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puzzle most p)eople to discover a ground upon whiehi a writer
whosc position is, that the constitutional limitation deflned by
the expression "civil rights'' wa.s irnproperly declared by the
Privy Cotincil to be a controlling element in the case eau be
.&id tc Jave abstained fromn sucli a discussion. It may bie that
Mr. Ewart merely intends to deny that hie contemplated a generai
discussion of the phrase in question. if this is what hie mreans.
1 need say no more than that the denial is. so far as I arn con-
cerned. quite superfluous. But it would bie unprofitahle to dwell
aîly further upon this phase of our controvcrsy. For the pur-
poses of thc present article, I arn quite content to a~cept his
]atcst explanation rcgarding the î'eal nature of his pc.sition. and
to restiet my cc:nments to the specifie points which hie now
draws attention.

His theory. as now defined. seemns to lie simiplY this-that.
even if the construction placc-d by the 1-'rivy ('ouincil upon the
phrase ceivil rights in the Province"' ;as correct. its decision
was erroneous fo- two reasons. viz.. that th(, subject-mnatter of
the Alberta statitte was infra vires unidcr the clause regardiîîg
the pissage of laws iu relation to lIocai workîs and undertak-
ings.' and that. as it wvas valid in this point of view. the cii -
(unlstanee that it affected "civil ig-hts outsidc thc Provinice' 'a.s,

iinmtcîal.(Sec p). 561 of his article.) Mi,. Ewart comiplains
that 1 took no notice of his foi-ner .rgunwent lu tis reg~ard.
The reason wh-ý 1 did not make any special rcfcî'ence to it
ought. I think. to have beeti perfeetly obvious to anvone who
had read nîy article. My fundameutal position wvas that the
situs of the proeeeds (,f the bonds whieh werc the subjeet-matter
of the litigation wa.s stil in mMontreal whcn the Alberta statute
was passed. The facts ias i'poi'ted 8telQto ui to wvairrant

ti positi )i. It nia' or rnay iot be coi,;-cct, but it wvas ecarlv
entcrtaiîîed by- the Privy Couneil-a conisidcratiouî whieli, 1 cou-
fess. wvighcd quite stronigl with nie, iîowcver slighbt nîayý be its
significance iu Mr. Ewart's view. As long as 1 held 'h-J. opinion
it wouId elcarly have becu a work of sîîperer.,gatioii to diocuss.
the argument uipon whichi Mr. Ewart Ioys so mueh stress. The


