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right of the Roman Catholic minority in
Manitoba has been infringed upon, apart
from the “or is thereafter established by
the Legislature of the Province,” of the B.
N. A, Act: This is, however, we suppose,
one of the points upon which the Supreme
Court will be asked to pronounce. No
light was thrown upon it in the debate.

The want of logical sequence between
Mr. Tarte’s speech and the motion for
which it served as introduction was so
clearly shewn in subsequent speeches, and
has been 3o fully exhibited in the press
that it is unnecessary to do more than
allude to it. That was cartainly a cunningly
devised motion which could enlist in its
support those who approach the main
question from points so far apart and by
routes so widely divergent, as those of its
mover and Mr. MoCarthy. The majority,
of course, refused to convict the Govern-
ment of attempting to evade responsibility
in the manner charged. This they may
have been justified in doing, in the light of
the Premier’s distinct and emphatic denial
of any such attempt or intention. As to
the delay, there is a good deal to be said in
favour of procrastination in a case in which
the religious and race feelings are so strong,
as such passions need time to cool. But,
on the other hand, the charge of evasion of
responsibility seems to have been so clearly
made out from the language used in the
report of the Sub-Committee of the Privy
Council, from the speeches of various
ministers of the crown, and, above all, from
Sir John Thompson’s own declared con-
viction that all concerned would respect
the decision of the Supreme Court, that it
is almost as hard to reconcile those ex-
pressions with the protestations of Sir
John and others, as to determine the
application of the constitutional statutes in
the case of Manitoba, The Premier’s im-
plication that the decision of the Supreme
Court would settle the question at issue,
was severely, perhaps fittingly, rebuked by
Mr. Laurier. It is clear that shounld the
verdict of the Court affirm the right of the
Government to entertain the appeal,
scarcely a step towards settlement would
have been gained and there would be
nothing for anyone to submit to but the
determination of the Government to proceed
with the consideration of the case on its
merits,. On the other hand, even should
the Court declare that the appeal does not
lie, the Government cannot consistently ask
the appellants to accept the decision and
let. the matter rest there. On the contrary
it will be in a manner brund by its own

precedent to prosecute an appeal on behalf -

of the minority to the Judicial Committee
of the British Privy Council.

The one argument of the debate which
was most conclusive was, probably, that in
reply to Dr. Weldon’s reasoning, based on
the supposed analogy of the Judicial Com-
mittee of the British Privy Council, in
support of the proposition that the Govern.
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ment may exercise judicial functions
separate and distinct from those coming
within the range of its executive responsi.
bility. On closer examination the supposed
analogy seems to have utterly failed.

We have more than once attempted to
make clear that the gist of the whole
matter, in the Manitoba question, is
wrapped up in the assumption that the
Public schools of Manitobs, as established
by the Act of 1890, are Protestant schools,
to all intents and purposes, in the same
sense in which the Separate Schools were
Catholic schools. By far the most valuable
contribution to the whole debate was, in our
opinion, the passage in Mr. Laurier’s

speech in which he insisted with great

force and clearness that this is really the
root of the whole disputs. Once it was
established by the judgment of the Judicial
Committee that the Roman Catholic
minority in Manitoba have no constitution-
al right to Separate schools, this becimes
the one question to be further considered.
Whatever may be the meaning of the law
in respect to the power of the Federal
authorities to enact remedial legislation, it
is clear that the exercise of sach a power
would be tolerated only in cases of extreme
hardship. We must all agree with Mr.
Laurier that to compel Roman Catholics to
pay taxes for and to send their children to
schools which were either avowedly or
virtually Protestant schools, would be such
& case. Every fair-minded man would
admit at once that if eny provision for
remedial legislation existed in the Con-
stitution, this would be the time for its
exercise. We could have wished that Mr.
Laurier had given his own opinion upon
the point, so far as the Manitoba school
system is concerned, but from the party
point of view he was, perhaps, justified in
throwing the onus upon the Gevernment.
The wonder is that so little, we might almost
say nothing, has hitherto been said in regard
to what is so obviously the crucial test of
the Manitoba School Bill.

ULSTER AND HOME RULE.

We are not so sanguine as we should
like to be that Home-Rule will prove a
panacea for the ills of unhappy Ireland, but
if we thought that any good end could be
served by entering into an argument to
prove that simple justice to the majority of
her population demanda some radical change

in her present system of government, we -

could scarcely desire a better ground for
such an argument than is to be found with-
in the four corners of “Ulster’s” letter, which
we publish this week, Take, for instance,
« Ulster's”’ description of the character and
condition of the great majority of the Irish
people t>day. What stronger indictment
of centuries of Finglish rule could be framed
than is presented in that picture? 1s
thers, then, absolutely no hope of better

things for the Irish? Are they to be per-

petually doomed to the poverty, illiteracy,




