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witn<WfiOfl to dto on thft floor of lliig K.i m. vV'o Vnow thixt a few dnyt nftfr the rtprutimi, in the ritj of
MoiUimil, a wet of nwolutiorm wnri' pnw.d iMlnring that thin uxocution wiw a liwt.t luunlar, uikI tlmt thp
tkriM! Mini,sl,.MB n-iiroHMiUiii/: Umt I'roviiK'c; m the Cftliinot wnro men who hnd dc^rmlpd thcii iac« and
wero truito; « ,to tlif*r country. l!.'«ilii(i.,iis wfio ixiflitoJ ('(iclitrinj: thut thin wag a ciinie whi- h HhotiM
ever be fo ;^ivon; and tiu- hon. genllinipn in this Houw, nemo of whom liuvc uddrawnd it ulmadv aii-1

•on»B of whom ar« to follow uw, were the mm who, in the |)r<'8nnce of lifty ihoutand of th»>ir foUow-
oountrynum, accun-d tho unnnimoUH adoption of lhf;.,<i ntwdutions. Yrt Ihom^ gintlem.in, in tl'.is i onino of
ttia didmlp, havo riHca and (JMcdan'd th.ii llm infoitnaUoii hnforc the House in not tnillicimt to tiiahl.' tliem
Tote, not for a rcsohition that tht! oxccniiou wim a niurdnr, not for a rtHolution that wc -vrc truitorw, not
for a rcsohition declaring tlnit wc hIiuII wwa- ho forgiven, hut for a rcHohuion cxprossing in tho mildoat
terms a rcgirt that tho law n.is ullowi'.l lo tako iU nourst". in fui't k«> mildly wan the r<>»olntion woidi-d
ttiftt it oxcitcd th(! mi, pi, ion of the hon. rncmlMir for Woat Dnrhani ^^l . Hlakc), iiuJ ho dncdarod that th«
Govcrumont inimt have drav.n t!iin iiMlictnn nt. I wish to uiiiko on.' other preliminary ohBcrvation, au
obiorvatiou with regard to ihe hon. irn'mlnr for Be.lloe.haHse (Mr. Amyot) in rosii^e.t of a matter in which,
I think, ho did mo, umionH.uoiwIy, lui injuHtiro. Ahont (en minutea bofore tlii»i dolmte Ugmi, when tlie
hon. merubar for Montmagny (Mr. Landry) was about to take the floor, the hon. uiemWr tor HeUecha*!
(Mr, Amjot), williont having given any noticti of lii-i i|n.,4tion, rose and a^ked a (lueatio'i involving a
umber of dotails, iw to wliother tlie modioal \<-]M)vtM lioin Uegina had been recfivod by tolograi.li, and if
so, at what dulo, niiii would Miey 1m' bimight before tho irou.so, and involving othor imrtiunlars as wrii.
I Btatod that I waa unablo from memory to answci Ihe que.stiou on tlic Bjiot, prohuining the" hon. giuitlp.-

man would, m im BubHiuiuently did, plit it in writing, and give me an opportunity to furniili the |)aiU-
oularH Biilvod for, I lliought that it wiw Roniewhat ungcneroiw on the part of the hon. gentleman (but it

probably waa due to lii» miHiindor.Htanding my unsw((rT, when lie said that roemheiH of the (government
wen) 80 di.sp()sed to iriilo with thi.s great ,iueHtioii aiul with the wishes of tin; Ifouac itself, that when thef
wore aaked a vital (pie.slion tho an.swer waa that thoy could not remember. Ho forgot lie wa.i aHlciug a
quoation involving particulars which could not lio Htutcd without looking /it the documents tbeniHelTni,
or tho records of the Department, :uid of which he had not given any notice, and that therefoio he oouU
ot expect the information to be at once supplied. The hon. gi'iitlcmnn had been in this House two
weeks of the Scsaion; he had alr"ndy aake.d lor pajxtr of alirio.Ht every dcHcription, and if it had occurred
to him to put his (juealion a little earlier than ton minutes Infore the debate iH'f^an, I should have been
ia a position to n.iy something more delinite than that I was n-it able to answer from memory, \V> have
kad the point laised and prc*w,d with groat earnestness, that the trial was an iiul:iir one, and we have
heard it asserted by a member of the legal jiroh ssion, that aitiiough it was a legal trial it was not a fair

