupies a seat upon the bench of
one of the highest tribunals in the whole
world—a member of the United States su-
preme court.

(See Kansas Reports, Veol. II, Webb..
p. 320 et seq., Russell vs The State, ex rel.
Nicholson.)

In the case now before you we do not
say that you should deprive. legal voters
.of their votes, but we do say that the re-
turns—the prima facie evidence that at-
taches to the returns—has been overcome
and that the returns from that ward
should be eliminated; and those honest
voters who voted in that ward should
prove by testimony that they so voted.
and then their votes should be counted.

But, aside from the law touching this
case, I believe that this Legislature, upon

even higher grounds—upon the question
of good morals and good governmeni—
will see to it that their action, today, is
not a precedent that will permit base and
lawless persons to pervert the will of a
majority of the people. If you contend, as
the majority of this committee has con-
tended, that you are only to eliminate
the fraud—the general fraud to the extent
which you find it—then you simply invite
the commission of a fraud. You say to
the people of Lewiston and the people of
the eutire State: “You may commit what
what fraud—all the fraud you can—you
may stuff your ballot boxes and mutilate
your checklists—you may vote non-resi-
dents and cthers who have no Tight to
vote, and so far as we cannot detect the
actual extent of that fraud, you shall
profit by such unlawful acts. You have
everything to gain and nothing to lose.”

Now, whether the ward officers of Ward
6 were in any conspiracy to pollute the
ballot hox: John Finn, a Democratic ex-
alderman of Lewiston, says that a Dem-
ocratic police officer came to him and said
that IL.ambert was putting in a whole
bunch of ballots into the box. He went
right to the Democratic warden and ask-
ed him if it were true—if Lambert had
put in a bunch of ballots. The reply was:
“Ieep still about it. He will fix it all
right.”” He then went to Mr. Lambert
himself and asked him about it, and Lam-
bert said: “Keep still about it. I can
check off encugh of Canadian names to
offset it.”” Now, Lambert denies that, and
well he might. He is in such a position
that he must deny it; but there are cir-
cumstances which surround the transac-
tion that corroborate the testimony of
Mr. Finn. 7The fact is that names were
checked off to cover up the frauds com-
mitted by the Democratic officials in that
ward that day.

This is not a question of men, nor of
policy, but of principle. It is not right
to say, because we have such a great ma-
jority in this House, that we will be
generous with the minority. We shall be
most generous when we are just; and
whoever would settle this contest upon
sucil a. basis as that would also say that
whenever the Democratic party is nearly
equal to us in strength in this IHouse,
we have a perfect right by policy to un-
seat some in order that we may have a
good working majority.

L ask you, gentlemen, simply to do jus-
tice—set such a precedent that in years to
come your acts may be an honor to your-
self and a protection to the bhallot box.
(Applause).

Mr, ABEDTT of Shapleigh: Mr. Speak-
er—In deciding this case which is now,
before us we should not be influenced by
any theughts or offers of ccmpromise,
neither should we be influenced solely by
a question of what we think right.

What then shouald guide us in the
determining thiy case?

I answer; the law as applied to the
facts of the case. We have no right to
take the bit in our teeti and belt and de-
cide this use awarding to sentiment or
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awarding to our ideas of what is right
without regard to the law.

We should be fair to the Democratic
candidates. Polities should not enter in-
1o the consideration of this case. On the
other hand: we ishould not shrink from
our duty through fear of being called un-
tair partisans. ’

In looking over the majority report we
find some parties we wish to criticise.
Right here 1 want to say that I do not tor
a moment question the honesty of the
members of the committee making the
majority rveport. They are honest but
misguided. They have misconstrued the
law in the cases cited. In my business
as lecturer if I should make such prop-
ositions of law as were made by the com-
mittee in this report and cite the cases
cited py the committee as authorities to
cstahlish the truth of those propositions,
there would he a perfect storm of pro-
test at the next lecture. In other words
a body of undergraduate students in a
law school would, on reading the cases,
have at once detected the fallacy of the
propositions. We shall expect and find
even rore intelligence in this deliberative
body which is now ftrying to determine
this case. In the case of Prince vs. Skillin,
71 Me., 373, the court said “The extra vote
should never be rejected, when it is pos-
sible to ascertain the fraudulent vote.”
“(Now there ig no allegation whatever
that illegal or fraudulent votes were
cast).” We agree that such is the
law. the majority Teport agrees
that such is the law. How then
with this statement of the law do they
reach the conclusions found in their re-
port? They agree there were at least 26
illegal votes and probably at least 9
others on the one hand and 6 on another
that were fraudulent, and vet they ask
us 1o believe that only that number of
votes were fraadalently cast. We agree
with them that when it is possible to
assertain the frauvdulent vote the whole
should not be rejected. Buat have they
shown the exact extent of the fraud
commitied? The evidence shows that at
least so many votes were fraudulent.
What evidence have we, except perhaps
the unsupported testimony of the very
perpetrators of the fraud, that many
other votes were not fraudulent?

Prince vs. Skillin is not in point at all
in this use. In that case the guestion
arose simply over whether or not two
ballots marked scattering should be re-
turned. No fraud whatever entered into
the case. The fact then that in the case
of P. & 8. the extra vote was not rejected
is of no value in determining this case be-
cause no fraud was proven and the
votes which it was claimed should have
been counted were two and two only and
could not possibly have chianged the re-
sult. In other words there was no fraud-
ulent voting, but merely a question of
counting two votes.

In the committee report, page 9, about
half way down the page, we find the
following: “‘No one will, for a moment,
intend that, if fraud is proved, which
by no possibility could extend beyond five
votes, in a case where a majority for the
successful candidate was one hundred,

that on that account the whole poll
should bhe excluded.”

The words, ‘“by no possibility could
extend beyond five votes were well put,”
and this body of intelligent men cannot
fail to see at once that they play right
into the hands of the minority report.
Answer me this guestion, "Does the ev-
idence show, ' that by no possibility,” *’
could this fraud have extended beyond
26 votes or even beyond 58 votes?’ They
admit that it bty any possibility, (they
can't complain of that, I'm using their
own words), the fraud could have ex-
tended beyond 53 votes then Ward 6
should be rejected, and yet, in the report
they ask that the contesiants have 100,
prove beyond a reasonable doubt that
enough fraudulent ballots were cast to
change the election It'is self evident in
reading the case of Prince vs. Skillin
that it is dircctly contra to the conclu-
sions as rendered by the committee. Our
next point is in regard to the burden of
proof as evplained by the committee
on page 10, in their report. They cite
Attorney-General vs. Newell, 8 Maine,
277, and attempt to show that it is not
authority for rhe statement that the bur-
den is on the incumbent to pruve his
valid election. Without giving any au-
thorities or reasons, except those stated
a few moments ago, and which were
shown to have been based on defective
reasoning, they wassume that the bur-
den of proof rests on the contestants in
this case, and that they must prove a
suflicient number of illegal votes to have
changed the election, thus in effect al-
lowing the parties who have been proven
guilty of fraud to lie complacently back
while the contestants, having fairly
proven fraud, fail to obtain their just de-
serts, simply because they cannot vrove
beyond a reasonable doubt (see page 11
0f the report) that a few votes which
would have changed the election were
fraudulent.

