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cathedra style, gets up and states: Oh, the cussed at length clauses 1, 2, 3, and 4, and
inerest tyro of a logician, the veriest fool le said tlat notwithstanding any mistake
who has any knowledge of law, would not which ufiglt have been made ln the Act or
use the argument my hon. friend did. My legisiation, if there was a parliamentary
hon. friend uses his argument correctly ; fol- compact, then even at this day le would se
lowing the judgment of the Privy Council iat it was carried out. What is the iean-
ln England. wlio said that it was perfectly ing of the words "by law or practice." What
legitimate to consider the two Acts as taken was the intention of the legislature ? Jie
together for the purpose of understanding judgmient of the Privy Council in the Barrett
the clauses in the Manitoba Aet. f-ase deeided that beyond doubi. The Pirivy

The hon. gentleman states prinarily that Council decided that the mîinority of the pro-
the jurisdiction is vested ln the province of vince of Mantoba expected ihat their edu-
Manitoba. It is true that it is so vested, bui cational rights had been secured to tlem and
did he not know, when he was mnaking that-tiat the (uty of the Privy Couneil was
statement. that that clause in the Manitoba.siinply to decde upon he meaning of the
Act which allows the power of appeal to the words ; and if it did not get the meaning of
Governor General in Council and to tlis the mwords expressed correctlv in the clause
Parliament. the judges of the English Privy « the, it was fot their dutl to decide
Council say has to be read as part of the w1!at was the neanincf that clause. I
coistitution of this country. Tlhey say that !tio this erely to show that the hou.
it is perfe' ctly easily iiiderstocid. 'lho whiole iiiîeîîîwirfor Qens(MNr. Daviesi' and the
question of -separ:ute jurisclictiou in ret'erlenceI lion. memiber for Albert (Mr. W'eldlon) and
to education was discussed before the Priey the lion. member for North Simcoe (Mr. M-
Couîcil. and they decided that the two Actsimply said t oat if there was a parlian en-
shiould be read togethier. and thiat jurisdic- :ir wcompat at te time they woul, even
tdon i certauin cases w-as ested iu the Do--at this late our, coive the ininority In Mani-
milion. toa theAct jstic whch they deiand.

We ler about noereing Manitoba.rlbe lion. ineber for (Montr:av West (S 
No one but a deisaoctie- icare fnotiieuld1Stitli) can tell them wliether sepa-
wo lieiay be-soulduse bay sueli lane.fuagrShools were proinised or eoot.rtPwas
as that ? The constitution imposes the obli- onAetf tse deleçateS at the time. The wholc
gation on e people of tis eouniry, and it question ias been gne into thoroughly and
gives thiem the power to legisiate in the ably by my hon. friend frein Westmoreland
mnatter. Thiat power is vedted in Iarlia- (Mi. Powell), w o slowed, that the parlia-
ment of Canada, and wve have the riglt to mentary pat and agreement at that tine
legislate lu the ruanner aad direction we has intended to give the minority the rigt
thiiiik )roper. The hon, gentleman admits to their denonintional teahin ntrougd
that we have the power to pass a Remedial their selhools. If that is se, why does not
Bil. He raises no question as to tetoaw the lhon. member for Qeents (Mr. Davies).
In the matter. But demask-s is it Judcious to why does fot the hon. member for Albert
do so ? TIe question of jurisdiction then is (r.Weidon), why does flot thcelion. mcmn-
decided. It was dccided by tue Priv ber for North Sincoe (Mr. McCarthy), fol-
Counil. Theb onsgentleman was careful ti- lowing out thc Une of argument of last year.
dwll very litte on the decision of the grant this simple denand at once. No n:mn of
Privy Couneil. You notice tiatle did not sense who las read the correspondence, who
say a word about section which was su- lias read tc billcf rigîts, wlo las read tIc
Mitted t the Privy Couneil-that is i he ques- telelaraws in reference to thc wlole matter-
tion of fact. The whole facts were before
the Privy Council, and they iecided, upon
the facts of the case, that the minority in
Manitoba lad a grievance and they describ-
ed what that grievance wvas. The hon. gen-
tleman talks in a very decided way about
wiping out one of the clauses altogether in
the Manitoba Act. That clause reads:

Nothing In any such law shall prejudicially
affect any right or privilege with respect to
denominational schools which any class of per-
sons have by law or practice in the province at
the time of the union.

The hon. gentleman says that the decision of
the Privy Council virtually wipes that out,
that there was no use talking upon it uow,
that the Privy Couneil had decided It had
no effect whatever. The hon. gentleman, I
remember well, in his argument here a year
ago, discussed very fully whether there was
a parliamentary compact or not. He dis-

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.I.) Which bill of rights?
Mr. HAGGART. There are different ones.

Under the first bill of rights and the second.
schools were provided for. A certain suni
of money was to be given each year for th
purpose of assisting the schools. There
were none but the denominational schools
at that time, the Presbyterian, the Roman
Catholic and the English Church schools.
Does the hon. gentleman think, that, where
these two bills of rights mention schools,
they mean public schools ? Does he think.
that the Roman Cathoics, who were making
that parliamentary pact and agreement, in-
tended that the money should be given to
the public schools, and that they should
keep up their denominational schools them-
selves? As to w-hether Father Ritehot for-
ged the fourth bill, or altered the terms of
it, or whether Archbishop Taché was a
party to it or not, on reading of all the cor-
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