•0. 1 confess, after having given that obs-rvation all the reflection I have since been able to giv.« it, I

am unable to understand it; i am unable id understand hovs the Executive can be condemned for not
having given to the piisoncr .something more than the law gave liim, I's reganis the procedure in thia

trial. Wo have generally understood, throughout thin Em])ire, that a synonym for fair play as reg^r4«
tfae administi-ation of criminnl/justiee w:w British lu\-, and yet we are told now, for the first tiioe, lu *
Parliiuuent existing under British institutions, th;vt the Ooverninent are to be condenuied booau^o their

counsel couducted the trial in such a way, that although strictly in accordance with the law, it was •«
unfair trial. Now, let mo iwk the House to bear witl. me for a few monents wliile I aildrese it ujxm
those points in roHi)ect of which it wiut said the trial wa*i unfair. We were told by th'j hon. ii'embcr for

West Durham (Mr. Bl4ke) that tho judges wore ill lerior judges. I presume ho meant, UHdiniciily, that'

they were judges of an infoiior court, and not that he meant to impugn their professional staiuiing or

abilities as meaibe.i-s of the judicial bench. But that ia an entirely irrelevant en(^uiry. Thu jurisdictioa,

whether the courts be RUi)eiior, or inferior, is plainly conferred upon them by law; the law of the country
requires that, whether these be superior or inferior jiulgcs, they should lake cognisance of ea9<'i like thia.

It has been said that the couits there were peculiar in their organisation. The criticism, pointing, m I

uupiHiJ'O it <Uil, to the conclunion that the trial was unfair and unsatisfactory, for otherwise, it would be

what the hon. gentleman distinctly said it was not, a purely theorotiial oVijection, a purely theoretioil

oritici.siu—his ciiticism pointing to such a con(;lusion, induced me to biingtothe House the provisions

•f the law on that subject. In 1875, a case of this kind would not have been tried by the jiul^es who, k«

gays, are inferior. The provision of section 61 of the Act of 1870 gave »lie trial of cajntal e.ises to the

Ohief Justice or any Judge of the (^Jourt of Queen's Bench of the Province of Vlanitoba, and reciuired the

iulcrveution of a jury not exceeding tight in number. In 1877, that Stfitute was altered; the juri.idictioB

of the Chief Ju-stice and of the judges of Manitoba was takeu away and given to stijwndiary nugistratea
'

to be ap[)oiuted in those Territorie.s, and the number of jurors was rt^duced 'rom right to six. it it tr««

the hon. member might have pre3.sed upon us one other consideration, and that is, that then there wouli
have been present, even under the Act of 1877, npfai the bench, not merely the stip'udiary magistrat*

but two justices of the peace as well. 1 take it that that is an objection which tho hon.,gentlemaB himself

and his followers lay very little stre.ss upon; because we have not had, from the beginning to the end of this

discussion, the complaint that thiirehave been too fi^w justices of the peace to try this man, imt we have had ontf

the complain t that there were toe • few jurors. The Statute of 1 S77, creatiag this court, took away the jurisdie-

tiion of the judges who, in tlie , ct of 187.5, would have tried the c.Tae, and reduced the uuinber of jurocit

and that Act was introduced in this House by hon. gentlemen opposite, when tlie hon. member for VVoat

Durham (Mr. Bloke) was himself Minis! i-r of Justice. I say this, not far the purj)o*e merely of sayinr

tu quoque, not for the purpose of'making a political comparLson between the legislation of one party anJ
the legislation of another, but for the purpose of drawing, what I think is a legitimate couclaaion fioia

tbese facts, namely, that if both sides of the House hod ac^quicdued in this legidatiou, oonfidixig in the

great abilities which the hon. member for West Durfiam was able to bring to the preparaiiuu of the

Statute, the Govemmeut had no occasion to mistrust it, ur to beliars it waa ill considered, auJL 1 had na