In the name of right, commonsense and
justice, such should not be the law. By
judicial decision such is not the law.

In the case of Attorney-General vs.
Newell, cited in the report, it was held
that the returns heing shown to he
fraudulent, the burden is on the incum-
bent to show enough legal votes to elect
him.

The report in citing this case, attempts
to show that this principle does not ap-
ply to the case before us. Why does it
not apply? The statement of error on
page 10 as to quo warranto, why shouldn’t
the same principle apply here, A person
whe has been seated as a member of this
House, has a certificate of election, If
that is shown to be fraudulent he stands
zs if he had no such certificate at all,
and the burden is on him to show a suffi-
cient number of legal votes to elect him.
Wow, then. can it be claimed that the
burden i on a contestant to prove beyond
a reasonable doubt just how many rraud-
ulent votes were cast.

The report says near top of page 10
that the burden of proor does not shift
as the case progresses. True, and on that
one point we will sustain our case. You
will ‘admit that any incumbent of the
office cannot take his seat and hold it
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without giving sure evidence of his right
to it. If he is challenged by anyone can
he lie hack and say: ““Prove that I am
not entitled to it?” No, he must pro-
duce his certificate or other evidence of
his valid election. On whom, then is the
burden of proof? On the incumbent, isn't
it? and yet, the report says and we agree
with it that the hurden never shifts.
¥rom the beginning the burden is on the
incumbent to prove his election valid.
'That bhurden is so shown in the first in-
stance Ly the production of his certifi-
cate of election, this certificate having
been rebutted by evidence of fraud which
might possibly have changed the result
of the votes, then the certificate being
shown to be invalid, the incumbent stands
as if e had no certificate, and he must
go on and prove that in spite of the
fraud yet he has a sufficient pumber of
legial votes to elect him. :

In other words, an uncertain number
of votes having been shown to be illegal
in this case, and, according to law, the
returns for Ward 6 should be thrown out
and the incumbents should be allowed
only such votes in this ward as they
proved were legally cast for them. They
have shown 1o such votes, they should be
entitled to none.

The claim has been made that both
sides cheated in this ward. We have no
evidence of such, and, if such is true, all
the more wreason why the whole ward
should be thrown out.

The fact that it happens to be three
Republicans who would gain by adopi-
ing the mincrity report is immaterial in
deciding the Iaw or the justice ™ this
case. Politics shonld not enter into it,
anr I believe that influence in it has not.
The fact that Democrats committed the
fraud should not.. On the other hand we
should not be blinded by sentiment, nor
a false sense of what constilutes unfair-
ness. Our =zest to be fair to the
Democratic incumbents should not cause
s to overstep the bounds and be unfair
to the Republican constituents. It is no
worse for the idinnocent incumbents to
guffer that it would he to keep the would-
be incumbents from . their just deserts.

The opposition will attempt to show
thiat 26 ballots were the extent of the
fraud. What evidence have we that the
first count was not correct? Those bal-
lots were counted and then as soom as
it was known a recount would be asked
for they were mautilated so as to render
an accurate recount impossible. (See
committee report, page 13.)

Does not that fact alone prove that if
there had been a recount the three Re-
publican constituants could have gained?
Hlse why were the ballots mutilated?

To sum up, the evidence shows that at
least 26 ballots were added, very good
evidence that nine other votes were
illegally cast, and that the ballots were
mutilated to prevent a recount which is
conclusive evidence that the first count
was not correct. What reasonable man
can claim that the fraud hag been shown
to have been confined to such limits that
it 1(’.(‘)7uld not possibly have change the re-
sult?

We claim that it has been shown to
have been so general that it not only
might possibly have changed the result,
but that without doubt it did change the
result.

The majority and minority agree on the
facts and the only conclusion to be
reached is that had the majority rightly
construed the law in the cases cited in
support of their report they would have
reached the same conclusion as was
reached by the minority.

Sir, it is not solely a gquestion of right
and wrong, it is never a question of com-
promize or sentiment, but shall we decide
this casc according to the law as the law
clearly) exists, today. I think we should
and I sincerely hope the minority report
will be adopted. (Applause.) .

Mr. POTTER of Brunswick: Mr. Speak-
er, I remember, a good many years ago,
in one of the galleries of this House, of
hearir.g the then member from Ellsworth,
now a senator from this State, say:
“Nothing is more fundamental and vital
to us here than the membership of this
House.” That proposition is as true now
as it was then. Then the political coin-
plexicn of the House turned on the mem-
bers. Now, the political result is a matter
of indifference. There is no strong de-
mand now to divide on party lines. All
of us are partisans more or less but we
ought to be able in a case lke this, with
some approach to impartiality to pass
on the guestion of who were in fact elect-
ed from Lewiston to this House.

My information in regard to this casc
comes almost wholly from the reports of
the committees, because I could not hear
the testimony at the hearing. I am not,
therefore. I suppose, in a position to en-
lighten others, but I want to state brierly
my position. I understand that the two
reports do not differ much as to the facts.
They do not differ materially as to the
law. 'They differ almost wholly as to the
inferences to be drawn from admitted
facts under what I understand to be ad-
mitted rules of law. Now I understand
that both reports agree that the contest-
ants in this case have set up and proved
two kinds of fraud, with different rules
of law applicable to each. In the first
place, particular instances of fraudulent
voting which can affect the result here
as a matter of law only to the extent to
which they are proved to exist; and sec-
ondly, what may be called general fraud
or conspiracy, and the nature of that I
understand to be such that, depending
upon the extent of it and the kind of it,
and whether or not participated in by
the election officials, it may or may nct
be sufficient. even if the boundaries of it
are indefinite, not only to justify this
House but to require it to throw out the
votes of an entire ward. Now what is the
evidence as to the particular fraud, the
specific acts of fraud? The specific acts
of fraud, as I understand it—I am speak-
ing now of Ward 6—are confined to the
depositing in the ballet box in that ward
2% ballots at one time, probably by the
Lewiston city clerk, presumably for the
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benefit of the sitting members. There
were also, I think, in that ward eight
names checked of men as having voted
who, for one reason or another, did not
as a matter of fact, vote. I understand
that il is agreed that the 26 votes, or the
34 votes in case the eight are not regard-
ed as a part of the 26, should be exciud-
ed. What effect does that have on the
election in Lewiston? It wipes out tile
majority of Coyne and elects Kelley. It
divides by two the majority of the other
two sitting members and reduces it to
less than 30, according to one view to less
than 20. That is all the effect that the
specific fraud that has been done has
upon the election. If that is all there
were in *his case, we should all agrec¢
that the majority report be accepted by
the House. But the contestants have sei
up and proved, as I understand, fraud ot
a general nature; and what is the corrcct
rule or law as to that? I understand it
fo be this: That if the fraud that is
shown is of such a nature and extent, es-
pecially if participated in by election of-
ficials, that it makes the general result
really uncertain, then the entire vote of
the ward should be thrown out—if it
makes thz general result uncertain, not
the result as to Ward 6. I assume that
that is usually and perhaps always a
Democratic ward. There is no question,
I assume, but what that ward under a
free and fair vote would be a Democratic
ward. But considering that the majori-
ties have been reduced to 10 or 20, the
question is whether the fraud that has
been done renders umncertain the general
result and makes it doubtful whether or
not the 10 or 20 majority of the other
two sitting members may not reasonably
have been accounted for by the fraud in
Ward 6. If so, I understand the rule to be
that it is even the duty of the House to
exclude the vote of that ward.

