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•' Mr, Lemieux—I do not wwil lo justify the robolHon; 1 wwit to ehow the state of thimtn in the eonntrxj^
M to show that the pri«ouer na» juetilied io coming iuto the country, and to show the otroumsianoei undor
which lie cainfi. i . . . , ." Hit Honor Mr. JimlioeKiohardson.—Hare you not done that already I

. . «
" Mr Loniioux.—1 hayelperliapij to tho iatigfaotion of the Court, but perhaps otberi tatty not be bo weU

atlnfiod. '

" Mr. 0»ler.-lf you do not fO any further w^TT'Illvrithdra-oui ubjootion.
, , .. ,

"Mr. Lnaicux. -I want to (ret further fftctB, not in justification of the rebellion, bnt to explain the clre»m-

stAuces under which tho Hcoused o«mo into the country. If 1 hud ft right to prove what I have already prored
amlnuto ago, I nm entitled to prove other fuotB. If I was right a minute ago, I should bo allowed to pat
similar quor.lions now.

. ... , „ , , «.' His lionor Mr. Justice Richardson.—Tho objection Is not urged nntil you had gone as far as the counsel i»r

the Croi«ii tliuughc you otiKht to go.
" Mr. Lemioux— Tt is rather late now to object.
" Mt. Osier. -I warned ray learned friond (luietly before.
" Mr. I.*uiioux.—Well, I will put tho question and it oan bo objected to. •

" li.— Will you say if the state of thiuBS in the country, the actual state of things in tho country, In 1883,

1888 and 1H84, uud if to-day the state of things is the same us in 1882, 1883 and 1884, if justice has been don* to

the claims and just rights of the people?
, , ,,.... »v" Mr. Osier.—That (luostion must be objected to; it could not have.had anything to do with bringing the

ririsoner Mre. I object first as a matter uf opinion; second, that it is a leading question, and third, that >t ii

rreli^vanrto the issue.
, . . , . . . , .^ ,x_ t

' Mr. Leniieux.—The most important objection Is that it is leading. As to the opinion of toe witneM,!
flhould think his opinion is valuable ; it is facts I want from the witness; I snjppose he can give his opinion baaea
on tho facts. If be Kiiys no or yes, I will ask him whv, and ho will give luo his reason why.

*'
11 is Honor M r. JUistlce ftiohnrdson.—That will be a matter of opinion,

" t'r. Lemioux.—I will put the auestion and you oan object to it.

" Q.— iJo you know if at any time the Dominion (Jovernraont agreed to accede to the demands made by the
haif-breedfl and clergy, relative to the claims and right* you have spoken of in the preceding answer?

" Mr. O-ler.—I do not object to the nnestion, if •'onflned to a date prior to the Ist .July, 1884, the time he wae
asked to come into tho country, althougn tho question is really irregular. I am not going on strict linos, bat I
do ohiect to his asking aa rogaids the pret<enl state of things. I do not objeot if ho oonfines his questions to to*
time prior to tne prisoner's coming to the country.

" Mr. Lemieux.—My question will show that the prisoner had reason to come. If the people had confideaee
in him, he had a right to oome and help them to try and persuade the Federal Qovorumect to grant what had
lieon retusud thorn so far.

" His Hunor Mr. Just'oe Richardson. —Your question is what, Mr. Loniicnx?
" Mr. Osier.—I am willing that the question should be allowed if linvted to tho time prior to July, 1884.
" His Honor Mr. Justice Richardson to Mr. Lemieux.—Is that the way to put it?
" Mr. Ijuniieux.—Yes.
" Mr. Utier.—Then we withdraw the objection."

In view of tho confidence wliicli we nmy fairly feel in the tribunals of this country until a caae is

eetablished on tiie other side again.st any of them, 1 am glsul to say, for tho purpose of answering a charg*

directed agic'.nst the fainioss of this tribunal anJ on such slight grounds, that these grounds a:e totallj

annihilated by the very page from which the hon. gentleman read. I^et ine call the attention of tk«

House to one other point with regard to the faimesH of the trial, which strikes me as absolutely oon-

cluaive. That is, that if there liad been an unfair ruling in tliat trial from beginning to end, either on
the application to pOBtpoiie, or on a question of evidence, or on any part of the judge's charg*

it woiild have, been laid open by the prisoner's counsel ou their appeal to the Court of Queen'*

Bench iu Manitoba. The prisoner had an advantugo which no man has who is tried in th*
older Provinces. He had a right to appeal to a bench of judges sitting iu another

Province, far removed froia the agitation in his own coimtry, au appeal on every question of law and
fact involved. . Every lawyer knows that a prisoner in the Provinces luis only these chances of ajijieal:

He has his chance of a writ of error, to brug up defects sliowu by the record, and as regards any objee-

tions to the evidence or to the rulings of tl judge, the judge may himself decide whether he shall hav*
an .ippeal or not. Louis Kiel waa not in 't position. He had the right to bring before the bench in

Manitoba every question of law or fact that ause on his trial, and when he took that appepl he was repre-

sented by the best counsel, 1 suppose, that this Dominion could have given him, and yet not a. singl*

<!xce])tion was taken to the fairness of the trial or the rulings of the judge. The prisoner took thia

additional step, which i« a very rare one iu connection with criminal justice in this country—he a^)plied

to Her Majesty to exercise tlie prerogative by which Her Majesty, by the advice of Her Privy Council, is

able to enteiiain an appeal in a (;a.se connected with criminal jurisprndeuce from any one of Her subjeeti

in the Empire; and liow is it that in the jxititiou tli.vt waa prepareJ. to enable the prissoner to take th*

judgment of that high tribunal, which had to make il« reporx to the foui.:.ain of justice itself in th*
British dominions—^how is it that neither the prisoner's counsel, nor himself, nor his petition, nor any-
thing said or written in his favor, urged a single objection to the fairness of the trial, the rulings of th*
judge at that trial, or the way in wliich the judge liad directed the jurj < .1 should suppose, Sir, that that
was exceedingly significant. We were told, the other night, that the judgment of the Privy Council Baid
nothing about the prcxjedure of the trial—that it was silent on that point. The significance of that
silence is all we want. Wlien a man has a full opportunity to appeal, and takes his appeal, and makes
no complaint about the fairness of a ruling, which would have given him his liberty if he could establish
its erroj', I want to know if we need auv more than his silence and the silence of the able counsel by whom
he was advised and represented, to satisfy us that exceptions were not taken in the highest court of appeal
in the limpire for the simple reason that they did not exist. 1 have another piece t>{ testimony Wth
regard to that, if that were not conclusive, as I should suppose it would be, and that is this: The llegin*
Leader of August 13 contained this statemcL't of what took place immtdiately altea the trjrl:

' The counsel for the defence, Mossrs. Fitzpatrick, Lemieux and Greenshlelds, waited on Judge Richardw*
before they went east, and thanked him for the fairiiess and consideration which had charooterized bis rulingi."

Notwithstanding the statement which was made by an interviewer of a Montreal paper, and whict wwt
jread to this House a few evenings ago, I hesitate to believe that Mr. Jjemiuux actually ohauged his iridad.


