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tion of any railway south of the Canadian P'acific Railway wvith certain excep-
tions for the terrm of twcnty years.

The Dominion Parliament might agree to refuse to " authorize " the construc-

tion of such railways for a thousand years, but that would flot affect Manitoba's

the DoiinParliament, and neyer wverc since the passing of the Britis~h North
America Act. There would be no sense, then, in the construction it is sought te,

plac upn te mnoply laus. Wat t mantwasthat the Dominion Parlia-
men wold ot auhorze suh rilwys i ->_ýterritories over which it, and

it alone, exercised control. The latter part of the monopoly clause, namely, the
provision that "«in the establishment of any newv Province in the North-West
Territories, provision shall be made for continuing such prohibition," plainly
rev'eals the know]edge that the erection even of a portion of the North-West
Territories into a province would eo ipso take it out from under the yokc of
monopoly, and place it in a position to build as many competing railways; to the
boundary as it might desire. It was expressly provided, in accordance with
this, that the territory taken from the North-West, and added te, Manitoba,,
should be subject to the monopoly~ clause. If it wvas necessary to enact that uponk
thc erection ot any portion of the already nîonopoly-ridden territories into a pro-
vincc,express provision should be made in orcler to continue its subjection to mono-
poly; why wvas it îiot necessary to make a similar express provision in relation to,
Manitoba, which wvas already an autonomous province? How is it possible tc
argue, then, that the rnonopoly was intended to, apply te, old Manitoba?

I might quote the speeches of Sir joh- A. Macdonald and Mr. Thomas
White, in thc.Don,înion Parliament, %vhen the Canadian Pacific Railwvay was up'
for ratification in February, 1881 ; thc sp-eech of Sir Charles Tupper in 1884,,
on .the application for the $30,oo,ooo lon; Hon. Thomnas White's remarks to,
the junior Conservatives of Winnipeg last March, and the assurance of the
Minister of justice to the Winnipeg Board of Trade in May ]ast; but your con-
tributor states that he ducs flot care what the ministers said, but merely for the.
actual requirements of the law, and to, the public the quotations from, ministeria'
speeches on the Canadian Pacifie Railway contract are sufficiently trite. It.
suffices to say that ini aIl of~ them we have been assured again and again that
neither the British North America Act nor the Canadian Pacifie Railway Con-
tract required monopoly in old Manitoba. .The Red River Valley Railway Act
was disallowcd simply to carry out the trade policy of' the Governiment, and not-
for the 3o-called reasons wvhich your contributor bas assigned.
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