Now I say two things in regard to a
vote excluding an entire ward. 1 say
we should be reluctant to do that. We
are disfranchising honest voters when ws
do that, and therefore we should be slow
in doing it. That is one proposition. And
the other proposition is that when the re-
sult of the general election is rendered
uncertain by reason of the fraud, then 1
say we should not hesitate to throw out
the vote of Ward 6. And so the question
is, whether the result is uncertain or not.
T.et me read a line from an Illinois de-
cision: “When the people select election
officers and they disregard iheir dutles
and aid in committing frauds in tae elec-
tion, the voter must be responsible for
the conduct of the officer to the extent of
losing his vote although he may be inno-
cent ¢f fraud.” And further: ‘“The inter-
est of the public should not be sacrificed
for the purpose of avoiding a wrong to
the individual voter.”

Briefly, what is the evidence of general
fraudulent conspiracy? I understand that
official Dballots intended for Ward 6
were abstracted Dbefore the election
with fraudulent intent. I wunderstand

that after the election the ballots were
not sealed as required by law. I under-
stand that that omission to have been
probably with fraudulent intent. 1 under-
stand that ballots and the check list in
Ward 6 were altered after the elec-
tion, altered after the declaration of the
result, aud altered of ccurse with fraud-
ulent intent. I understand that these
things were done by the election officials
placed there to guard the purity of the
election. I understand they helong to the
party to which the sitting members be-
long; and I understand that what they
did was presumably tor the benefit of the
sitting members. A fraudulent conspi-
racy against the purity of the election is
therefore proved with absolute clearness,
it seems to me. And it is further proved
thiat that fraudulent conspiracy was to
some extent carried into effect, carried
into effect by the depositing of the 26 bal-
lots and by the checking of eight names
of tmen as having voted but who did not
vote.

Now. is that all? That is all the fraud
I understand that is absolutely and clear-
ly proved. What are we to infer. Are we
to infer thiat that is all the fraud there
was? Are we to infer that the other 447
balots in Ward 6, or 439 ballots, were
legal and valid? Is that a fair presump-
tion of law and fact? Or is it rather to
be presumed, considering the nature and
extent of the fraud, considering the par-
ticipation in it of election officials, con-
sldering the very small majority of the
two sitting members, is it_a fair infer-
ence that the fraud in Ward 6 ren-
dered the general results in Lewiston
really uncertain? That is the question
on which able members of this House
differ, and honestly differ. As for me,
without attempting any further analysis
of the evidence, it seems to me that the
presumption fairly lleads us to conclude
that the result in Lewiston, not in Ward
6, but in Lewiston was fairly made
uncertain, really uncertain, by that at-
tempted fraud that is proved in Ward
G; and therefore I shall vote to exclude
the entire vote of that ward, and I sup-
port the motion to substitute the mi-
nority for the majority report. (Applause.)

Mr. MOREY of Lewiston: Mr. Speaker,
It has been said by two or three gentle-
men who have preceded me in this de-
hate, that they desire to try this matter
according to the law and according to the
cvidence. Upon that position I meet
them. But from the remarks of one of
the speakers who preceded me, we gather
the statements that have been going
around this House under secret cover,
for two three

or days, when we
have mnot had an opportunity to
meet them and contradict these re-
ports that are most false and de-

famatory. Now, gentlemen of the House,
T ask you as men to meet this question
as a man should meet another. I do mot
ask, because T am of the minority party,
that there should be any sympathy exer-
cised on my behalf, but I agsk it in the
sense of justice; and before I am done I
am going with you to the room where
this fraud was committed that they have
alleged, and I will show who committed
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it mnd in whosa behalf it was committed.

We will first take the question of the
marked ballots which they said appeared
in the recount which was held by mutual
consent in the city of Lewiston, at which
all the interested parties were present by
themselves or by attorney. Now it has
been claimed that those ballots were so

mutilated and so destroyed that it
is impossible to  get at the
correct returns. Nothing could be far-

ther from the facts. I will take the three
wards, and the figures that I now give
you are those that were by agreement
presented to this committee; and if I
make any error in the statement I will
request any gentleman to correct me. It
is claimed that in Ward 7, Ward
3 and Ward 4, certain markings
appear upon the ballots that showed
through to those beneath. Results are
what tell, and what was the re-
sult of what took place? The result of
what took place in these three wards
when it was counted up, shows an in-
crease for the Republican contestants
and a decrease for the Democrats who
¢it here in yvour body. In Ward 17T,
George B. Haskell, according to the offi-
cial returns, had 320 votes; according
to the recount, 320. Had there been any
mistake, would not his majority have
peen reduced? Jacob R. Little—his offi-
cial return was 321, and the recount, at
which we were all present, and the fig-
ares we agreed upon were 323, making an
increase of two in Ward 7, where
they claim that this occurred. Stephen
J. Kelley received 320; at the recount,
319, a loss of one. Mr. Tremblay received
325 on the official count; 322 on the re-
count, a loss of three. Now would you
naturally expect, if fraud had been com-
miftted of the nature they chlarge that it
would not have inured to the advant-
age of the Democratic members? Mr.
Garcelon received, according to the of-
ficial returns, 206 votes; according to the
by the oflicial returns and 203 according
to the recount, Mr. Coyne received 200
and 201 according to the recount. Mar-
cotte received 121 by the official returns
and 190 by the recount, a total of one vote
gained in that ward for the Republican
members. .

Let us go to Wards 3 and 4 and it is
only in those wards that they claim, in
addition to Ward 7, that there were any
markings on the ballots. Ward 4: Ac-
cording to the official count Haskell re-
ceived 207; according to the recount he
received 208, a gain of one. Little re-
ceived 202 by the official count and by
the recount 205, a gain of three. XKelley
received 206 by the official count and 207
by the recount, a gain of one. Tremblay
received 209 by the official count and 209
by the recount.

