
Carnarvon was Secretary of state for theCo oaie, an.l was responsible for tl>e lepl,lat.on as sneh, .,,,1 Lord Carnarvon ha,^Iven a definition of what wore CrespoPtive powers of the federal androv n..,a, authority, i respectfully I eg theberty of ronnnon.ling that opinion of lord
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In this Bill the division of powers has bPPnmainly effected by a distinct cIassiflcat?on
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That classiflcation Is fourfold : First thosesubjects Of legislation which are attributed ?othe central parliament exclusively. Secondlythose which belong to the provincial leJ^sIa-ture exclusively. Third, those wWch are thesubject of concurrent legislation, and fourth a
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He then enumerates the powers that be-ong to the provinces and the powers that be-long to the federal parliament, none of which

includes education
; and he continues :
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' '? *'*® ^^"""^ •^'^"^e which contains theexceptional provisions to which I refer yourlordships win observe some rather comp icatedarrangement in reference to education. I needhardly say that that great question gives rUeto nearly as much earnestness and division ofopinion on that as on this side of the AtlanticTh,s clause has been framed after long andanxious controversy in which all parties havebeen represented and on conditions to which all
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counsel representing Manitoba,
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a. It has been argued lu-ie during this debate
-

that the exceptions—or rather that the sub-
sections to clause. 93-appIied only to theprovinces then existing, and even' onh- tothe provinces of Ontario and Quebec" Itwas thf^ efore contended that the power of
ntertcri .-e that the Catliolics of Manitoba«eie claiming from this parliament was
inconsistent with provincial autonomy In
n.atters of education. What was LordKer-schels answer to that contention in hisJudgment ? i shall read It

:

'Before leaving this part ot the case it may bewell to notice the arguments urged by U^e re-
?P°"'l^nt, that the construction which thetrlordships have put upon the 2nd and 3rd sub-sections of sectioa 22 of the Manitoba Act Ismconslstent with the power conferred uponthe leg slature of .he province to exclusive""make laws m relation to education. Theargument is fallacious. The power con-ferred is not absolute, but limited. It Is exer-cisable only -subject and according to the

fn Z "f„ P'-r'"°°«-' '^^o subsections wh ch

smioHnn Tfl°"' ,?">'''«^" be their true con-struction, define the conditions under whichalone provincial legislatures may legislate in

ffnnl'?"
'° ^^^''"on. and indicate iblumiu.

tions imposed on. and the exceptions from, theirpower of exclusive legislation. Their righ tolegislate Is not Indeed, properly soeakinl ex-
clusive, for in the case speclfled In subsection
3 the parliament of Canada is authorized to
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