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| nesses brought before them, I do not think we are justified in reverSing .their decision,
\unless we can be cerfain that it is wrpong.” - ’

\ In Reg. vs. Greenwood, 23 U. C7Q. B. 255, a case m, which the prisoner had been

onvicted of murder, Hagarty, J., said.: “I consider that I discharge my duty as a judge
efore whom 1t is sought to obtain a new trial on the ground of the alleged weakness of
the evidence, or of its weight in either scale, in declaring my opinion that there was evi-
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ince proper to be submitted to the jury.; that a number of material facts and circum-

stapces were alledged properly before them—links as it' were in a chain of circumstantial *

evitlence—which it was their especial duty and province to examine carefully, to test.
thelr weight and adaptability each to the other * * * * To adopt any other view of
w, would be simply to transfer the conclusion of every prisoner’s guilt 6r innocence
\the jury to the judges.” ’ -
eg. vs. Hamilton, 16 U, C. C. P. 340, was also a case in which the prisoner had
been tonvicted of murder. Richards, C. J., who delivered the, judgment of the court,
% We are not justified in setting aside the verdict, unless we can say the jury were
wrong in the conclusion they have arrived at. It is not sufficient that we would not
have prgnounced the same verdict ; before we interfere we must be satisfied they have

-arrived it an erreneous conclusion.” So, in.Reg. vs. Seddons, 16 U. C. C. P. 389, it was
_said : « The verdict is not perverse, nor against law and evidence ; and although it may

be somewhat against the judg®s charge, that is no reason for interfering, if there be
evidence-th-sustain-the-finding because the jury are to judge of the sufficiency and weight

of the evidence.” . . .

I Regy vs. Slavin; 17 U. C. C. P. 205, the law on the subject was thus stated : “ We
do not profess to have scanned the evidence with the view of saying whether the jury
might or might not, fairly considering it, have rendered a verdict of acquittal. “We have
‘already declared on several occasions that This is not our province under the statutes~ It.
is sufficient forjus to say that there was evidence which warranted their finding.”

The learned counsel for the appellant have “argued with great force and ahility that
‘the overwhelmin weight of the evidence is to-establish his insanity. Under the autho-
rities cited, all that my duty requires me to do is to see if there is any evidence to
support the finding, of the jury, which implies the appellant’s sanity. I have, however,
read carefully the evidence, not merely that of the experts, and"what bears specially
upon this point, but the general evidence. It seemed to he proper to do so, because it
is only after acquiring a knowledge of the appellant’s conduct and actions throughout,
that the value of the expert evidence can’ be properly estimated.

" After a critical examination of the evidence, I find it impossible to come to any

* other coﬁclusidt\x than that at which the jury arrived. The appellant is, beyond all doubt,

a man of~inordinate vanity, excitable, irritable and impatient of con_tradicﬁion. He
seems to haveat. times acted in an extraordinary manner ; to have said many strange

things, and to have entertained, or at least professed to entertain, absurd views“on reli- -

gious and political subjects. But it all stops far short of establishing such unsoundness
of mind as would render him irresponsible, not accountable for his actions. His course
of conduct indeed shows, in many ways, that the whole of his apparently extraordinary
conduct, his claimsto divine inspiration, and the prophetig character, was only part of a
cunningly devised scheme to gain, and hold, influence and power over the simple minded
people around him, and to secure personal immunity in the event of his ever being called
to account for his actions. He seems to have had in view, while profesSing to champion
the interests of thé Métis, the securing of pecuniary advantage -for himself. This is
evident from, among other circumstances, the ‘conversation detailed _by the Rev. Mr.
André, That gentleman, after he had spoken of the appellant claiming that he should

receive from the Government $100,000, but would be willing to take at once $35,000.

cagh, wag,asked. “Is it not true that the prisoner told you that he himself was the half-
breed question.” His reply is. “He did not say so in express terms, but he conveyed that
idea. He said, if I am satisfied, the ;Half-breeds will be. I must explain this. This
-objection was made to him, that even if the Government granted him $35,000, the half-
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