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result of which ther ha" now before the
Hi1ouse. That judgment properly authen-
ticated washie maintained, all that they
required to govern ir Parliamentary
ac 310n.

Sir J)HN A. MACDONALD said the
crtficate of the SPEAKERý, or of the Clerk
of the 1ouse, accompanyig the proceed-

ings of tle HoLiuse, would onily mem that
it w eruititied that the copies were true
copies. So in tiis case Chief Justice
Wooni certified that the papers now before
the louse were the papers connected with
this cae, and being so certified they muust
be hell y the Houe to e true copies.
But as fhe SPEAKER'S or the Cieri's cer-
tificate woîli go ne furtier tIhl t cer-
tify that the copies were true copies, so

Chief Jutice Woon's certificate went no
further tian to certify that the docu-
mncxxts were true copies cf the papers tiat

appeared in tilhe court in Manitoba. It did
not in any way give a chatraeter to these
Ieo2inil. 2 ma stnd uponx their

owU merus. If defect ie thy imust fal
if satilnt cx cyle cwoul îe u1ini tainxed.

Yet the hu. gentleman said that for Par-
iiamelt'y purposes t e mrust be held to

e coneet, and a mner of tiis louse
muitist be expelled on1 thîemu whietler corVect
or not. It ias said hecul(i go te the

CoUrt Of Appeil of it was incoect, but
suppose ihe appeai shoulbe suceessful
whiat atisfaction would it be to be told

You ouglit to have st for four vears."
In tiec case in whlich Lor DEN N and
the Court of Quen's Bienih decided against
tihe jurisuiction f Pariî auiet, Su'ir ROMERT
PEEL vose i lis place and appealed to Par-
ament against thxe judigmet of the Court

of Conxinnoni Plias. le stid no iiatter how
ihe law ihiît lihave been construed; the
louse of Conmnons could not be denxuded

oi its j isdiction ; i hat was a case
in which the lawxers in the louse of
<Consuxeî- did net suir t'hat the Court of

eComon Peas was wrong. II this case,
the Hons was asked to declare a seat
vacant on a docnient that was rotten, on
its face ; that was not worth the paper it
was writtnu on. Tiere was no legal mai
in the House who wouid venture to say
that tei- judgent of ouxawry as declared
in these decuments, would be sustained
where British law exited. vet the louse
Vas tld tiat for Parlixentary puil)ose

this rotten, illga paper lxust be accepted
as correct. The Hloush siould take the

Hpn. Mr. Holtoî.

ionest, straighîtforward course which
the hon. gentlemen opposite voted
last year, anxd ought to vote this year-to
say that the man wio was a fugitive from
justice and expelled for that reason, was
still a fugitive from justice and should be
expelled again.

Hon. Mr. MACIENZIE was sur-
prised that the lion. gentleman hould use
sucli vehement language as to call the
jndgment of a court a rotten document.
It was not respectfuxl to the court or to
this liouse. The imere fact tiat the ion.
gentlemxan characterized these documents
as rotten did not mîîake thei so. The
sentence of outlawry was equal to convie-
tion of crime, and that laviig been pro-
nîounxced. the lieuse was not to go behuind
the record, but sinply to accept the judg-
iment of the court and act accordingly.
The righît hon. gentlemanx seemed to be
extreiiely anxious that this man should
be expelled frou the House ; the lion.
xcmmbxs for Baget andi Teirreonne wished

tat lie shoux'ld uot, but tly were all
woking iost harmoniously In order to
obtain a comnino ground upon which they
could vote. A great blunder tad been
mxiade in framing tis motion, and lie was
anxious to see iow the lion. gentleman to
whoimi lie iad aiiuded would vote on it.
Thev were all exceedingly anxious to put
memîbers on the Governmiîent side of the
House in an awkward position, but they

would net acecouplish their object. The
motion before the House was based upon
tie rocedure of the Eiglish li use of
Connnons, and nio one would venture to
say that Lord JOHN ItUSSELL waS not
quite as goo nu authority as the hon.
memiier fer Kingstonx. He defied the hon.
gentlemiiaii to find asingle iistaice wiere
the louse of Commons had ever goie
behiind a verdict of a court to criticise it.
The verdict of the court in the SMITH

O'BRIEN case was sent down to the Coi-
iions froi te House of Lords. It might
have been comxpetent for any mem-
ber of the louse of Cominons to
raise anx objection to that judgment
and state that the House of Lords and the
Court of Appeal were wrong, but no one
thoughît of such a tliing, and it Lad been
left to a Parlianientarian in Canada to
impugnx the judgment of a court and
chtaracterize it li such strong language.

Sir JOHN MACDONALD pointed to
the case of Mr. JOHN MITCHELL, i which
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