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os pragaphupon those clauses of
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ti0 à4 %kl importance in connection with
tý, rd Schoî question, we ventured

the Opinion that they con-
peculiar and puzzling bit of
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4ý5 '"5hOught. Both thus opinion
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,t'sea4r Of the Opposition. Mn.
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for the protection of the
*4%y iiiOIitY in1 Quebec, and after.

%is~~~'~ropr1yext.ended to include ail
S51the original Provinces.
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mt'%rtine y flot without plansibility,
% lilertion' Of ânother clause touch-

àt%:"' e trii different terme, in
a4 s&t inanifestly implies that

In'as intended to takre the place
1 qqenastjOu in the B. N. A. Act;

S rglit Of the new Prov-
ta fîe 13'Ctpon the provisions

the rov as pplying in principle
in luceO- Mr. Ewart, in his

sran tated, it yull be
SIet % Aà t the dlaira of Manitoba is

'<lu,<f flyr '1p0n th>e sentences which he
41d i% " Provincia A., and seemed

4% tk1  escape was theteby provided
4k ib bewldeeent vhieb miglit resuît

ýts i t iup te r1prt the conditions
'. t. ns1 referred to, in
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the PWoving exPressed the opinion
tboi~ ' 0 s the Manitoba A.ct

ote ban of the B. N. 4. Act.
qdtw 0) r view of the judgment
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trnni 14r-l to dincover a
existe for the dlaim that a
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rigbt of the Roman Catholic minority in
Manitoba bas been infringed upon, apart
from the "lor is thereafter established by
the Logisiature of the Province," of the B.
N. A. Act. This le, bowever, vo Suppose,
one of the points upon whicb the Supreme
Court will be asked to pronounce, No
liglit vas thrown upon it in the debate.

The 'want of logical soquence hetween
Mr. Tarte's speech and the motion for
which it served as introduction wa se5
oleanly shewn in subsequent speeches, and
bau heon so fully exhibited in the press
that it ie unnocessary te do more than
allude te it. That vas c 3rtainly a cunningly
devied motion which could enlist in its
support tbose who approacli the main
question from points so fan apart and by
routes a0 widely divergent, as those of its
moyen and Mr. McCarthy. The majonity,
of course, refused to ccnvict the Govern-
ment of attempting to evade responeibility
in the manuer cbarged. This they may
have beenjustified in doing, in the liglit of
the Premier's distinct and emphiatic denial
of any such attempt or intention. As to
the delay, there je a good deal to be said in
favour of procrastination in a case in vhich
the religions and race feelings are so strong,
as sncob passions need time to, cool. But,
on the othen baud, the charge of evasion of
responsibility seome to have heon s0 cleariy
made out from the language used in the
report of thie Sub-Committee of the Pnivy
Council, from the speeches of varions
ministens of the crowu, and, above ail, fromn
Sir John Thompson'a own declared con-
viction that aIl concerned vould respect
the decision, of the Supreme Court, that it
is almoat as bard to neçoncile those ex-
pressions vith the protestations of Sir
John and othens, as te determine the
application of the constitutional statutes in
the case of Manitoba. The Premier's im-
plicatioii that the decieion of the Supreme
Court wouid settie the question at issue,
was sevenoly, perbaps fittingly, rebuked by
Mr. Laurier. It ie dlean tbat should tho
verdict of the Court affirm the riglit of the
Goverument to entertà'in the appeai,
scarcaly a step towards s-ttiement vould
have been gaiued and thene would ho
nothing for anyone te suhmit te but the
determination of the Goverument te proceed
vith the consideration of the case on its
menita. On the other band, 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 lu a manner b und by its own
precedent to prosecute an appeal on behaîf
of the minority to the Judicial Committeo
of the British Privy Council.

Tho one argument of the debats vhich
vas most conclusive was, probably, that in

reply to Dr. Weldon's reasoning, ba"e on
the supposed anslogy of the Judicial Com-.
mittes of the British Privy Council, in
support of the proposition that the Goven-

ment may exercibe judicial functions
separate and distinct fromn those conling
witbin the rangs of its executive responsi-
hulit7 . On dloser examination the supposed
analogy seems te have utterly failed.

We have more than once attempted to
make clear that the giet of the whole
matter, in the Manitoba question, ie
wrapped up in the assumption that the
Public sobools of Manitoba, as established
by the Act of 1890, are Protestant achools,
to ail intente and purposes, in the same
sense in which the Separate Scboola vers
Catbolic sohools. By far the moost valuabis
contribution te the whole debate was, in aur
opinion, the passage in Mr. Laurier's
,speech in wbidi lie i 'nsisted witb great
force and clearnese that this is really the
root of the wbole dispute. Once it was
established by the judgment of the Judicial
Committee that the Roman Catholic
minority in Manitoba have no constitution-
al riglit to Separate eichools, this becmesa
the one question to be further considened.
Whatever may be the meaning of the law
in respect to the power of the Federal
authorities te, enaot remedial legisiation, it
is clear that the exercise of snob a power
would be tolerated only in cases of extreme
hardship. We must ail agree with Mr.
Liurier that te compel Roman Catholica te
pay taxes for and to send their children te
echoolg which were either avowedly or
virtuaily Protestant sohools, would ho eucli
a case. Every fair-minded man would
admit at once that if any provision for
remedial legialation existed in the Con-
stitution, this wouid ho the time for its
exercise. We could bave wihed that Mr.
Laurier had given his own opinion upon
the point, so fan as the Manitoba sohool
systemn is concerned, but f romn the party
point of view lie was, perbape, justified in
throwing the onus upon the Gevernment.
The wonder le that so littie, vo miglit almost
say nothing, bas hitherto been said in regard
to what je e0 ohviously t1xe crucial test of

the Manitoba Scbool Bill.

ULSTER AND HOME RULE.

We are not so sanguine as vo should

like to bo that Home-Rule will prove a
panacea for the ilis of unhappy Ireland, but
if we thouglit that any good end couid be
served hy entering into an argument to
prove that simple justice to the majority of
bier population demanda some radical change
in ber present systemi of government, we
could scarcely desire a botter ground for
sucli an argument than ls te, b. found with-
in tbe four corners of "Uloter's" letter, which
vo publieli this week. Take, for instance,
"6Ulstor's " description of the character aud
condition of the grest majority of the Irish
people t-day. What stronger indictmoent
of centuries of Englifib rnis could be framed
than le presented in that picture? isl
thero, thon, absoiutoly no hope of botter
thingo for the Irish 1 Are tbey to ho per-
petually doomod to the povorty, illiteracy,
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