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Mr. McCATY. erere I won't md h answers whieh the Supreme Court, n
doing it. The law demurnauded this, we are their opinion, ouglit to have given. And
told. Thatt was a. ridiculous statemelnt wlenii 1vIîat arethe unswers ? Theanswers are,
the hou. gentleman (Mr. Taylor) here frominiellect, that there is a jurisdiction under
Gananoque made it ; but, Sir, li him it tix!circuistances tlat have arise» ; that the

was excusable.. But to have a gentlemaniritish North America Act lias nothing at
who calls hiniself a lawyer, who has actual- ail to do with it; that the who1e question
ly been at the head of the law in this couH- rests uIofl thebCuiistitutional Act;
try. w ho lias had the power of life and -nd under tiiese circunstances. the
death uand other very iiîportant powers- (iovernor in Couneil has power to rv-
to have him cone on the floor of Parlianent medial1order.
and tell us that the Privy Council had de- Now, Sir, if I miglit, wlt.hout wearyhig
termined that we were to pass this lawis, tis e House. i woul like b eau atteution lu
ridiculous. Why. even the Minister of Fi- teeonduct of the Goveruieîît at that tiiiw.
nance could not tackle that. He is equail to Aud. whi1e I do not go with the leader of
iost things, but ie was not equal to tat.he Opposition in requiring ay further lu-

Now, what did the law say ? Listening 'estigation. iilŽ froui the învestigatiou 1
to the lion. Minister of Finance, as I dl tl1
the other evenin;r. ene could not but wonder there 15 110 p..>sible casefor iiiterfcrnee.

wliat lhadleeu thie u of-111iL i e 101-'Y. I :hske answ ttentionof the upuse Crt, ini
lere w-as eIn)aet 'No. 1. conipaet No. 2- country to the onduet shown and the

the iiiaiter was 50 clear fltat 1 %'oude.reil course t:îkeit by thé (oerîetof Can:îda
why, la the naine of fortune.bis rnl'orunate afierthis ape asweas ?nad e I care no,

miiiinority had not had their rilnts restored wheffertou cai it a aappeal or ci uner
to t liexu four yearîs ago. But it did ilot you eal i ta conplaint.v hait the hws

seeni tothie distiiishe Miîister of Jusrice said was tat if separate sehools are esti a-
of thi.-ld:y (Julite -. simlple a matter. Take Iished lu ý:i provine, or if sep:îrare lîno

tof t is .asi-let us recail it e:st in a provlute. whe it is brouglit uton
for a mome11(nt. lt vas hastily gîveu to us -the union, and if these selparate sehools r
tlies afternoon. but let nme re-state sonie of abolislîed or iuterfered %vithi.ailol r
thie dates. Reinetuiber that it ina 1 1892 is perfectly conipeLtc-ut for theloal(gI-
that the law' was found to be a constitution ture to do tha nivertbCless. the iialoit-

Iv. Reineinbeîthat it was lu the fail of iay cone to thaeteud tralpowr aud as, liat
th:tyear that uiniuority petitioled foi' the whole subJertiC nay be reo psisdre.

redress under the clause tlat we atre now WeHl, Sir, the inority etoe as lteytid a
eoirsidui-riîg. And rénncînher tha.it a eoni- 'h t to do. The Go'vernment. after atime
mittee Of Ithe Privy Cotiieil wvas -ippoiiit(-,. il-iilty. aseertained -what the iie.aning or
wit.h Sir Johin Thomipsonit the e<of it. i tIwA wl:se ais. It as foudthat the leei-
and thiat thai coiiittve aeîually laid 4iownuority itd a case whirgay ftheGovernir
the questions NVlIhVere W(..I.to l)e couuîetiraipowr hil.fr the invetoipats fia

and tUe it atuali eaird one day's argu- rder. maide Im tfc v beentste dha-
ent hn thequestion and t en broke up. duet of the Governtinfth viti a provine.

findir atntrta problem was too difteue our its own byr<tviir-es? rI(e ofS Canad a
for it to solve. Wl. fws it they unrn to war with Manitoba ragin at that ti.
kno ? They did not ask the rivy (esil anrtedawas one of the provinces of this

sn Entoe:ndist to g hd. but they did asic Dominion wli lihd p:!s(,d a law witin
the Suprene Court. whether under the cli- its constitutional rh.rhts. Surely the proper
cioinstances. a ts the geoursewoudhaveiteen even as ieetwnel

afeshi pea acmd.it e nt

to be true wiceh were stated in the petition friendiy states. 1o conunîuniicat wit.htli e
-198 M-19 veliY 1)roP1erly pointed out by the -povernmient of Mfanitoba to say to that

of lthdro ie Opposition-there w'as a ,whrrienth yo lere is an ninority whoehluife
cai that gai cthe uinority the riglit to ai)- enjoyed what, to thein. is a privilge. la nd

peal -ind rve the Governor Generailn wlnt tsiey caif qs a rigt fro a1871 tb
Couneil jurisdiction to pass the rernediai 1890e. and you have pssed i law and swept
order. And theSuprnie Court of Canada that rght away. and they have cohootosl
wtais aftledPon to determine that simple andoinplairied. and we ask why and wher.
question of law. The Supreme Court. as fore tiios lias been donc. Not a word ift.
we know, said that no case ad arise. The They were treatd as a hostile people.
saine aw which gave the Supreme Court suinmons. au order, was lssued for them 1)
jurisdlction gave the righ-t of appeal froni -ippe.gr-ne)t, remeniber, lu 1895. for thc firstthe Suprene Court to the Tudlclal Commit- time. but n the winter of 1893. without .
tee o! the Privy Couincil. That appeal was word of warnlng. wlthout the courtesy of amade, fot beca use It is Her Majesty'siu- communicatlon. They were treated as
dicial Corndttee, but because there is a wron-doers tud were summoned here to tye
right of! nppe:rim under the law from the judg- bar o m tthe centrai power to answer for tbm-
ment gven by the Supreme Court tn answer selvesw to defend their rgts and justify
to the questions that our GoverWment then ther proceedlngs. I challenge any ho.
subnitted to t-n at tribunal band the jdg- gentleman on the Tresury benches-nd
int of the Judical Commilttee s, luict. the are alsmiied waPin theis more or iess

wihr JohnRThomsnaYh.ed' i.tecas a.I wsfudta h i
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