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Some confusion appears to existin the minds
of not & few persons in Canada as to the right
of using the distinetion ‘‘Honourable” in con-
nection with certain public offices. This con-
fusion no doubt arises in a great measure from
the careless use of the word in newspapers,
It is also increased when we-find an official
paper like the “*Canada Gazette '—ofticial inas-
niuch as it is controlled by officials -conferring
the title on the new offices of Solicitor-General,
and Comptrollers, who have been recent ly ap-
pointed under a Canadian Statute some years
in existence. As the subjoct has some interost
for all those who wish to adhere to those
correct rules of English constitutional and legal
procedure which alune ean govern a depen-
dency of the Crown, we quote the following ap-
posite remarks from a letter of Dr. Bourinot
to whom the question was referred : The
Sovereign, in the exercise of a personal pre-
rogative, can alone vonfer honours and titles in
this dependency of the Kmpire ; this is an el-
ementary principle, which a student first learns
in his Blackstone. In Canads, such titles as
accompany a Baronetcy or a Knighthood, and
such distinctions as Compenionship of K¢,
Michsel and Bt. George, and Honourable, are
given by virtue of a prerogative which is ex.
clusively the Queen’s. The Governor-General
has 1o such right, and no Canadian Statute, -
not even a statute of the Imperial and Soyer-
eign Parliamont itaelf, —can confer a title or
distinction of this character. Members of the
Privy Council of Canada whether members of
the Cabinet or not ; members of the Executive
Councils of the Provinces, while in office ;
Benators and  Legislative Councillors while
members of the upper Houses ; Speakers while
in office, and Judges of the Superior Courts,
are authorized wnder the conditions stated to
be called *‘Honourable.,” The new Ofticers of
Btate recently appointed at ( Htawa, unless
they are sworn of the Privy Council, or have a
special authority from the Bovereign, are not
8o styled.  Their position was clearly set forth
by Bir John Macdonald—who understood such
matters thoroughly —in the debate on the bill
providing for these offices. Theso officers are

appuinted in conformity with the English prac-
tice of having in Parliament ocertain Under.
Secretaries of important departments. The
English Hecretaries are not styled “Right Hon.
oursble” except they be ecalled to the Privy
Council, which is an honour inseparsble from
Cabinet office.  For instance, the distinguished
statesinan and author James Bryce, while poli-
tical Becretary of the Foreign Office in Mr.
Gladstone’s Ministry of 1886, was not & mem-
ber of the Privy Council, and consequently
bore no distinction ; but now as member of the
Cabinet and neoessarily Privy Couneillor, he
is designated Right Houourable. THe several
Under-fecretaries of Mr. Gladstone’s present
Government who are not in the Cabinet have
no such demignation. Neither the Attorney-
General, 8ir Charles Russell, nor the Solisitor-
General, 8ir John Rigby, is “Right Honour.
able” for the smme resson.” These explana-
tions of our Canadian suthority on such
questions, of course, should be hardly neces.
sary for those at ull conversant with the law or
the constitusion ; but it is as well they should
be made public to prevent a tendency among
ourselves to adopt the ridiculous ussge which
gives the title “Honourable” indiscriminately
to members of Congress and Btate Legislat ures,
both in and out of office. The English system
regulstes such matters by well understood rules
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and forbids the lavish and absurd conferring
of distinctions that exists without reason or
suthority among our Republican neighbors.

The announcement that the contract to
build lock No. 8 of the Soulanges Canal has
been awarded to an American contractor has
afforded material to wome of the Opposition
papers for a vigorous attack on the Govern-
mental system of letting contiacts for public
works. Bome of the objections taken seem to
us invalid, but otherd have so much force that
it is difficult to see how sny Executive, and
above all a protuectionist one, can persist in so
glaring a discrimination agninst Canadians,
To those who point out that no Canadian may
tender for any public work in the Unied
Btates without baving first signified that it is
his intention to become an American citizen,
the ubvious reply is that it is well that Canada
has avoide | that narrowness and is willing to
have her work done by those who will do it on
the best terms, irrespective of their nationality.
But when it is pointed out that the American
contractor is permitted to bring in his ma-
chinery for the work free of duty, while his
Canadian competitor is obliged to pay » heavy
duty upon that which he finds r ecessary to im-
port for the purpose, it is clearly seen that the
Canadian contractor is really discriminated
against.  Of course it may be said that the
Canadian may escape this by purchasing Cana-
dian machinery. Assuming that the machin-
ory is manufactured at home, which may or
may not bo the fact, this does not mend the
matter, for as evoryone knnwn, in tuch & cane
the price is sure to be within & small fraction
of that of the Anerican article plus the duty,
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But while the country loses nothing and
may gain materially by tte injustice done to
the Canadiwn contractor, the inconsistenoy of
the (lovernment in thoe matter is glaring,
If a private

citizen has & contract
te  let, our protectionist statesmen
ake good cere that he is not permitted

to reup the advantage of American competition
in cutting down prices, Any American tender-
ing for work would do so knowing full well that
he would have to psy heavy duties on any
machinery he might wish to bring in for the
purpose. The whole strength of the law,
backed by the vigilance of the cumoms’ officers,
would be called into requisition to prevent
one from having his work done more cheaply
by a forsign contenetor. Now if this is good
for the country in the case of the individual,
why is it not good in the aggregate T The
policy that is sound when applied to the case
of a single citizen, cannot be less 80 in the case
of & combination of ten, a hundred, s thousand,
a million, the whole Dominion. The logio is,
#0 {ar as wo are sble to sce, irvesistible, and the
Government which refuses to follow out the
same principle in national affairs which it en-
forces upon all citizens, must stand convicted
of either » want of sincerity in its profemed
faith in those principles, or of » singular lack
of consistency in ite application of them. It
would really be interesting to know how the
Ottawa logicians would defend themselves
sgainst the impeachment.

We have referrod elsowhere to the act, for
such we believe it to be, that the great body of
true Americans would view with the most
friendly feslings the advent of Canadian inde.
pendence and tyue nationality. A sentence
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