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providing for and contemplating au appeal,
did protect the rights given after the union.
and secured, of course, substantially—he
used the word ° absolutely "—10 the minor-
ity ot those provinces the rizht to separate
schools. It hecame, as he said, a vested right,
On pages 7 and 8 of the Brophy case, anil
page 74 of his argument in the Barrett case.
as printed before Parliament, you will see
he admits that if this appeal clause in the
Manitoba Act is a4 substantive clause, as it
is decided to be in the Brophy case. he ad-
mitted—which no lawyer. counstitutional or
otherwise, had ever hetfore 1889 contradieted
—that by it the rights became vested and
were secared to the minority wherever the

schools were established. Does auy one
think that a novel idea * Take the hon.

member for Bothwell (Mre. Mills). In 187D,
in discussing the New Brunswick case, I
find him stating :

The British North America Act provides that
any province having separate schools before
cenfederation should have them for all time,
aud also that any provinee nnt having them at
the time of the union, but conceding them at
any future tiwe, shall ¢encede themr as a right
which can never be taken away.

If the mwninority carriod their point-———m

He went on to say later in his specch, if the

nitnority once got separate schools they, o]

use his language exactly—

—they would possess these rights and privileges
for all time.

To show you, Mr. Speaker. hiow awkward
is for us to have to deal with  the  hon.

member for North Simceove, 1 wish to point:
out. without desire to offend him, bhut with- .
out fear of him or terror ol hix indignation.

that, if he was not embarrassed with his

professional connection with the government ;

of Manitoba tbhere is hardly a wman who

could have enlightened us upon this subject !

better than the hon. gentleman.
mi; that.

I rreely ad-

T'he leader of the Opposition is a distinguish-
ed member of the bar of Quebve. Supppose
that he sat there having argued  the  case
with the bon. membher for Sinicoc.

to what he said in debate ¥ Or suppose that

Mr. Blake. a late distinguished member of !

this House, who accepted a retainer from
tke Canadian Pacific Railway in regard to
the award, had dared to lead the Opposition
and to find fault with the Government in re-
gard to questions arising out of that matter
and to ask why that award was not prompt-
Iy paid or why some other action was not
iaken about it, what would have been the
feelings. the proper feelings, of every mem-
ber of this House? To show the extraordi-
nary position of the hon. member for Simcoe.
I point out some of the inconsistent views
he has expressed in regard to this question
which he would not have expressed had he
not been legislator and counsellor as well in
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But suppose the leader ol the Op-:
position had a retainer from Mr. Greenway. -

How |
many men in this House would pay attention !
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cgard to the sume subject. He was of opiu-
on, as shown in a very interesting article
in Mr. Ewart’s book. that the Barrett case
precluded any right on the part of the mi-
nority to appeal. But the Brophy case de-
cided that subsection 2 of section 22 of the
Manitoba Act had the same effect in theip
case as subsection 3 of section 93 of the
British North America Act, in regavd to the
minorities in other provinee--it decided it to
be a parliamentary compiact. Now, then,
the counsel for Manitoba. who argued iu 1892
in the Barrett case, before the law lords of
the Privy Council of England that, if these
were substantive sectious sranting an appe:l,
they coustituted on the part of an establish-
ed separate school system a vested right—
or in connection with the separate school
l.‘.\',\'stem, to Le more acceuriate- - vested rigin
that could not be taken away—this same gen-
tleman came before the committee of the
Canadian Privy Council in 1895, and with
the Brophy case staring him in the lace.
the merits nor the

iargued that neither

rights of the minority were to he considerad
areued that we had dealt only with the
political aspeet, argued that the appeal

clause was practically a dead letrer, and only
in one extraordinary case could he conceive
ol its being used at all. I that doex not puat
him out of court. it ought to put him out of
i Parlinment, or at least prevent him having
i the slightest intluence in Parliament in re-
reard to this matter.

tIn regard to coercion, I desire to deal, in-
tall fairness, with a statement of the hon.
Jleader of the Opposition.  He referred 1o
the  Manitoba  Cartle  Quarantine  Aci
the  Aet relating  to  public companies.
the  Ac¢t abelishing  the  French  lau-
‘guage and the Schools Aet. The two former
were disallowed, and the others were not.
“The hon. gentleman would not  accept the
challenge of the Minister of Finance and ex-
press his opinion as to whether the course
of the Government in this matter was right
or wrong. It was his duty either ro express

his own opinion or not to condemn the
aetion of the Govermment in taking the
“course it did in regard to the matter. Bui let

us se¢e what is the record of the two parties
in regard to everriding and annulling the
*Acts of the local legislatures. 1 tind, for in-
stanee, that the Government of which the
“hon., genfleman was a member, the Mac-
FRenzie Administration, disallowed an Aet to
: define the privileges. immunities and powers
of the legislative assembly and the legisla-
tive council of Manitoba. They disallowed
the Act to incorporate the Winnipeg Board
!of Trade. They disallowed the Act regard-
ing the construction of the bridge over the
i Assiniboine River. between the city of Wiun-
i nipeg and St. Boniface. and they disallowed
chapter 43 of 46 Vie.. known as the Halfs-
hreed Manitoha Protection Act. During the
five years of their term they disallowed
twenty-one provincial statutes, or an average
of four and one-fifth each year, while dur-




