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Wlien we conwider tlie fuct tliat the
ame.dmont prepared by Sir A. Gait,
and luiaiiiiinously t'l'Dcucr -d in by lils

co-delct^ates made no dlHtlnetlon be-
twei'u Protestant and (*atli'illo min-
orities, but extended tlw protection of
tiic con<lItutiiin to tin- minorities of

Ivitli classes in precisely the same
terms It Is difflcnlt on llu- jfirst state-
ment of tlii> question, to conceive liow
a remedy that tmirht in justice to be
t'xt nded to fine class caii wltli justice
be withheld from the other.

Furtlicr consideration of tli«> ques-
tioTi, however, shous that it 1« not
»(> en.sy after all of solution. There
is no doubt that many of the most
earnest ..nd niiost a^Kresivo oim^onents
of federal intervention in favor of tlu-

Roman Catholics of Manitoba would
justify—aye would demand prompt in-

tervention on iKihalf of the Protest-
ants of QnelM'C under I'ke circum-
stfinces. I d«'sire to lw> distinctly un-
derstood that T am not lH>re referring
to the iirot'<'ction of tin* Protest-
ants of (^ueV^'C in the ri^ht*^ they en-
joyed at the union. T am n'ferrlmr to
the case, tliat is quite possible of the
Quebec l<>Kisiature [lassinp; a law tak-
inir away i-ijfiit-; granted by that leg-
Isla.ture itself slncf^ the union. I re-

peat that the most prominent oppon-
ents of federal intervention in the pres-
ent issue would 1h^ t!ie first to demand
intervention under exactly the likecir-
IRum.stance-^ for the protection of the
I'rotcstants of QuelKHJ. And for their
justificatifvn in taking: these two ap-
parently irreconcilable po.^itiou-: they
give rea,8on« wliich are not only satis-
factory to themselves but are exceed-
incly jtlausiible.

I have already hinted at tlu- distinc-
tion tiny draw Iw^tweiMi the ca.se of
the on<- nuiiority and that of the
other. Tin system of the majority
in Manltol a, as stated by the law
that cr;'ate<-- it, Is a purely non-d«>
nominational one, and for the purpo.se
of thiiK di.-cusi<lfm I will concede that
it is so. The system of the majority
in Queitec oti the contrary is avowedly
one of Roman Catholic schools. To
compel tlw Roman Catholics of Mani-
tol>a to submit to a. system that is

in no sense denominational. l> one
tiring. To force upon the Prot-
estant mamorit^' of Quebec a
purely Roman Catholic system to com-
pel tiiem to ediicate their children in

and to pay their taxes to schools that
an' urul<T the control of a Roman Ca-
tholic iKxly i8 altogether another
thing. So argue the opponents of in-

tervention In Manitoba, who would
Justify remedial legislation in the pro-
vinc<» of Quebec. To them It seems
plAin that the abolition of separate

schooi.s in Manitoba, \a here the min-
ority can send their chihlren to an un-
dent minatlonai «chool with the pro-
t<'<'tinn of a conscience clause cannot
he reg{vr(h'd as a grle\ .nice comparable
with the wrong inlli<'te(l on the Pro-
t<>j^tants of Quebi'C, if forced to sub-
mit to i> system that would l)e prac-
tically under CatluMlc contril. Look-
ing at th<' queeth'U from a i'rotewt-
atit etandp lint it se'Mus impossible to
deny that there is re;il distinction l)e-

t\\«M'n the two cjus^-s lu tin* extent at
all events of the grievance. For my-
self I quite concede tlie distinction.

D'fv^ it follow, liowev.'r that the
constitution wliich was created for
the protectif>n of the Cathollesjequal-
!y with rrotrfitant>-, shall ix' matle ef-

!e<'tiv<' fi;r the protection of tlie latter
while It shall 1k' a dead letter In safe-
guarding the riulits of the former? Tf)
me it WMMUs that the conditions af-
t(>cting the Protestants of Qiieliec
rendering their dep<>ndence upon the
Frc'iich Catholic legi«:ature of the
provinc e so peculiarly irksome and
alarming a« to (kMuand prot<H'tIon by
the federal powers, are in themselves
th<' very circumstances that demand
the mi St faithful extensiim to Roman
Catholics of the same protection,

Wliat were the circumstances under
which the I'roti^tants of Quel)t>c .se-

cured the Intw-rtion of the provision
for appeal in the constitution?
In the old parliamc^ut of
Canada, though they were
a provincial minority they iiad a Pro-
testant majority to seeiirc them
against greivous wrongs. i:\(mi from
that parliament they could not ob-
tain full justice. Now their educa-
tion,! 1 interests were to be in the
liancL-i of a legislature eontroll(>d by
Frencii ('ath(!lics. "DviMi in the iiast

their tnilure t(» secure jiroper i»rovi-

sions for theii seiinr.ate seiiool.^ -had
tended to disco'irage the settlement of
Protestants in the province," and liad

actually "caused many families to
leave the country." resides that the.v

were "liable to be tax«'d for the suti-

port of R()!>Kin Catholic scliools; and
tliey had diffu-ulties in "est;ib!isliing

separate sch'>f>Is for tiienisc4ves." Fail-
ing to get redness from thr- Protest-
.•int parliament of Canada tliey had
accepted the (ironiise oT Sir George
Cartier that the legislature of Que-
bec would c<mcede all their demands
after the nnif)n. They willingl.v put
faith in the pledge rtf thr French lead-
er, but they were not willing to trust
to the generosity of the French legis-

lature in the future. And so they de-
manded and received tlie prritectlon of
the federal powers. To the Protes-


