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Chancery was not a court of criminal juris-
diction. It had not, now, and never had,
the power of taking cognizance of pro-
cesses of outlaw'ry. Hon. nenbers -were

aware that the Court of Queen's
Bench, and that court alone, had

jurisdiction. In all countries pro-
cesses of outlawry were taken before

the Court of Queen's Beneh.
Sir JOHN MACDONALD - They

never are.
Mr. McDONNELL explained that le

meant that the Court of Queens Beichr

originally had cognizance of al niatters of
crime.

It being six o'ciock, fh House rose
for recess.

AFTER RECEsS.

Mr. MACDONNELL (Inverness) said
that since the House rose ie had referred
to thre criminal statute of 1869, and he
found that the process of outlawry n'as
recognized by that statute, which being
passed after Manitoba was united to
Canada, extended to that Province. That
being the case the next question n'as
whether tie proceedings i outlawry had
been regularly taken. cHe contended that
was not a question for this House at all,
because the House niust act upon the
maximr that what was donc by a piil,11c
official mnust be presuned to be rigrhtlv
done until the contrary is provel.

Mr. FLESHER said ie had listened
attentively to the debate, but there were
still one or two points ie was not quite
clear upon. The Minister of Justice had
not met the argument of the iember for
Cardwell to the effect thrat the machinerv
for carrying outlawry into operation was
defective, and that t'e proper fornalities
iad not been observed. Surely thnis was
a matter that the House should take cog-
nizance of. Supposing a case was brought
before a niagistrate, it would be his duty
to inquire whether the case was one wlich
siould properly come before iin, and
whether the warrant was regularly made
out. If this was done in srall
matters, low nuch more necessarv
was it for the House to foilow tire same
principle in dealing with so grave a natter
as the expulsion of a member on the
ground of outlawry, especially whene it was
remenbered that the House was acting
ex parte in the matter. Supptsing that

21r. MacDonnell;

tis sentence of ontlawvry shrou]d be set
aside sbsequeitly 'ht position wnou(l
the ilouse be in arfteîlravingdlred that
the outlawry wasr valid andrr hIad expelled
RIEL on the strt of it. There -as wSo

a111s011 whv tie course propoe by the
Premier should taken i pefiernce to

the course taken 1 at seýsion.
Hon. Mr. IM)f)N said lion. genr-

t1'emeun opposit. ihad ar e:n ther there
wa rs n0 machine1 r vigibt toi out-

lawry in th(isc Che Justice
WootD slttin 'j ricitdly l (clre LovIS

RIEL to be outhx in a judgnt which
was now before tlhei Hiou1sre.

Hon. J. H. CoMRON-No, no! That
is a istake. The Chief Justice has
nothing to do witi tie jud-iment of out-

lawry. All tlt he iad done was to
certîiy that the- re"c was the' record
before the court.

Hon. Mr. HOLTON-It is quite clear
that a machinery' for tis purpose is been
found and has been cerfifiel to bv the
Chief Justice Usting:n lis jIlicial cjoI-
city.

lion. J. H. CAMEllON-No.
lon. Mr. lHOLTON went on to sry

thart the wiole scp of t e rgmnent i

the other sidew' that thre C'ief Justice
was w'rong, aid tlt tins Hurs was
sitting as a co'rt of r'evicN upon the

action of the ' irin Manitobat. He

iaintained tt tl(y nust accept the
judgmîent of tl cort for Parliamrentarv

prposesr0('5. It tLh party interested feit
aggrdeved. and if tlere were tlheseirreular-

ities tiat lad -eÎn pnted out, he could

seek redress fromrA tie courts : lut for all
Par'liamentryr poes they had amplre

evideinfce that LOis Imbn had beeni

declared an t and the 'ot of that

declaration w'a to void the seat. He
would not g-o in0 the politi'l aspe ct of

the case ie s*rIpy desired to point

out wiat le brli ved to be the only

(Iuestior befor the House nae
the suficiencv an tie authenticitv of the

ji(lgment of outlawry for the î'purps'e of
g-overninig their action. Whelher the
proceedings were regilarr or i'reuIlar, it
was quite incoipe'trient for the ui' ise to

decide. Wi l ah i respbect for tle legal
abilities and Parliamrentary exprince of
thehon. members fron Kiigston and Card-
Nell, he would not arccpt the doctrine of
eithîer of tiemri as to the rulai'ty or

irregularity of ti proceedings, the net


