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1i1atters Of greater real moment, until a settiement, definite
in its nature and lionourable to ail ini its, termis is reached.
It cannot be taken out of politics by ignoring it, for it is a
q~uestion that cannot lie ignored ; and sureiy the history of
the 1ia8t fourteen mon ths demonstrates the- futility of trying

e r20Ve it by ill-considered legisiation to which large and
'flfuenitiai sections of the people are bitterly hostile. The
8Pectre can be laid in only one way l>y considerate and Icare-

f fil action based on indisputable facts determined upon by a
tribunal of accepted authority. By the fortunate failure of

*'th a club, this course is yet open ; and if the Governmentj that "'iii b, charge with the conduct of affairs of the nextParlianent dosnot follow it, yo, Mr. Editor, will hear
~uhOf the Manitoba Sehool Question for the next ten

Years, bowevrwayoum b of it ; and not much of
anYthing els.wer oînvb

The Governmient put itself in an indefensible position
the prcptnywhicli marked the passage 'of the Reme-

dilOdr;and its apologists have ever since been tryîng to
juSif itbybegyging the qUestion. Perhaps the most daring

att6rnPt yet madje of this character is that of "G . T. B." in
rnakbeletter to, TIIE WEEK. In titis lie lield thatPaiuien be Il refusing that redress which the law requires

1655 to bolivn (by this meaning no doubt its unwilling-
e t ltthe half-baked Remedial Measure) is Ilinculcat-'ng the doctrine that we are to abide by the law oniy go

long, and in so far as it comports with our own wisbes," and
andeb Ildebauching the masses from their allegiance to
and teorder." "lG. T. B." furthermore warns ail] laymen

'OftePremises hy telling them that tbey are not acquaint-
tion an the documyents bearing on this Ilpurely legal " ques-tl adtat they should accept the judgment of lawyers.I ight be pointed out that if it is a lega] question the law-

Yer 8ei uabe to agree upon it : and that the weight ofý'linentilegal authority in Canada is against the doctrine of4 repons.bil.t which. lie elaborates in bis letter. But thequesti0 l, is
t'O be deai ot a legal one ; rather it is one eminently fitted

Sieal -~v ith by sensible laymen. The fundamental facts
d6. ve~rn the case are easily ascertainable to those wbodeieto learn them. Among the "documents " of the case,~'ihIfear "&G. T. B.," despite his reflection on the laymen,bas neyer read, are the speeches of Edward Blake and Sir

ýobn Macdoîîald in Parliament in 1890 on the resolution
'ntroduced by the former, and the judginent of the PrivyOlincil in 1899.. It passes comprehiension how any intelli-

get an freh froin the reading of these atterances, couid
thvi ews "xrsed lG. T. B.," and by sucb other

th6 gist of tbe policy of-coercion as Mr. Hughes, M.P.,
th editor of the Victoria Warder, wbo tells his readers that
"the question is foîrced on the Dominion Governmnent byaw"and that soîne of the Cabinet Ministers are not in love
Ih the Remedial measure, but bave acted in cham-

* PlOUng itas a sberiff wvould in executing a condemned
~1Ua.These are extreme utterances but they indicate

"l ue Of defence to be taken in places where it would flotProfitable to dispiay the side of the shield now being held
"P in this Province by the Government's friends. Eventh Ose Who are too intelligent or too honest to assert boldly

hat the Governent had no power to do other than it bias
One, seek to create tbe saine impression by a more subtie

ýrg1- en -Thus Mr. T)ickey admitted to Parliament that
" ad freedom to do as it pleased in the matter ; but in the
"th breath hie said that if it didn't act precisely in the way
the Governmeînt wanted it to it would be as guilty of dis-
b0110ur as if it had repudiated its bonds. There is practically
11? diffèrence in effect between the statements of Mr,

'Pkyand of "G.n obebur T. B.;" for to be bound in honour is more
an t beboud in iaw.

fo Now against this bold assertion, which in its various
11,11, the onebulwarkc of defexicewlich theGovernmentias,

le sPut Sir John A. Macdonald who knew souîîething of law
0n f the duties of the adlvisers of the Crown as wel]. \V]îen
"'19 r. Blake suggested the resolution under wbich the
Q n6to the Supreme Court and afterwards to the Privy
. ei a made Sir John accepted tbe proposal but in do-

Ilebo ide it perfectly clear that he had no intention of
SInating Parliament or the Executive to any court.

e "0d I f course my hon. friend (Mr. Blake) in bis
re oflu bas guarded against the supposition that sucb a

tee1Sion i8 binding on the Executive. It is expressiy stated
%nýeha decision is oniy for the information of the Govern-

Thte Government may dissen t jrom thai 'opin-un i ill 1,e thpir dubty te do so i/ they difie)jrom the con-

claslen to V/ii thep court has coir"." The italicised senîtence
is in the iast-degree destructive of Mr. Dickey's argument.
Sir John Macdonald would neyer bave uttered it bad bie
wanted to bide behind tbe dictum of a court, as nien who
were bis colleagues when lie uttered those words are now
trying to do.