Now as to the Democratic sitting mem-
bers. Every man except one of the Re-
publicans gained in that ward, and he
held his own. Garcelon received 221 by the
official count and on the recount 219, a
loss of two. Morey received 218 official
and 216 on the recount, a loss of two.
Coyne received 220 on the official count
and 219 on the recount, a loss of one.

Marcotte received 218 official and 216 on
the recount, a loss of two. Three of the
Democrats lost two and one of them lost
one in that ward, and every Republican
gained except one and he held his own.

Now we come to one more ward, Ward
3, where it is alleged these markings oc-
curred. Haskell received 172 official, 172
on the recount. Little received 169 official
and 170 on the recount, a gain of one.
Kelley received 171 official and 163 on the
recount, a loss of two. Tremblay receiv-
ed 176 official and 177 on the recount, a
gain of one. Garcelon received 253 official
and 252 on the recount, a loss of one. Mo-
rey received 252 official and 251 on the re-
count, a loss of one. Coyne received 249
official and on the recount 248, a loss of
nne. Marcotite received 249 official and on
the recount 246, a loss of three.

There in those wards where they claim
the markings appeared on the ballots the
Democratic sitting members are the ones
that lost, and the Republican contestants
are the ones that gained, and now they
charge us with marking the ballots. (Ap-
plause).

Iet us take the total of the official
count in this matter, and then let us take
the total of the recount in that city. We
feel indignant and hurt and ashamed
that we are obliged to come here to the
members of this House and be gazed upon
and be treated by some of the members
as though we had done something wrong;
and that is my excuse for going into de-
tails. because I want to impress upon the
members of this House that when we are
done with the figures here this minority
repnrt can only be accepted by the most
arbitrary usurpation of power; but I be-
lieve that the fair-minded men from
Aroostook to York in this Legislature wili
never accept that report when they an-
swer by yea and nay..

Look at the official count. Haskell re-
ceived 1598, his recount was 1595, a loss ot
three in the entire city. Little received
1594, his recount was 1591, a loss of three
in the entire city. Kelley received 1613, his
recount was 1601, a loss of 12 in the entire
city. Tremblay received 1641, his recount
was 1621, a loss of 10 in the entire city.
Garcelon received 1652, his recount wi¥s
1655, a gain of three. Morey received 1645,
his recount was 1649, a gain of four. Coyna
received 1624, his recount was 1621, a loss
of three. Marcotte received 1616, his re-
count was 1612, a loss of four. And had it
not been in Ward 1, where in a pile of
straight Republican ballots there were
discovered four marked straight Demo-
cratic lying in the pile, which were found
by no less a distinguished a person than
the Hon. Seth M. Carter, who can bear

- witness to that statement, every Demo-

crat would have run away behind the list
here.

Now, we come down to the question ot
Ward 6 and what took place there on elec-
tion day. The minority report charges
fraud on the part of the Democratic city
clerk and Democratic officials, and they
rest secure in their report from any 1in
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ference of any fraud committed on ths
part of the Republican oflicials. I do not
say this as meaning in any sense that
vour fellow was worse than ours, but 1
ask you as fair-minded men to go with
me to that ward room, look at the facts
that sre beyond dispute and then say who
committed the fraud and whom did it af-
fect. In Ward 6, according to the testi-
mony in this case, a most significant
thing happened at the opening of the
polls. One M. D. Costello, who has been
the Republican ballot clerk of that ward
for six years, acted as ballot clerk during
the first part of that morning of elec-
tion day. He took all the ballots -from
the warden and they had not been counted
by anybody, and he took them to the
other side of the ward room and acted as
ballot clerk, mind you, for a little while.
and then he asks permission to change
places with the Republican election clerk,
one Edward M. Sayers. What is the
meaning of that insignificant request on
the morning of election dav? He does
change places with him, he goes out three
or four times during the forenoon. Then
he has become the election clerk in Wara
6. What does he do then? Here is what
we are able to bring home to the knowl-
edge of the members of this House as a
fact, because in this State of Maine we
depend upon our courts to see that justice
is done, and it is a matter of court record
that cannot be impeached and the evi-
dence of which is with the committee in
this hearing. (One Peter Radigan comes
in to vote at 11 o’clock. e goes inside
the rail. John Finn was on guard for
the Democratic party, 2 man who was a
defeated candidate at our caucus for the
nomination for representative to this
body, a man who was sore in regard to
the candidates upon the Democratic tick-
et, who was the only Democrat at that
end of the ward. It was this man Sayers
that had taken .the place of Costello, and
he sat by his side, a man who had served
a sentence but a few months before for
selling rum, and he was placed there to
guard the purity of the ballot box. Rad-
igan came In to vote. Remember that he
had become election clerk, Costello had.
He had no business with any ballots. He
had no business to check any man’s name
on the list whén he came in. By his own
request he had changed places. Then
when Radigan came to vote he handed
him 2 ballat already marked. He had no
busiress with the ballots; his duty was as
election clerk: but Costello handed a bal-
lot already marked to this man, and Rad-
igan refused to vote the lallot. saying
that he could mark his own ballot. Now
that ballot was marked in the straight
Republican column with the sheriff’s
name stricken out. and the Democratic
name written in. Where did he get the
ballot to hand to Radigan? Did he take
it from his pocket? He had no husiness
with the ballots, and we say that it is a
fair inference, if there was a bundle of
ballots missing from that ward in the
morning, that they came into the posses-

sion of M. B. Coestello. Then this matter
was taken to the grand jury of the county
of Androscoggin. Every one in the city
desired that this matter be sifted to its
final conclusion; and it was brought be-
fore a grand jury composed of at least
three to one of the party to which the
most of you belong. And the grand jury
as a result of the entire investigation only
indicted M. B. Costello who was handing
ballots marked in that way. Now that is
the result of the courts, that is the result
of the grand jury; and I ask you if that
should not weigh somewhat with the de-
liherations of this boay?

What was the result in Ward 6 on that
day? The CGovernor received 109 votes in
that ward. If you subtract from those
109 votes the 26 ballots marked as the bal-
lot Costello was indicted for handing to
Radigan already marked, it would leave
83, which is exactly the vote that Cum-
mings, the candidate for sheriff, receiv-
ed. If you add 26 ballots to the vote of
the Democratic sheriff you get 364, which
is within one of the votes that he recelv
ed—he received '63.

We say that these contestants come be-
fore you and say that every Republican
gained over his gubernatorial vote and
every Democratic lost under his guberna-
torial vote in the ward where they claim
fraud existed. Now Haskell gained one
over the gubernatorial vote in that ward:
Little gained seven; Kelley gaiined 19 over
the Governor’s vote, and Tremblay gained
11, making a total gain of 3§ votes over
the Groverneor's vote on the part of the
Republican contestants in this case. What
happened to the Democratic vote? If a
fraud was committed thers in the inter-
ests of the Democratic party, would we
not have gained? But instead of that we
lost. Garcelon ran behind the ‘Govern-
or’'s vote five votes. Morey ran behind 11.
Covne ran behind nine. Marcotte ran be-
hind 27, a total of 52 votes that the Dem-
ocratic members ran behind the Govern-
or's vote, and a total gain of 38 votes that
the Republican ran ahead of their vote
in that ward. Now in the face of those
facts, with the action of the court upon
them, with the finding of the grand jury
where 25 witnesses were examined in one
case before the grand jury, .as appears
from the testimony here—when all iliese
are presented I ask you this, to leave it
where the grand jury left it.

