ooy

" and historical statements,

340

wishing for this arrangement, it must see
to it that the Government goes more re-
solutely and persistently about the business,
But it has always seemed to us that the
position of the proposed Canadian attachd
would be nondescript, uncomfortable, and
easentially useless. Unless accredited by
the British Government, which is not asked
or expected, he could have no influential cr
representative relations with the American
Government ; while as a mere adviser of
Her Majesty’s Minister his presence would
but still further complicate a method of
procedure which is already tediously round-
about. We need less rather than more red
tape in international affairs.

As we write we have before us the
report of the first day’s debate on the Mani-
toba school question, brought on by Mr,
Tarte, and to this our brief comment must
necessarily be restricted. Of Mr. Tarte’s
speech the criticism which at once suggests
itself is that his whole argument is a super-
structure without a foundation. We can
all heartily agree in respect to the folly and
the wickedness of permitting any majority
to deprive any minority of any right
bestowed upon it at the union, or at any
other time. We are speaking now of a
right, not of a privilege or favour. What Mr.
Tarte and those who think with him need,
in order to make their argument logical
and their appeal irresistible, is to establish
the fact that the Roman Catholic minority
in Manitoba has been deprived of some such
right. And in order to do this they must

- of necessity show that the alleged right °

exists, To ‘this point Mr. Tarte did not
address himsslf at all, so far as we can see.
Hence his argument, so far as he attempted
one, is logically worthless, Mr. LaRiviere's

-, _#peech was made up mainly of denunciations

X It scarcely at-
tempted argument. The most noticeable
point it contained was, perbaps, its intima-
tion that the appeal of the minority is based
upon the B. N. A. Act. Mr. Ewart, it will
be remembered, told us a week or two since
that it was based mainly upon the Manitoba
Act, Which ia correct? Sir John Thomp-
son confined himself mainly to a laboured
defence of the course which the Govern-
ment bas pursued in the matter up to date,
This, Mr. Tarte’s motion, though not his
speech, justified Sir John in doing. With
the Premier's emphatic denial that the
wording of the report of the sub-committee
of the Privy Council implied any attempt
to evade .ministerial responsibility, Mz,
McCarthy will no doubt deal, and his speech
will be before our readers before these
lines can meet their eyes.

In his communication in another colcmn,
Mr. Louis Simpson; General Manager of the

. Montreal Cotton Company, uses some strong
- language in reference to Mr. Edgar’s state-
- ments in the House of Commons touching

the workings of the Cotton combines ; but it
will be observed that, save in one particular,
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his letter contains no satisfactory refutation
of Mr, Edgar’s charges. Mr. Edgar stated
that the report of the Mortreal Cotton
Company, submitted at the recent meeting,
showed the output during the last ycar to
have been $1,468,000 worth. Mr. Simpson
says that the amount was a little less than
$900,000. This is a very serious discre-
pancy, no doubt, which Mr. Edgar must be
left to explain. Moreover, as his calculation
of the output of all the other mills was
based upon the figures above quoted, it
will be seen that unless he can verify this
statement, his subsequent figures will need
to be reduced by nearly one-half. But even
after this reduction is made a strong pre-
sumption remains in favour of the view that
the Cotton combines are enabled by the

tariff to levy a large sum upon the consu-
mers of their goods. The fact, which will
not we presume be disputed, that the com-
bines can afford to pay the proprietors of

several mills handsome gratuities for keep-
ing their mills closed, seems in itssif con-
clusive. Can there be any reasonable donbt

that the amount of those annual gratuities is
added to the price paid by consamers? Our
comments, to which Mr. Simpson takes ex-
ception, were distinctly made conditional

upon the correctness of the facts and figures.

If Mr. Edgar’s figures are wrong—we do not
know whether he will admit that they are—
it is scarcely in reason to suppose that he

would make a gross and wilful mis-state-

ment of a kind so easily exposed, it will be
seen that Mr. Simpson’s denials, with the
exception above noted, are too general, not
to say vague, to settle the question. In re-
gard to the postscript, it may be observed

that the gravamen of Mr. Edgar’s charges
in respect to the companies whose capital

has already been so greatly enlarged is that
the Government allowed them to make the

increase contrary to the provisions of the
charters. We certainly have no wish to
abet an attack on the companies, but in the
public interest werepeat that the purchasers
of cotton goods should inquire carefully into
the facts, as denoting’ the working of the
pretective tariff and govern themselves ac-
cordingly.

Mr. Jeannotte, M. P. deserves all the
popularity the publication of his views can
give him. The member of Parliament who
has the intrepidity to stand np in Committee
of the House and protest against a bill to
deprive of their franchise electors who gell
their votes, as a violation of the liberty of
the subject, is a legislator of no common
order. His name should become a house-
hold word throughout the length and
breadth of the Dominion. We are by no
‘means sure that the thirty-three who voted
for his motion the other day, thereby caus-
ing Dr. Weldon’s bill for the disfranchise-
went of venal voters to be thrown out of
Committee, should not be regarded as en-
titled to the same publicity. We are glad
to see that the Bill has been replaced upon
the order paper. The principle of this mea.
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