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I'arHampTit, as well as tlip govorn-
mfiit, must on Its own rfspon^iWlity
and on gronnds that can be justified
to tlu> public, docide av hethor any rp-

ilef and what rellpf If any, is to be
given. But is not tlie govoTnmetit,
an<l IkS not parliament, to linve any
regard to tlie opinion of the eourt ?

Surely tliey are. It l« one tiling to
nay tliat parliament is not "l>ound"
by tlio opinion of tlie ^ court. It is

quite a different thing ^to say that
there iH no mora obligation to
give relief, in a pase in wliich the
court lias found that tliere is a grlea'-

ance, and that tlie cor.etitutionail act
is ^ a "parliamentary compact" liy

whlcli the crowii was pledge*! to pro-
tect tlie jminority against mich a
gri<'vance. Wiien the Imi)erial par-
liament on the petition of the Pro-
testants of Quebec to Her Majesty
put the provisions in the constitution
for their protection, it was
not intended as a mere form of
words. It was intended to lie a real
protection to them. And it must he
equally efficacious to protect a Cath-
olic minority. Of what u«e is the ap-
peal clause in tlue constitution f the
applicants who invoke its protection
are to 1m> met; with the ansA\er that
federal interference with the will of
the iiroA'incinl majority is inconsist-
ent with provincial autonomy, and
that relief m\ist therefore be denied?
The will of the majority was the very
thing that wan feared, as' lial)le to
do injustice. The Prote-tant'i nf Qur-
bec were unwjlling to trust them-
selves to tlie generosity of the major-
ity, and hience tlie federal protection
was extended to them against that
majority. Of what Uuse, I repeat, is

the pTot<Mition if it is not to be in-
voiced—if the will of the majority
must *;till prevail a,s an inviolable
riglit that muist not be orDo.sed?

rirarly Sir Alexander's nmindment
was niieant to l>e a real nroteetioo
against a real grievance. Tlije powers
conferred on the federal government
and parliamient w^ere useless unless
they were to lie acted upon. Tlie
Queen and her parliament did not
niean to put tlie QuelK'C menioila lists
off with an empty form of words, giv-
ing them a,n appearance ot a right
of a] peal while the reality was want-
ing. A clause granting in words a
right of appeal, and giving parlia-
ment power to re<lress, can Ih> of no
value unlevss the minority, when ag-
grieved, may invoke tlv^ie powers, and
imless tlie appellate body can exercise
them. Good words and kind wishes
are very nice, but in themselves they
sv.ll not support life. Tlie Protest-
ante of Quebec a>iked tlie Queen for

bread—slw; did not give tiiem a stone.
If .vou >ay to a destitute brother or
sister, "Be y^ warmed and filled; not-
witlLhtandlng if ye give them not
those things whicli are nernlful to the
body, what doth it profit/" So it

was writtcjn long ^ince for our ediiica-
tion. Tli2 lesson is as valuable to-
day as it was eiglit^HMi hundred years
ago.
Are we to apply one rule to the

caaiQ of the I'rotestaints in Quebec
and a different and contrary rule to
tlie Catholics of Manitoba? Tlie con-
stitutional provision is tlie same in
l>otli cases. Is there a rewson for in-
sisting tliaii in tlie one c;i.se the
lirovi-ion j-hnli be (fj^ciive, and In
the other non-effective—a dead letter?

I liave indicated tliat there is a ma-
terial difference in tlie character of
tiie scliools of the majority in the
two iirovinces. The .schooLs of the
majority in QuelxK? are avowedly
Roiuian Catholic .schools. Tho e of
tine majority in Manitoba profess to
l)e eutir. ly nndrnominational—abso-
lutely noiii-sectiiruan. Is this a cir-
cumstance that afftjcts the rights in
either case, or that siiould w\ igli with
the federal authorilies in ueciding
wiietlu'r or not rellnl is under all the
(tiirouiiKstances due to the Catholics
of tl.ii- irovlnci'? I siiali follow out
tlids enquiry in anotluT letter.

JAMES FISHER.

To tlie Etliior of the Fieo Press.
Sir,—in mj letter 1 think I made

it clear that the proviHliJU for an ap-
peal to parliament against provincial
educational laws was placed in the
coastitution so that it might be an
effective guarantee to the I'rotestants
of Quebi'C tliat privileges ouce granted
to tlieiu bj tlu' provincial legi>lature
in rcsptct to their separate scliools
would l>e protected against future at-
tacks by the 1< yislature. I showed
that exactly the same provisions were
eml)odi> d in the Manitoba con-titution
for the ^irotcction of tlie minority in
thi* province whether it might be
Protestant or Catholic. It is clear
as I have shown, that this provision
was to l>e effective for the protection
of Protestants. I now come to the
consideration of tho question wlietli-
er there Ls anything in the conditions
affecting the Manitoba minority which
would justify the application of a dif-

ferent rule Is it right under existing
circumstances that the protection of

parliament should be extended to the
one minority and refused in the case
of the other? At the first blush the
mere statement of the question would
appear to furnish its bwn answer.