But they say, we cannot tell how far the
fraud went. All we can do is to produce
our lists, all we can do is to produce the
votes and have them counted. It is for
them to show how far the fraud went.
And I ask gentlemen here, when they vote
upon this measure, that they do not re-
gard it from a party standpoint, because
from a party standpoint we haven’t got
but one vote where you have got seven.
I ask you to look at the future and es-
tablish a precedent governing the actions
of this body. when two members come
here with a clear majority over any pos-
sible fraud that can Dbe fairly inferred
from the returns in the case—I ask you
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not to say that you don’t know, that there
may be fraud somewhere else and that
we must step aside. Gentlemen, ycu can-
not afford to take a position of that kind
when your honor is at stake as is the
honor of the sitting members whose seats
are contested; and I ask, geutlemen,
when you vote on this question that it be
as honorable men, and that when you
decide it, it be according to these facts
and upon the law which will be given to
vou by the chairman of this committee.
{Applause).

Mr. MAYBURY of Saco: Mr. Speaker
and Gentlemen of this House: The time
has about arrived when it hecomes neces-
sary for us to express curselves by a
vea and nay vote on the question that
means so much not only to the gentlemen
whose seats are involved in this contest,
but to the city of Lewiston, which is en-
titled to a fair and equitable representa-
tion on the fioor of this House.

Of coursé we can by a strict party vote
deprive these gentlemen of their seats,
but I seriously question whether it is
right, just or equitable so to do. In a
limited and somewhat varied political ca-
reer, 1 have learned that the best time
to count ballots is on edlection day, and
having listened to the evidence with
ordinary diligence, have heard nothing to
controvert that lesson. If I understand
this matter, there is no one that for a
moment questions the honesly, integrity
or patriotism of the gentlemen involved
in this contest. Then is it not a grand
opportunity to make a practical applica-
tion of the Golden Rule? 'To be sure, we
are in an overwhelming majority. Then
can we not afford to be magnanimous?
‘We must remember that there are many
of us who hold our own seats on dan-
gerously narrow margins. There are a
goodly number of us who appear to have
received a much smaller majority than
the gentlemen whose seats are involved
in this contest.

I freely admit, though with some cha-
grin, that I held my own certificate of
election with fear and trembling till the
time had expired when it was possible for
a contest to be made.

Now, gentlemen of the House, I shall
be compelled as a matter of principle, as
a matter of justice to all concerned, to
support the majority report. I sincerely
hope that my associates will do the same,
for if you do not you will be trampling
forever under the feet of political preju-
dice that great principle of eternal justice,
“Tdo as ye would be done by.” (Applause)

Mr. DAVIS of Waterville: Mr. Speaker,
I did not intend to trespass upon the time
of the House at this time, and I promise
that I will take but a few moments in
what I have to say. It seems to me that
there is onc very important thing that
has bkeen omitted thus far in the discus-
sion of this matter. This Iouse, at its
formation, selects from its members to
fill its various committees men in whom
we have confidence. men who can act in-
telligently; and, Mr. Speaker, this ques-

tion which not only concerns the par-
ties interested but which concerns the
purity of the ballot and of the State it-
self, has been given to this committee
chosen by this House, and they, with all
the evidence, with better facilities than
we as individual members possess, have
dug into that question, and they come
before you with these reports, one a mi-
nority report and one a majority report,
and there secems to be an intent expressed
on the part of members here to set aside
the majority report and to act upon the
minority report. Now, unless it shall ap-
pear that there is good and sufficient
reason for setlting aside reports that have
been adopted by the majority, it seems
to me that we are in duty hound at least
not to accept the minority report. I have
in mind two years ago when one ballot
that was stamped by the election clerk
for a man who could not mark his ballot,
and when instead of being marked with
the cross-end of the stamp it was marked
with the butt-end of the stamp, that lt-
tle error was worked into an elaborate ar-
gument before the election committee and
they were asked to believe that possibly
that might have been a distinguishing
mark, and on that decision, while no fraud
was alleged, on that decision that elec-
tion went back to the city of Waterville
and it cost several thousand dollars to
determine the rights at issue. And, Mr.
Speaker, I want to protest in the name of
the minority party in this House, against
any wish, intention or desire expressed or
that ever will be expressed that this party
be treated cther than with justice and
fairness. We do not ask for sympathy,
it would require an immense amount of
it to give wus satisfaction. (Laughter).
But, Mr. Speaker, we do ask that this
House shall consider fairly, equitably and
reasonably the majority report which is
submitted to it. (Applause).

Mr. LITTLEFIELD of Rockland: Mr.
Speaker and gentlemen of the House, in
approaching the discussion of this ques-
tion I am aware that I may not be in
accord with my own sympathies or
with the sympathies of a majority
of the House. But I have bheen in-
quiring since the case was sumbitted
to us. for someone to explain to me why
we could not determine how extensive
the fraud was in Ward 6 in Lewiston. 1
have not had it explained to me, I have
not heard it explained on the floor of this
House.

This is not a case to be decided on party
lines. I trust that I have never been ac-
cused of trying to be so eminently fair
towards the party with whom I was not
in sympathy that 1 bend backwards.,6 I
have been compelled to come to the con-
clusion to which I have arrived in this
matter. The majority af your committee
are willing and anxious to give the city
of Lewiston in purifying its politics what
benefit we can consistently with a deter-
mination of this case on its merits; we
are not willing to go heyond that
and I trust that there are still in this po-
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litical Sodom sufficient honest men so The gentleman from Lincoln (Mr.
that the city will escape destruction. Weatherbee) states that ~these various

(Laughter and applause).

Those who have discussed this case,
with the exception of the gentleman from
Brunswick (Mr. Potter), have absolutely
misunderstood or misrepresented the po-
sition of the majority of this committee.
The commitiee differs about the facts;
we do not differ as to the law, and the
only fact there is in this case is the fact
as to what the fraud was in Ward 6, and
whether we can say that it did not extend
beyond a certain point. First let me
say in regard to the burden of proof that
this case was presented to the commit-
tee by eminent counsel, and they were in-
formed before they started in that the
committee would proceed on any rules
that they might agree on which the com-
mittee thought were proper, and that in
the absence of any agreement on their
part the hearing would be conducted un-
der the ordinary rules applying to a case
in court. They did not agree, they went
on that basis, and the contestants as-
sumed the burden of proof. They proper-
ly assumed it. They specially claimed the
advantage of that position before they
got through. Who claimed the right to
close? The contestants. The committee
ruled that they had it, and they gave it
to them; and I am surprised to find mem-
bers on this floor who need to dispute the
eminent counsel who presented this case
for the contestants in order to justify
themselves in voting for the minority
report.

