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aunt, of necessity, as Lord Herschell, keeper
ol the Queen’s conscience, is—men not ouly
trained at the great bar of IEngland, but
trained, every one of them, 1 believe, with
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“anterior 10 the Act are entirely irrelevant.

the exceeprion of Lord Shaud. in the halls of °

Westminster, advising year in and ycar out,
their Protestant countrymen. as to the leg-
islation, not only of England, Scotland,

He alse admitted that the judgment is bind-
ing in establishing a grievance, and the
leader of the Ontario government (Sir Oliver
Maowat), in his resolution passed the other
day. interprets the decision as establishing,

- 10 use the language of his resolution, a legiti-

Wiles el Ireland, but of the whole Lm- .

pPite.
exeiting issues here, removed from our local

I sia) those men, removed from the

prejudices, and all Protestants, would have -
voted for this Remedial Bill to do justice to
the Catholies of Manitoba, or anpy part of .

Canada.
dian, make a small concession. when 1 say
I aw willing to go with them aud do as
they would do. But, oli, hon. gentlemen say.,

I, as a Protestant. and a Cana- -

mare ground of complaint which should be
removed. And. speaking arterwards in sup-
port of that amendment, the only change he
made in the language I have veferred to is
the substitution of * ought 1o be " instead of

*should be removed "—-that iv is a griev-
ance which ought to be removed. ‘Fhose

opinions, I think, are of some importance.

“We cannot argue with men like the hon.

member for Albert (Mr. Weldon). Ie ad-

; mitred that he was subject to passion and

wiaar aboutr the bargain ¥ what about the

compict ¥ And we have heard how import-

aut these ante-confederation compaets were,

of Quebec,
there was o

Oh, the Protestants
they need notr be disturbed ;
colgpsiet preceding 1867 that it would be
Al outrage 1o disturb : but in
these post-union rights which econcern Catho-
Hex chietly, there is no such thing as a com-
et
Would he vote for
Nor he. 1 asked him the question, and he
&:iaid it woukl be a very imporrant consider-
ation,

Mr. DAVIENS (I"E.l) The hon gentieman

But ir there was a compact. L asked | iss. every tile
the hon. member for Queen’s—what then ¥ 01' iss, every. Ui
remedial legislation ? | {5,

forsooth,

11 . lion not a constituticnal guarantee 7
regard to:

prejudice ; and. afrer the decision of the

ceourt, when apparently it was not given as

he hoped or wished, he told us in 1895 :

What meaning do vou give to section 93 ol
the British North America Act ? Is that sec-
Yoes., And
woulid you abridge it in this way ? I fraokly
say T will.

Now, e is against separate schools, hit
Compacts, parliament-
ante-union, post-union, bargain—all
those things fall to the ground. Iis posi-
tion is casily understood, and 1 hope it will
never be commended by any important see-

i tion of the people of this country.

will excuse me in calling his attention to the - J
caid the hon. member for Simcoe (Mr. M-

Laet that we were speaking of a pre-union
compact, and he asked me ir there was such
i thing as a pre-union compact, would I
then vore ftoir remedial legislation,

I told

nbim that our right to carry remedial legis-
Lation could in no way be dependent on a : :
Sl prechaded successtul interterenes, o the

pre-union compitet. but that the 'rivy Coun-

¢il decided that our right to carry remedial
legislation depended upon rights given to:
-case ; and there the question invelved was
. as 10 whether the Act of 1890 was within the
~ordinary powers of the Manitoba legishature.

tlic Roman Catholics after ithe union.

Nir CHARLES HIBBERT TUPPER. You

may, Mr, Speaker, understand that to be!

an answer to the position 1 was taking., 1
do not. 1 say the hon. gentleman's argu-
ment amounted to nothing.
timne he took up was absolutely wasted if he

1 say that the'!

Now, then, I arvive at a very important
aspect of this case, and I again cull 1o my

Carvthy), 1 said a litile while ago that up
to 1889 no man dreamed that you could in-
terfere with these post-union compacts,
these parliamentary bargains, these parlia-
mentary compaets, because this richt ot ap-

hon, gentleman frout Stuleoe weit, ansler o
retainer, 1o London, 1o argue the Barrett

In that case. 1 find that he argued, and with
great alility, that this section providing for
an appeal—and [ think it is better to express
thie section this way than by its number in

. the Manitoba Act—wis not a substantive see-

did not distinguish between a compact be- !
fore confederation, and legislation after con- :

federation. Now, with regard vo both these
marters, 1 throw aside compact after com-
paci outside the statutes.

1 go on the

judgment of the I’rivy Council, and on the :

facts which led Lord Herschell and his col-
leagues te be of the opinion that remedial
legislation is demanded and is right. They
go upon the statutory compact, upon what
they call this parlianmentary compaect, and 1
know. in connection with the provinces, of
ne compact higher than a parliamentary
compact.

The hon. member for Simcoe (Mr. Me-
Carthy). when acting as counsel for Mani-

é
l
|

tion, that it was to be read in conncection
wiih the section preceding it. and he then
contended thit no ante-union rights on the
part of Roman Catholics had been interfer-
ed with by the Act of 1860 : and he after-
wards developed that idea that there was
no appeal for the minority in Manitoba.
Bui. mark you, he went on to say that in
the case of New Brunswick and Nova Scotia,
under the British North America Act provid-
ing for an appeal, the very fact of the righr
to thai appeal guaranteed to the minority
in those provinces a permanency of the sep-
arate school system, if, after 18G7, a separate
school system should be established. The
very fact of that section of the British North

toba, himself adiaitted that the proceedings | America Act being a substantive section,

Sir CHARLES HIBBERT TUPPER.



