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. question the legality of it. I shall, there-
fore, move in the first place, « That the
‘record in the case of Louis Rigr, laid on
the table of the House on the 22nd inst.,
be now read.” Ifollow,asI said before, very
closely the precedent in the Syt O’BRIEN
I case, in which the motion was that the
decision be entered as read.

The motion was carried, the House dm-
pensing with the reading of the document.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE —I now
move “That it appears by the said record

. that Lotts RIEL, a member of this House,

has heen adjudged an outlaw for felony.”

Mr. MASSON suggested that it would
be well to know if there was anything
before the House to prove that the Louis
Rirr who had been adjudged an outlaw
Rien who was a member
of this House.

Hon. My, MACKENZIE said the hon.
gentleman must judge for himself.  The
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Hon, Mr. MACKENZIE—Tt is now
t00 late.

My, MASSON—The hon, gentleman
should not take shelter behind f01ms

Hon, Mr. MACKENZIE—I do not go
behind forms. The hon. gentleman should
have called for the reading of the docu-
ment at the proper time.

Sir JOHN MACDONALD—The hon-
member for Terrebonne says the fact that
Lovis R1EL is an outlaw in Manitoba is

the ground proposed to be taken by the . no proof that he is the Lovuts Rier who is

a member of Parliament. That is the
point the hon. gentleman makes.
Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE—If the hon.

| gentleman has any doubt of it he will vote
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raisel 23 to whether the dreument laid
before the House s precisely the kind that
‘it should be. I donot know whether it is
or not, Inthe O'Doxovax
ment the document itself was not laid on
the table, but a certificate from the officer
f the court stating that such a deeision
had been rendered.  In the present case
the document itself is Lid on the table,
and it is competent for this House to
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against the motion.
Sir JOHN MACDONALD said that
was to o certain extent an answer to the

‘mutmn the legal part of the | objection, because the Premier in his reply

had by inference stated the two were one
and the same person.

Hon.J. H. CAMERON quiteagreed with
what his hon. friend said ; that there was
enough tobringbefore tl \e House thefact that
the person charged with outlawry was a
member of this House. The Premier had
partly stated his (Mr. CAMERON’S) objection

~t> the House, but not being a lawyer he

could not be expected toremember exactly
what was sald. His (Mr. CAMERON’S)