Asg has been said you should not decide
this case on party lines or on any othe:
lines except the law and the facts. No
member has had the temerity to say on
this floor that the urgency of poli-
ties, rehuke or punishment required
that he should sustain the minority
report. But is not that the argument wat
has been made off this floor? By their
failure to urge such on this floor they ad-
mit that they are not a proper considera-
tion. You are made by the constitution
of Maine, not the electors of representa-
tives in this House, you are made the
judge of the election of your members.
You are to pass upon this case as judges
and those who advocate the minority re-
port acknowledge that when they do not
dare to urge any other considerations be-
fore you. Have they urged any other any-
where else? The Lewiston Journal of Jan-
uary 27th, said: ‘“We expect the same dis-
passionate ruling from the eminent gen-
tlemen of the committee on elections as
we do from the supreme court of the State
that knows no party.”” That is the mind
in which the members of the committee
approached this case. What does the
Lewiston Journal of this morning say?
They have perused the report. They say
now: “The Iegislature has a moral duty
as well as a legal obligation to discharge.”
They urge the moral consideration, this
morning; a week ago they urged that it
should be decided as a judge in the court
would decide it.

ballots abstracted may have been used,
to be marked and then delivered to some-
one to he put into the box. I can imagine
a hundred ways in which fraud might
have keen committed in the city of Lew-
iston or anywhere else. But we are not
deciding this case on imagination. It
is a significant fact that the only evi-
dence of that kind of a thing is the evi-
dence that such was attemypted by a Re-
publican ballot clerk. Gentlemen, I blush
for shame when that thing is mentioned.
It has been urged here that the ballot
box and the checklists were nct sealed.
Whether they were sealed or not can make
no difference in the vote that was cast.
The sealing took place after the election
was over. The minority of the committee
say that they cannot tell how extensive
the fraud was. ‘““Your committee believe
that the cffect of said fraud in said Wara
6 was sufficient to change or render uncer-
tain the results of said election.” 'Lhey
say they believe that in their report;
have they given you any good reason for
it? No, gentlemen, they don’t believe it.
It is not a matter of belief; it is simply a
matter of faith. They don’t explain it,
they don't see it. They “walk by faith,
and not by sight.” A conviction of mind
for which a reason cannot be given is not
a belief; it is simply a faith. It is that pe-
culiar element which the Scriptures say
is the “substance of things hoped for; the
evidence of things not seen.” (Laughter
and applause).

There is no difference in the com-
mittee as to the law. No one of the ma-
jority of this committee says you shall
only reject fraud in so far as it has
heen shown to exist. There is no such
thing in the report. We simply say that
a poll should not be wholly rejected unless
by fraud the general result has been made
uncertain. I agree with the gentleman
from Brunswick in the conclusion to
which he arrived until he reached the
point where he says that the ballots be-
ing marked after election in the various
wards show such fraud that we should
throw out a majority of 12 or six or
whatever it may be, by excluding the
whole vote of ward 6. He admits that
without that he cannot unseat the city
members. Now what is the fact as to the
marking of the ballots afterwards.
It simply destroys one form of evidence.
The gentleman from Brunswick says that
that renders the result on these small
margins doubtful and therefore we should
throw out ward 6. But if we throw out
ward 6 for this reason why should we not
throw out the wards in which the mark-
ing occurred. I do not recollect any evi-
dence that the votes in ward 6 were
marked after election. Your committee
assumed that it might have been done in
all the wards. But if the markings throw
out the wards in which they occur, if they
render the results doubtful, does that
elect the contestants? You can only elect
the contestants by throwing out Ward 6
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and you are not justified in doing it by
any such means as that.

The real grist of this case is whether
the fraud in Ward 6 was such that it is
not possible to arrive, nevertheless, at
what the result of the election in Lew-
iston was. This question we are to decide.
upon the evidence in this case as it
was presented. There are two classes of
votes here, fraudulent votes and illegal
votes. The illegal votes are to be deduct-
ed in so far as they are proved. That is
the accepted rule in such cases. How far
are they proved? They are proved to the
extent of nine votes. Then if nine votes
will net affect the result, we have noth-
ing to do with those unless the nine add-
ed to another conclusion you may
reach would affect the wresult. Now
there are fraudulent votes in Ward 6; and
it #s a peculiar fact that every gentleman
who has spoken of the fraudulent votes
in Ward 6 has said “twenty-six.” But
they say they do not know that there
were not more fraudulent votes. 'The
case for the contestants showed
you how extensive the fraud was in
Ward 6. And that is really all there
is to this case. About 4 o’clock the
check-list and the remaining ballots
were counted up and it was found that
they both agreed as to the number that
should have been in the ballot box at
that time. After the polls were closed.
the check list was again counted
There were on that check-list 447

names checked. That is the con-
tention of the contestants them-
selves, There were 540 ballots

that had been delivered to the ballot
clerk. Of that 540 ballots, taking out
what was left, the 93, there were 477
ballots that had been properly deposit-
ed in the ballot box. There were 447
ballots given out to 'the legal voters,
one at a time. The necessary con-
clugion is that there were 447 proper
and legitimate votes in that ballot box.
‘When the votes were counted there
were found ‘to be 26 more votes in the
box. Is there one of those 447 votes that
is not a proper vote and that ought not
to be counted, unless it has been shown
(and the minority admit this proposi-
tion) that they were illegal votes from
the fact that the party casting them
did not have a right to vote?
Now, how extensive is the

fraud? Can it go beyond the 26?
There are 447 ballots that were prop-
erly given out by the election clerk
that were put into that ballot box. The
fraud is necessarily limited by 26. It
it appeared that they carried the bal-
lot box off and had brought it back
before the votes were counted and so
would have had an opportunity to take
some ballots out and put others in, then
I would agree that it was uncertain and
that we could not tell how many
legal votes there were in that ballot
box, but here we are compelled to the
conclusion that the number of legal
votes in that box was 447. I do not
care whom the burden of proof is on
to prove it. It is proved and undis-
puted. There is no way on the facts
and figures to escape from it.

