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supposed to deal. described in the samne was re-enneted. But. 'Mr. Speaker. the law
termns. viz., the Acts 53 Victoria. hapters passed on April 2;t. 1892. does not hear the
37 and 38. Now. Mr. Speaker. tese Aets. saie title. ThIie remedial orier does wt
53 Victori. chlapters .17 and : . at th time spak of Ilhe tatutes in a ny particiularî way.
the petition of November 2(th was presnt- but mentions the title whil I have given,
ed, had eeased to exist. Tlis assertion will and governs the procediire as far as the :p-
probli he a matter of surprise for the peal is e neerned. Thestttts upon which
111imiber of tis illouse. It is iideed a- the appeal was basedil ot being in operalion
tonishinîg enough that sueli an error sliould1I at the t:ime the appeal was leard before the
have founîd its way li hona tide proceedings. Governor Ge'neral i C'ounciI. suhlient to
nd1 I have frequently asked myself whe- which the remedial order was passed, it fol-

ther really this was iot a vloluntary lunIIIder. lows that the- appeal as well as the Order
I stated. Mr. Speaker. that <it Novemblher il Council passed in eisO<liiuence a% re worth
21;th. 1!J2. tlie two .\Ats. à i3 tri 1ap-1 nothing. The only A(ts exising at that
ters 37 anid 38, had no existen . Iee is Ilhe tinme were pter 47 ad chapter 1.27 of the
proof. I r@eid inI the Manitob: Act.. 55 Vie- Revised Stutes of Maniobn. These were,
toria, chapter 41. section 2 I repeat it. the only ediuntional laws in

On. from and after the coming into force ofti' 11111.t :îe.îIt
this Act, the Acts and parts of Aits set out in
the scheelule styled schedule A * 1shall1be t ionafter ai appeal froi these laws and
and the sane are h'ereby respectively repealed to
the extent set out Il the said third colunmn of
said schecdule.

Now, looking up this sciedule A. I read the
followiing:-

Title of Acts : 5. V.. S90--ch. 37 : An Act re-
specting the Departnent of Education. Extent
of repeal : the whole. Ch. :S. The Public Schools
Act. Extent of repeal : the whole.

Au lion. MEMBER. Carried. carried.

Mr. CIARONNEAI. (Translation.) You
will say carried when- I am througi vitil
my argumt. but not befoie. The Mani-
obn At wvIi h I just ientioned. 55 Vie-

Ioi:u, ehapier 41. was sanctioned on April
20th. 1892. as I rirht in saying that.
on November 2t;h. 1S92. the date on whiclî
the petitiobi w:s 5 preseited. ComIiplainUing of
the Acs 53 Vietoria. ChIa)pters 3T and 38. and
on Marhi 21.st. 1-S95. the date of the remedial
ordler calling upon Manitoba to repeal. anend
and supplement in any manner. the Acts
53 Victoria, chapter 37 aud 38. the'se Acts
werei no more in existece nid liad been
repealed ? I would he curious to know wlat
answer ean be mîade to: tifs. As I sauid a
monient: go. ur jluidit fion is under the
authority of section 22 of the Minitoba Act,
and we caniiot go beyond. If there he no
Order in Couuncil obliging the province of
Manitoha to net. if the province lias not
refused to do so. we have no jurisdiction
and we ennnot contend that the province
of Manitoba has refused or neglected to
amend, repeal or supplement in any manner,
the statates comnpla.ined of. The Order in
Council eited in the preamble does not
mention the educational laws or those con-
cerning the Department of Education, but
the statutes 53 Victoria. chapters 37 and 38.
These statutes having been repealed before
the appeal of the ninority, the Manitoba
government could not be called upon to re-
peal or amend them. I say that under the
circumstances. we have not the shadow of
jurisdiction. I see the hon. Minister of
Justice wishing to tell me that this ,law,
which was repealed on April 26th, 1892,

Mr. CHARBONNEAU.

after in Oirder in Couniejl renîdered upon
an appeal fron laws in force un Novembher
2Gth, 1892.

An lion. MEMBER. (Translation.) It does
nîot imatter.

Mr. CITA RBONNEAU. (Translation.) I
hear an hon. iember say it does not matter.
Ie pronhaly :-grees with tiiose who say that
there is no question of passing a hona fide
law, but puirely and simply of asserting a
piniciple. The hion. memb111er forMotra
West (Sir Doniald Smith). after having told
us that the Bill before the Ilouse is not t ho
true constitutional way to a settlement of
the question. luit that we 1should rather use
the concilia t ory mineans recoiimîended hy the
hon. leader of the Opposition. coIIcliided his
speech by saying : Let ls pass the second
reading of the Bill iin orier to sanction its
principle. I -isk myself what priniciple we
can sanction by debating for three nonths
over a Bill which we have no jurisdicti
to deal with. At all events, a paîramnoiunt
principle of any Bill should le its genuine-
ness and its being iintended to becone a
statute. And we are told that what we are
deba.ting over now is not ineant to levojbeem
a law : but that what is wanted. is that
we should assert a prin iple ? What princi-
ple ? Is it the principle that the Federal
Governnent lias thle right to intervene in
this question ? Surely io. since this princi-
ple is stated in plain letters in the consti-
tution of Manitobn. seetion 22. And besides,
this right of intervention hs been clearly
declared to exist by the highest tribunal of
the Empire. Surely tlien it cannot be to
assert this principle of the right of inter-
vention, that we e'nn he asked to vote the
second reading of this Bill. W'ell, I ask what
other principle ea )e in ihe Rill. I can see no
other. In my opinion this Bill can only be
but a wretched Pandora's box. full of ail
-imaginable evils, but at the bottom of which
hope even is not to be found. No ; it is but
a wretched rag.

Some hon. MEMBERS. Order, order.
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