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’ S%ate ex rel, Walter N, Carroll,.;Q....Q.Rela%or,
| Ve r

Jullus A Schmaal as Seereuary'of
. Staoe of the S%aﬁe of Minnes ota,o,..,....Respondenﬁ,

-~ PER GUPIAM

: Relaucr again asks the court to reguire ‘the Secretary ofr
- Staﬁe to nlace hls name on the nrlmary ballot as candldate for
vldelegate to the Republncan Nailonal Convention and as a republican

i candeate for pr981dent1al elector,

As to his candidacy for delegate the faots are the same .

”'*,»as on the former hearlng, 1556 N. w.'~ oxeept that ﬁhe appllcatlon

'f“a7fwas made after “the. time for fmllng:names of candldates for the

“"Qf choice of the names so flled as candldates for. presxdent.» The -

i presidency explred. Relator in his affldav1t does noﬁ spe01fy hlsi,_

S

V-”ﬁstatuﬁe reqa;res that he should ao so. On tbe former heanlngrwe

"‘*=~heid thls staﬁute const:tutlohal and valla.~ We adhere to Lhaﬁ dew -

: ?5ffciglqn., It follozs thaﬁ the Secretary of State was rlght in refu31ngr' "

’31;to accept ralahor s affldaVLt‘

As to bms candldacy for pres;dentlal elector, relatcr has,

i'"‘ljiln tbe flllng'affldav1t now precented ellmlnated the feaﬁure which

'HT‘j”we held-obaectlonable on the former hearlng. The only obgeetlon

f  ,‘lra1sed to the present affldaV1t is as follows:

The. statute reads that ANy Person msse desmrous of hav ng;.ﬁ

v,ifﬁhls name placed upon the ballot as a candlﬂate for pre31denﬁ1a1

‘riif'elector or delegate shall -~w= file h1s affldav1t ~-—= stating his

' fﬁre81dence, that he is & quallfled voter - the name of his party ~~' §'

' '*flfand —— that be afflllated Wlt% such party at the 1ast general

'7”EIect10n-and -~ intends to so vote at the ensuing election and that 

" he will to the best of his judgment and ability faithfully carry out

"i thé wighes and preferences of the voters of hig politicgl party,

:”,tfésnéxpfesSed by the voters at such nominating election].". The

,¢¢neluding words in brackets were omitted from relator's affidavit

'?? 'fi1ed for eleCtbr.*

In‘ﬁhe former hearing we intimated an opinion that this

‘languaae was 1ntended to apply only to the affidavit flled by
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candidates for delegate. e hold that such Was the manlfest legls~'

latlve intent. ~To construe this 1anguage as requlrlng that an -

5k

5_elector to be elected in November‘should pledge hlmself ta vote

}"for the man Who was State s ch01ce at the prlmary ‘held in Mmrch

‘*‘bu* th may fail of nomination at the convenbion and not be & canej

,;Q}dldate at)all at the NOVBﬂﬂer electlon Would be 3 result so absurd“

’;Jﬁhat only %he most unequlvocal 1anguape could be held to require A
 g§t. We hold that the affidavit of relator presenting his name as
fa canaldate for presmdentlal elector is sufficient.

The order to shOW'cause 80 far as it relates to the can—

‘Hﬁffdldacy‘for delegate is dlscharged.

Ord@red further that respondent accept ﬁhe affldavit of ’; »‘  -

A'Vafrelator flllng hlS name as a. candldate for pre81dent1a1 elector ff'”.

'i‘5f;and place hlS name on %he prlmary'ballct as suCh Gandldate‘ i
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