‘Whom were those votes for? We
will assume that those returns have
been destroyed as to their full value,
but they are still evidence as to how
the vote was actually counted after
the close of the polls in Ward 6. If they
do not show what the legal vote was
they show what the vote was that
came out of the ballot hox. Accord-
ing to those returns Mr. Morey in
‘Ward 6 had 337 votes. Now there were
26 illegal votes. Subtract those from
Morey—and assume every fact you
can against the sitting members and I
will assume that there those eight
votes also in Ward 6, and we deduct
them in addition to the 26—then we
clearly believe that Mr. Morey who
has the smallest majority of the two
members that the majority of the
committee say were elected—we leave
him with a majority of 12—what un-
certainty is there in that proposition?
There is no uncertainty about the
number of fraudulent votes. We have
no right to take out any more illegdl
votes than have been proved. And
when we add them both together we
have 34. That leaves Morey a ma-
jority of 12. There is another element
of uncertainty, but that is the final
element of uncertainty, and that is all
there is of it. I differ with the gentle-
man from Brunswick when he goes
to some other ward to affect the re-
sult of Ward 6. These ballots are evi-
dence of their present condition, al-
theugh they may not be in the same
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condition as when they were counted..
You may examine the ballots in Ward
6 and give the Republican contestants
the benefit of every possible doubt by 4
assuming all markings therein which g been for nothing. The fact is, and it
can be considered to have heen made ', IS patent to everybody that there is a
after the original count to have been TOtten spot in the body politic down
so made and you cannot find there and that medicine needs to be
that that would make any difference applied»here to cure the patient if pos-
of more than six, in one case, and three Sible. 1f we cannot as honest men
in the other, six against Morey ana put ourselves down upon the founda-
three as to Dr. Garcelon. tion and bed rock and decide this case
Now, is there any eclement ot as it o_ught to be decided, I will not
uncertainty as to how many votes complain on the ground that the Jour-
must have been cast for the Demo- nal takes that it ought to be decided
cratic members in Ward 6? I do not ©00 moral grounds. I do not know
care whether there are more or less. 1 Whether my brother thinks it ought to
say that we cannot on the figures ar- Pe decided on immoral grounds or not;
rive at any conclusion except that there 1 Say let us decide it upon moral
must have been at least enough Demo- 8rounds if we can.
cratic votes cast in Ward 6 to have 1 cannot tresspass upon your time to
elected Mr. Morey and Dr. Garcelon. 80 into the details of this matter, but
I am not anxious to reach that con- 1 take it that there is no question that
clusion, nevertheless T am compelled there were illegal ballots cast in Ward
1o find, whether I wish it or not, that 6 and that there were fraudulent bal-
Messrs, Garcelon and Morey were lots cast in Ward 6. All the courts qf
elected by the fair and legitimate votes the country hold that where fraud is
of the city of Lewiston so far as the DProven, where a general connivance
evidence that has been brought before and conspiracy of the election officers
the committee of this House is con- I8 shown—although I would call atten-
cerned. T do not know on what con- tion tor what the gentleman from Lew-
siderations you will vote; I know on iSton (Mr. Morey) alludes to, that al-
what considerations you ought to vote. though this miserable devil who i3
You are the judges of this election. Proven here.to have cast 26 ballots in-
You are not to vote as you wish, I to that box in the face and eyes of t.he
did not come to the conclusion that warden of that ward could not be in-
might have been most agreeable to me dicted by a grand jury in Androscos-
but T am not ready to stand here on gin county, the poor miserable Repub-
one excuse or another and say that I lican who undertook to mark one bal-
could come to any otherconclusion 10t which did mnot get into the box
than the one I have reached. If that could be indicted. (La.ughter.) 1 ask
reason has any weight you must throw you gent}emen what kmd, Of, a cor.n-
out the whole city and as judges we mentary is that upon affairs in Lewis-
are compelled to this result. 'We are ton -and Androscoggin county where
not justified in any other unless we can 1€Wiston holds the ‘Palance of power
give some intelligent reason other than upon. the grand jury? Fraud and cor-
party feeling or expediency for it. ruptlop have peen allowe‘d to dwell
(Applause.) there in that city, and we have an op-

s i portunity here and now to exercise our
MR. LIBBY of Mechanic Fall§. Mr God given right to put the seal of our
Speaker, I am not a contestant in this

it b h condemnation upon it. It is of more
.cas.e nor a sitting member whose seat importance to the people of this State
is in doubt, but I stand here as I hope p.¢ we pronounce a verdict which
we all do, with an eye single to the

shall give every man in the State of
honor and glory of our State to do oUr pr.ine +o understand that we believe
duty as men, to hew to the line or right

A . in honest elections and fair counts,
principles and let the chips fall where iy.. it ig to seat any man or any num-
they will,

ber of men in this House, That is

Now, all this hurly-burly about a
rotten election down in Lewiston from
the moment that the polls closed on
the night of the election, has not all
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really the thing in issue here. The law
upvholds and has upheld by every de-
cision that I can find fairly considered,
that when the election officers of a pre-
cinct or ward or town are shown to
be in collusion and in the exercise of
corrupt practices at the polls. in con-
spiracy in carrying out fraud that the
only remedy is to throw out that ward
and tell the people, “If you cannot put
in officers who are above those things
you must stand the penalty and you
must Icse your ballot.”

It is shown here that this city clerk
who was a resident of Ward 6, and
whose tool was Gravell by name, who
had the charge of that ballot box that
day-—that this man had abstracted 60
ballots from the allotment of that
ward before the polls opened in the
morning. That of itself indicates
fraud. What good could it have done
to that man or his party simply to ab-
stract 60 baillots unless they were to
be used for some purpose? And my
Brother Morey undertakes to throw
the burden of the abstraction of those
ballots upon poor Costello, a renegade
traitor. A Judas Iscariot Republican
who turned up there that day working
in harmony with the Democrats and
who carried that ward by fraud. My
brother says Costello was the man who
stole the ballots, but I ask you, gentle-
men, who put the 26 ballots in? Did
Lambert have to steal them back from
Costello in order to get 26 ballots to
throw into that box? (Laughter and
applause.)

Or was he the legal custodian of those
ballots and the man who stole them and
had them in his posession to work out
his sweet will with them all day long?
I say it is a fair presumption that those
ballotis were intended to be usd deuring
used, and this committee has a right so
to infer and so have you. They have
never been found since. These 26 that
Lambert put into the box in one bunch
were found, and they were found in his
possession, and he put them into the box
and a warden and a Democratic police-
man stood there and saw the thing done
and were cognizant of it. My brother
says that you must limit the fraud in
that ward down to the place where my
brother says a little Republican by the
name of Sayers was indicted at some time

for sclling liguor and he was the ballot
clerk there. Good I.ord, gentlemen, in
that locality the fact that a man has been
indicted for selling rum is a certificate

of good moral character. (Laughter and
Applause.)
‘Where should you place the limit? You

can place it with his disposition and de-
sire and ability with the 60 ballots, or
where will you put it? The court once
told me in answer to a question as to
Low much proof I would be required to
produce in order to substantiate a cer-
tain defence, ‘“You prove the disposition
and the opportunity and the Court will
take care of the rest.”” (Laughter.)

In this case I claim that the disposition
has been shown. Down in this fertile
fleld of Ward 6, in the city of Lewiston,
don’t you suppose that the purchasable

vote in that Ward 6 was manipulated
from one end of the 447 -
ballots that my brother talks
about here to the other? And when

at last Lambert got round he had the
26 votes left out of his 60 and he
dumped in the bunch. (Laughter.)
That is the way the thing went. How
much proof do you want of limitation?
1 claim that this thing is amply proved
and the fraud is proved and it can-
not be successfully denied.