Therefore if we accept Sir John',, statement as interpre-
ting tîte sense in whichi the Parliamient of Canada acepted
Mr. Blake's proposai, it follows that even if the Privy Coun-
cil had been specifically requested to pass judgment as to
whetlier an actual wrong had been done the Manitoba min-
ority its decision would bave been opent to, review and rever-
sai by Executive and bv Parliament. Then, bow much.
stronger is its right to claim entire freedom of action in tbe
present case wbere the Privy Council lîad not been asked to
disentangle the mass of cont'iicting statemients and determine
wbat are true and wbat are false. Mr. W. S. Fielding
Premier of Nova >Scotia, it seems to tue was well within the
mark wben hie recentiy wrote : Jl most empliaticaliy say
that the legal proceedings before the Judiciai Coînmittee of
the Imperial Privy Council were not a ' proper inquiry ' ini-
to ail the facts of the Manitoba School Question. Thmose
proceedings did not pretend to be suci an inquiry. The
judgmnent was given, on assuined facts wliich did flot cover
the whole subject but oniy toucbed se mucli of it as was
necessary to the consideration of the questions submitted to
the court as to wbetber the case was one which the Domin-
ion authorities could hear an appeal." Furthermore tiiere is
ground for the contention that the Prîvy Council used the
word Ilgrievance " in a tecbnicai sense ; for it niust be re-
memhbered that it had aiready in 1892 expressec; its opinion
of the Justice of the Manitoba legisiation of 1890 in these
words : But wbat right or privilege is violated or preju-
diciaiiy affected by the law ? It is not the iaw that is iii
fault ; it is owing to religious convictions, which everybody
must respect, and te the teaching of their ciîurch thtat Rom-
ami Catholics and the mnembers of the Cburch of Engiand find
themselves unabie to partake of advantages which fthe lait'
ojfe>rs to al/ adike."

It bas been established to the full tîtat the privileges
which the Roman Catholies of Manitoba have been deprived
of were those granted to tbem by the legislation of 1871.
TIn the original case before the Privy Council the counsel
for tue minority suggested that these privileges were virtu-
aliy irrepealabie ; and their Lordships in their judgment
remarked on this contention with a good deal of dry
humour: IlIf the views of the respondents were to pro-
vail it wouid be extremely difficuit for the Provincial
Legisiature, wbich bas been entrusted with the exclusive
power of making iaws relating to education, te provide for
the educationai wants of the more sparsely inhabited
districts of a country almost as large as Great Britain, and
that the powers of the Legislature wbichi on the fa ce of the
Act appear so large, would be limited to the useful but
somewhat humble office of making regulations for the sani-
tary conditions of school-houses, imnposing rates for the
support of denominational schools, enforcing the compulsory
attendance of schoiars and matters of that sort."

But mark and behold how the dogmna of Ilautomnatic
action ' smnashes the finding of the Privy Council. The
Privv Council savs that the Manitoba Legisiature bias the
power of repealing its own scheol iaws. Granted, says the
Dominion Government, tbey bave the power to repeal them;
but if tbey do we shah .be obliged, owing te our devotion te
the Constitution, to compel tbem te promptly re-enact them
under penalty cf our doing se if tbey do net.

This is absurd enougli in ail conscience ; but it is net
so absurd as the commeîitar~ whicb tue Government's actions
make on its words. The "automtic action, Uc responsi-
bility " theory breaks down wben tested by tbe Acts of the
Government itself. The Remedial Bill differed radicaliy
from the remedial order whici was the first manifestation cf
this unique Ilautoinatic power ;" and the proposition te the
Manitoba Government, made by the Dominion Commnission-
ers last montit, lias little reseînblance te eitber, in that it
abandons the dlaim for separate schools, excepting in towns
and villages, wvhich in effect mean.s excepting in Winnipeg.
It sbould need ne demonstratien that if Parliament in
boneur or in law lias no funictions but to register on the
statute book the opinion cf tbe Privy Council, the Govern-
ment was guiity cf either iliegai or dishonourable conduct ini
draftîng the late lamented Bill and iii amending its
demands on Manitoba. The explanation of the divergence
of the Government's actions and words is, cf course, that its
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