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objection was not merely with regard to |

the criminal law of the land, not havihg
process of outlawry in it, but that so far

as this particular case was concerned, in’
the Province of Manitoba, whatever it |
might be elsewhere, the process of out-:

Jawry did not exist, and that the
proceedings in  outlawry upon an .
indictment for felony could mnot be,

had in the manmer required by the law;

of England. He would endesvour to
explain to the House the ground upon
which he had taken that view. No oune
for a single moment would imagine tlat Le
(Mr. Caveron) had the least desive that
RieL should remain a member of this

House, beeause if he wasnot to vacate his |
seat he (Mr. CaMERON) would be prepared |
The posi- |
ion that should be taken with regard to
constitutional forms and rights gvas one

to move that he be expelled.

that should not be given up if they had
strong convictions on the subject. e
(Mr. Cauerox) bad very strong convic-
tions on this point, and felt bound to offer
for the consideration of the House the
grounds which had influenced his mind in
saying that upon the face of the records
of this proceeding there was no valid
Jjudgment of outlawry. Those who were
versed in the law were aware that certain !
proceedings must be taken in reference to
outlawry in England. They go back to
a very remote period, except recently,
when a change was made in civil proce- |
dure by what was called the “ Common |
Law Procedure Act.” They dated back
prior to the existence of Canada as a
colony. From the times of Hexny VI
down to the last act passed in the velgn
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dealing with a question .of fact, from
examining the record. They could not be
prevented any more than a court could,
from declaring from the face of that record
that there was no outlawry, and that the
House could not, therefore, take proceed-
Vings upon it. Now, in the proceedings
to be taken in outlawry, though to most
persons they niight appear to be merely
technical, involved rights and privileges,
and an explanation of them, therefore,
might be interesting to most of the hon.
gentlemen present.  Upon an indictment
i for a felony punishable with deatl;, if the
accused does not appear, a writ culled a
{ Leneh warrant is issued at the time of the
Assizes, which Is the swme as a wrib
which is called coapins al respondendum.
That writ requives to beissued once, twice
and three thmes in sowe cases and onee or
twice in other cases. The sherifi of the
| county where the puty dwells orof the
county next to it is required to refwrn the
writ, declaring the party is notfortheoming,
and for each writ a similur return is
made. He is required to make procla-
mations at the seat of the County Court
for five different times, and a wrib was
required to be issued called a writ of
exiyent.  That writ and the proclamation
bear the sawe date of issue and the same
date of return. The timne which must
by law elapse between each of thuse pro-
clamations is a month, The Iast duy—the
quinto evactus—when the proclamation of
declaration expires, is the day on which
the party 1s required to appear, so that,
in fact, the outlawry shall not take place
autil the day in which the party has been
required to appear shall have pussed.
8o much was this the case in England,

o
S5}

of WirLiam and Mary. They explained

the manner in which proceedings were to |

be takern in criminal and civil cases tend-
ing to outlawry.
proceedings for initiating outlawry might |

be taken upon an indictment, for eriminal |

proceedings the manner in which these
proceedings were afterwards carried on,

and the ceremony to be observed in respect |
Now, when |
they lhad before them a vecord of judg-

to them were pointed out.

ment, and there was either in the law
with regard to it, or on the face of the
Judgment itself, that which invalidated it,
he thought they were not precluded from
declaring that 1t was not a record of out-
lawry. They were not in the least
degree precluded, as they would be in
Hon. J. H, Cameron.

While in common law |

where this system had been in use for so
long a period of years, that if there hap-
pened mnot to be a coroner in a county,
there could be no judgment of outlawry
pronounced. The law was plain upon
that point, and the authorities distinct.
If there were no sherifl’ in the county for
over a year,proceedings could not be taken
until a new sheriff wuas appointed, and
50 long as there was no coroner in the
coulty, no sentence of outlawry could be
pronounced. Tle proceedings to which ke
had referred had every one of them to be
taken in the order in which he had
referred to them, and if that order were
| departed from in the slightest degree, the
| record might be treated as null and void.
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