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nor & desire for pilunder, because gll tha
goods of the pedlar were found on his per-
son. It was ascertained that whoever killed
the man, he never appreached rhe dead body.
for there were no traces of footsteps near the
body. The man who killed him evidentiy
had run away. The jury did not inquire
whether there was any motive for commit-
ting the act, because the simple question
submitted to them was, who was the author
of the killing, who did it ? And the jury
simply came te the conclusion that the
guilty party was the boy and could be
nobody else. Under these circumstances
the jury brought in a verdiet of guilty.
\Vhen the poor boy found himself face to
face with the consequences of his aet and
Lis indiscretion, he did what he should have
done long before. He should, when ar-
rested, or at all events at the trial, have
stated the circumstances. He would have
shown greater wisdom and intelligence if
he had surrendered himself and stated the
facts such as they were presented after-
wards. But his intelligence was of that
character which supposes that if there was
po witness te the commission of an act of
killing there could be no verdict of guilty
rendered. Ee was under the impression
that no oue having seem him, the circum-
stances being such that he could not be
pointed out as the author of the act, if he
did not speak he would escape conviction.
But he was convicted. If he had been a
brighter boy, more educated and possessed
of a larger mind he would have come to
the conclusion that under the circumstances
the best thing to deo was to make an open
confession of everything that had taken
place. But, being brought face to face with
the consequence of his act, then the boy
made a confession, and I ask my hon. friend
(Mr. Borden) does he not think it impossible
to explain the killing of that man by any
other circumstances than an accident.
There cannot be any motive given for that
killing. My hon. friend (Mr. Borden) has
submitted for consideration as to whether
there was mansiaughter or murder, but un-
der the circumstances this question does not
arise, because admitting that the boy com-
mitted the killing with the gun which was
in his hanpd, you cannot find any reasonable
motive for the act, and the advisers of His
Excellency had to advise as to what should
be done with a lad of seventeen years old.
who undoubtedly by an act of his had kiiled
a man, but for which killing there was no
possible motive, no motive of revenge, no
motive of plunder, no motive of gain to the
boy. I ask any hon. member in this House,
what would he do if he had to deal! wih a
human life under such circumstances ? My
hon. friend (Mr. Borden) argued that sup-
pose this boy had been tried in a civil ac-
tion. and that he had acted foolishly in not
disclosing the whole of his case and in not
giving his defence, and the jury passed
upen it, thre hon. gentleman asked would
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anybody think of reopening the case. Cer-
tainly not. I1f it had been a civil case no-
body would have tried te step in between
that man and the courts, but on the con-
trary it was a criminal case which involved
the life of that boy and the guestion arose:
Were we to send him to abide by the con-
sequences of ar act which was an accident,
and as to which he was foolish enough not
to give his defence to his counsel. What-
ever may be the technicalities of the law in
this respect, for my part I would not hesi-
tate to take the course which was taken. It
may be that my hon. friend (Mr. Borden)
may happen to be Minister of Justice in the
remote future, and when he himself has to
assume the responsibility of passing upon
life and death, he will I believe always take
the merciful side rather than the technical
side of the case.

Mr. BORDEN (Halifax). As the right bon.
centleman has made an appeal to mie with
regard to one or two matters I would like
to add a few words. It is apparent that I
have not made inyself clear to the right hon.
gentleman, because he has followed exactly
the line of the Minister of Justice. He says,
in the first place, that there was only one
question submitted to the jury, namely, as
to who acrually occasioned the killing. If
i I could for a2 moment believe that, I would
| be the first to say that there at least should
‘be a new trial and prebably a remission of
i the sentence. But I think I know Mr. Jus-
 tice Ritchie too well to suppose that in in-
structing the jury he did not give to them
explicit direction as to what constituted
the crime of murder, and what they must
believe before they could find a verdict of
guilty. The right hon. gentleman presumes
something which could not posgsibly have
taken place. Mr. Justice Ritchie in directing
the jury would teil them what constituted
the crime of murder, and he would tell them
émtinctly what they must believe before they
could find the marn guilty. My right hon.
{riend cannot take refuge in any such idea
as he has suggested, for it is absoclutely in-
conceivable. The right hon. gentleman recites
ali these things that the Minister of Justice
has recited ir nis report, and he says, having
regard to all these things: We could not
contirm thls sentence. But the right hon.
gentleman does not have to confirm any-
thing. The sentence does not require any
confirmation by the Government. The ques-
tion is as te whether the clemency of the
Crown shall be exercised either in remitting
or commuting the sentence, or giving a
new trial. Let me point out to the right
hon. genileman that if the question which
he says was the real question in the case,was
not submitted to the jury, whose fault was
it ? The Crown proved their case when
they proved the kiiling. It was for the pri-
soner to submit this question to the jury.
Suppose that I granted to the right hon.
gentleman his argument so far, what would
follow from it? He seems to think that




