
orlty, against their interest, wltlioat aslc-

ing the Interested party to accept or

to refuse the compromise. What have

we seen ? We have seen the Oathollc min-

ority rejecting that compromise, and to-day

If the hon. minister la not deaf—If he wants

to listen to the voice of the minority in

Manitoba, he will hear the representatives

of that minority crying out that Justice has

not been rendered yet. He will hear the

representatives of that minoirity telling him
that that question has not been settled yet.

The hon. minister refers to what took place

in the last «lection in the province of Que-

bec, but he seems to be mixed up and to

ignore totally what tooli place. In our pro-

vince the question put before the electors

was very clear and well defined. The
Prime Minister, at that time the leader of

the opposition, said :
' Sir Charles Tupper

and the Conservative party have tried to

settle the Manitoba school question by a

Remedial Bill, but that Remedial Bill was
not worth the paper on which it was writ-

ten. I will do better. I will give to the

Roman Catholic minority of that pro-

vince all its rights and if I cannot suc-

ceed by conciliation, I will have recourse

to what the law empowei-s me to do.' The
hon. gentleman promised the province of

Quebec that he would do better than his

predecessors, and the vote of the province

of Quebec was given to Sir Wilfrid Laurler.

Why ? Because he promised to do better

than Sir Charles Tupper and the other leaders

of the Conservative party, "a the province
of Quebec all the candidates if both parties

were in favour of the remedies that were
asl£ed for the Roman Catholic minority in

Manitoba. The elections of 189G were not a

condemnation of Sir Charles Tupper's policy.

If Mr. Laurler secured a majority in his

favour, it was solely because he promised

that he would do more than Sir Charles

Tupper had done, and yet the hon. minister

says that the province of Quebec and the

majority in the other provinces condemned
the course talien by the late government.

It might be that persons who 'xnow noth-

ing may. at first sight, loolv at those

elections as a condemnation, bur how
could they at the same time ignore

that the people that were elected were

obliged, in order to be elected, to sigu

a declaration by which they pledged them-

selves to grant more than was promised

by the late government. Does the hon. min-

ister ignore those facts ? If he ignores

tliem. he is not fit to occupy the position he
occupies as one of the advisers of the

Crown.

Hon. Mr. MILIiS—Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. LANDRY—If he does not ignore

tilt in, why does he try to-day, by his an-

swers to serve the interests of his own
party against ail notions of Justice, by a fan-

tastical relation of facts which did not hap-

pen ? That Manitoiba school question

brought the hon. minister's party to power.
We can see now In what way. The hon.

gentleman says no. What was the division

in all the Dominion ? Setting aside for the

moment the province of Quebec, iboth par-

ties in the rest of the Dominion were about
equally divided. The majority gained by
the government In the elections of 1896,

was composed of precisely the majority ob-

tained in Quebec. That was their position

and we see now how their majority was ob-

tained. Will the hon. gentleman now deny
that he did not come into power solely by
that question ? I will venture to malie a
prediction to the honourable minister ; I

can tell him that he will go out of power on
the same question. His party promised jus-

tice. What has it given ? It has given us

stones in place of the bread promised not

only to the people of Quebec hut to all the

provinces. Those flagi-ant violations of their

most solemn pledges will turn against the

Liheral party. The hon. ministers to-

day are unable to face the situation.

They have failed in all their efforts

to try to remedy that question. And
why ? Because they did not accept the offer

made by them by tlie chief of the Conserva-

tive party in the House of Commons, when
Sir Charles Tupper rose in his seat in the

House of Coiumons to promise to the Prime
Minister to give him ail his help to settle

that question. Here is without any possible

doubt a question of public policy. It was
put to the hon. minister, and I asli him
why did not the Prime Minister accept
this offer ? What is the answer of the hon.
minister ? The only answer he gave was
to tell us that Messrs. Taylor, Wallace and
McLean have made certain declarations on
another subject. We know ail tliat, and it is

a very childish answer from the Minister of

Justice, who has a reputation to sustain, to

come and tell us that the parties who are