The courts in this country hold to
this proposition, that when you have
established the fact of general fraud,
participated in by the officers of an
election, then the burden shifts upon
the party who would extract any bene-
fit from the election to show by other
evidence than his certificate how many
legal votes he actually received. I
fear no dispute about the iaw. The
law is settled and plain and clear, and
it is for you to apply it here and now.
I undertake to say that from
the verdict which you give here there
is going out one or two things, that
either from this time on in the city of
Lewiston—and not only in Lewiston
but elsewhere—you shall vote to con-
done this proven fraud by officers of
elections, you simply tell to every ward
and precinct, “You put in any miser-
able devil you see fit for an official and
let him commit all the fraud he can and
you can have the benefit of it if you
can cover up your tracks.” 'That is
what one verdict will say. The other
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one will say, “Gentlemen of Ward 6 in
Lewiston, if you propose hereafter or
at this time to have anything to say
about the results of electiong in the
city of Lewiston, you must purge that
rotten condition that exists there in
the body politic of that ward. If you
cannot select officers to run your elec-
tions who are above the commission of
absolute and actual fraud, as has been
proven in this case, you cannot and you
shall not have anything to say about
the verdict.”” That puts them back on
the ground of decent government that
we want to see prevail in the State
of Maine.

One word more. I have heard it
said by some in the discussion of this
case that this is a local affair, that if
they have any dirty linen in Lewiston,
let them wash it out. I want you to
remember that in Ward 6 on that day
when this stupendous fraud was under-
taken, the blood of which today is upon
the hands of this man Lambert and
his colleagues in that affair, and which
the waters of great Neptune's ocean
cannot wash out nor all the perfumes
of Arabia sweeten, I say, that you want
to look before you act. They say it is
local, simply. Every ballot cast in that
ballot box had upon its head the name
of the Governor of this State. When
that political assassin Lambert threw
26 ballots into that box he disenfran-
chised me and you, did he not? He
nullified your vote and mine and made
it of the same effect as if we never
had gone to the polls on that day.
And are you to say that that is a local
matter simply and affects nobody else
when every man in this State was af-
fected by it? Are you to advertise by
your action that such things can be
carried on with impuny, or will you
'set the seal of your condemnation and
disapproval upon it and forever drive
out and bury these iniquitous prac-
tices? (Applause.)

Mr. Allan of Portland: Mr. Speaker,
I move to adjourn.

The motion was lost.

Mr. WEATHERBEE of Lincoln: Mr.
Speaker, T move that when we vote up-
on this question it be by a yea and nay
vote.

The motinn was agreed to.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD of Rockland: I

wish to call the attention of the Speaker
and members of the House to the misrep-
resentations of the last member who
spoke as to the position of the majority
report in this matter. He insists on the
same thing which I have attempted to
show was not true. The majority are
with you in punishing fraud. If the
fraud is uncertain they are with you in
stamping out the whole of it. The law
does not allow us to go any further, and
the same case which the gentleman who
presented this case for the contestants re-
fers to, says the same thing. “It has been
settled that the allegations of fraud per-
petrated by the officers of election are
not sufficient to authorize the court to
set aside an election unless it be also
stated that by such fraud the true dec-
laration of the will of the people has been
perverted.” That is the contention of the
majority in this case; and I have not
vat found an explanation of the 447 votes
that were put in there. If you wish to
decide this on the basis of punishing
fraud, no man will go farther than I will
in voting in that way, but I cannot
reach that conclusion.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

YEA:—Abbott, Allen of Sanford, Blake,
Bodwell, Boyd, Brewster, Briggs, Burrill,
Campbell, Clarke of Nobleboro, Clark of
Prospect, Cole, Cook, Cordwell, Dilling,
Drew, Eaton of Calais, Eaton of Wells,
Farnsworth of Tremont, Favour, Foss,
Furbish, Gannett, Gardner, Greenleaf, Hill
of Brownfield, Hill of Buxton, Hinckley,
Howe, Irving, Jones, Josselyn, Kimball,
Knowlton of New Portland, Leavitt, Lib-
by of Mechanic Falls, Libby of Newfield.
T.ow, McFaul, McGregor, Mead, Mewer,
Morrison, Nash, Newcomb, Norton, Oakes
of Auburn, Page of Drew Plantation, Par-
rott, Patterson, Perkins, Potter, Purinton,
Putnam of Danforth, Putnam of Houlton,
Ross, Ruggles, Sargent, Sewall, Shack-
ford of Harrington, Shackford of Poland,
Shaw, Smith of Madison, Snowe, Stearns,
Sturgis, Sutherland, Tartre, Thomas of
Topsham, Thompson of China, Thornton,
Tremblay, Twambly, Weatherbee, Weeks,
Wentworth—76.

NaY:—Allan, Allen of Wellington. Bai-
ley, Benner, Blanchard, Bussey, Butler,
Buxton, Buzzell, Carleton, Coburn, Curtis,
Daniels, Davidson, Davis, Downing,
Farnsworth of Pembroke, Gagnon, Hayes,
Hill of Winterport, Howes, Hubbard,
Knapp, Knowlton of Camden, Lamb, Lit-
tlefield, Manson, Maybury, MclIntire, Mc-
Kusick, Merriam, Mills, Nelson, Nicker-
son, Oakes of Milford, Page of Skowhe-
gan, Peaslee, Pike, Pooler, Poor, Randall,
Revnolds, Smith of Hartland, Smith of
Presque Isle, Stover, Swett, Tapley, Tay-
lor, Thomas of Harpswell, Thompson of
Orono, Thurlow, Todd, Tripp, Water-
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house, Watson, White, Williams—58.

ABSENT:—Albert, Barker, Cameron,
Dodge Dudley, Hall, Hawkes, Libby of
Qakland, McNamara, Pettengill, Rice,
Savage, Spear, Sweeney—14.

So the minority report was substituted

for that of the majority.

Mr. Weatherbee of Lincoln moved to
accept the minority report.

The motion was agreed to.

On motion of Mr. Newcomb of East-
port, adjourned.

Mr. Weatherbee moved to adopt the re-
solve of the minority report of the com-
mittee.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. WEATHERBLE: Mr. Speaker, 1
move in order that this matter may be
settled for all time, that we reconsider
the vote whereby we accepted the reso-
lution; and I hope that everybody will
vote not to reconsider.

The motion was lost.

On motion of Mr. Mewer of Old Or-
chard, Senate Eill, No. 21, Bill, An Act
to authorize the Biddeford and Saco
‘Water Company to issue bonds and for
other purposes, was taken from the ta-
ble.

Mr. Mewer oftered amendment A, which
was adopted, the bLill was twice and as-
signed for tomorrow morning.



