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8woin to as having been used by the pridouer during thi.-* ono, according to the
testimony of the witiiessea Faulkner ajid Turner. When they found, as they
had found by the evidence, that the prisoner had K^ft liia shop and devote<i
liimself exclusively to the work of <!ppo8ing Mr. i(toGee's return, they \vould
see tlial u more than oixlinary tooling of hostility wan uianifested by tho
prisoner tovv-ards liini. Tlie ])ri8oner tells the witness Faulkner tlmt Mc-
Gee " in a traitor and deseives to )>e shot." lie i^ found with a pistol

going to a picnit ; the pistol to be used in a row if one sljould take place ; or if

not, iv, is to be used for practice on r« lonely island, whcjsre the prisoner could
try hid yjwficiency in its use unobservf-d Then tliey had Mr. Inglis, the witness
who told them of threats used by the pripoiier, and referred to the priwner's
having Icen up nt McGee's house on a particular occ&flion. Tlie same witness
had tol< ihemthat the prisoner stud I*IcGee was elected, but that he would not
take lii.s s<jat, or if he did that lie would not reign long. ;^Iow was this? Why
would not McGee ' >ke his seat, or why would he not reign long ? The witness
had given tlie vat. ^r, when he asked :

" WhofiWouiddoanything, to him ? "' The
prisoner at tfoe bar had said, " If nobody else would <lo it, J would." They
ibuxvd that the prisoner had marie a visit to Mr. McCiree's house, and it was only
fair to assume that tliis visit was for no frionflly purpose. The ieai-ued Counsel
for the defenc*' had raised no question as to tlje oopj'ectfless of the evidence of
Inglis an<l Faulkner, that evidence had not been impeached. These witneds^S
had spoken of the threats many times reiteraitt.:d against the life of the Hon.
T. D. McGeo. As to Turners evidence the learn<^d Counsel said it should not
be believed—but why ? Merely bocuse Turner hafl made a fuller statement
before the Court than he had before the I'oUce Magistrate ? Becauso he had
said mo;ce in his second examination tiian ha<l uppeai ed in liis first ? He (Mr,
O'Reiliy) would tirst see what Turner's evidence waa, and would then discuss

its viUue. It had been shown when Turner and Whelan became ftcquainted-—

their intiniacy had been established by a photogiaph, in which they had both
appeared together. Now, the prisoner had used expidssions before Turner,
sucli as that lie would himself go up and shoot McGee, if nobody else would do
it. Then, again, he liatl admitted that he had been up to McGeo's house with
JJnright. Why should he go to McGee"s house? Why should the prisoner at
the bar feel indignant witli McGee for having denounced Feniuuism ? Wsis he
(the prisoner) the special guardian or pi-otactor of Fenianism, that he shoiUd
undertake to destroy McGee's life for liaving denounced it ? Surely -it wa^ a duty
for the Hou. Mr. McGee, as a representative of the i)eople, to have denounced
that vile conspimcy ; and yet they lind that tlie very day the prisoner had read
^at speech he denounced Mr. McGee, liad u (juarrel with Iiiw wife, an<l remained
out all nigjit. Tliey heard of vbe prisoner tleclaiing thsi,t he would '* blowi

McGee's bloody brains out before the session was oyer." The Crown relied upon
these declarations to show cho intention of the ,' ler. Again it had been
testified that when McGee passtu in liis carriage, \ . .^ i>lu'»8e had been used by
the prisoner, "It was well we did not get the bloody old pig that night." What
night? The night, no doubt, that the prisoner had gone up to Mr McGee'a
house with anotiier. The Crown relied upon these expression-, not becaune
they had been used in a few solitary instances^ but beca,use tliey iiud been tnado
use of time and again over a considerable period of time : .because several wit-

nesses had sworn to them; and because of these i'eiterftt«d accumulations of
testimony sworn to by witnesses from Montreal, and because t^ubsei^uent facts

had justilied the estinnUe plaoci upon these expressions. For these reasons the
Crown hatl relied upon this testimony to pi-ove the intention of the prisoner at

the bar. He (Mr. O'Reilly) had been .accused of having iiiiled to fulfil the pro-

mise which hq made in his ojwning address that h<^ would prove that the death
of McGee had been ])lanncd by a conspdi-acy in Montro4.L But if the evidence

of tjje wituess Wade wac to be relied on. what othei' conclusion could they come
TO? That evidence was of tlie most damning character agiiinst the prisoner.

Wade had igiven a fujl description of the pjuties who met together in Montreal
Mj<l plawied the mvu'dor of .Mr. McGfee, and it appearetl, from the evidence of

ttia witnes.^ tb<i,t the prisonev at the bar wa.s the man who had been appointed


