- autbority, aﬂ’ectmg any right or privilege
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In and for the .province, the said legislature
may exclusively make laws in refation to_edu-
cation, subject ond according to the following
rrovisions ¢

1, Nothing in any such law shall prejudicially
affect-any right or privilege with respect to de-

" - nemintional schools which any class of persons

kave by law or practice in the province at the
union.

2. An appeal shall lie to the Gaverner Fen-
eral in Council from any Acf or decfsion df the
legisiature of the prevince, or of any provlm.l;:.l

e
Protestent or Roman Catholic minority of the
Queen’'s subjects in relation to” education.

. 3. 1n case of any provincial law, ag frcm time
to time secms to the GeVernor Genefal in Coun-
¢il requisize- for the dwe executtin of the.pro-
‘visions of this section; -is not made,.or in case
.any decisicn of th2 Governor General in Counectl
on any appeal under this section is not duly
exccuted by .the proper provintal authority
in -that. bebalf, then, and in every "such case,

and as far only as the circumstances of cach-

case requird,. the Parliament of Canada may

make remedial laws for the duve execution of.
- the provisions of this section, and of amy de-
_eision of the Governor (ze.neral in Council under
- this section

Whu.t were the provisions..of this sectiqn ?
They invelved the declaration that the:power

" to legislate exclusively by the legislature of

Manitoba, ceased when they undertook te

" legislate to take away . the rights or -privi

lc—ges enjoyed by the mmomty, as they. had

insted

Mr. DAVIES (PE 1) Is the hon. gentle-
m:m not convinced yet that that is not sxo'>

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. No. I am not

:only convinced - that it is correct, but, if

there are any terms in the Bnglish language
whieh can establish "the point conclus:vely,
they are contained here; when'’ the Act gives

- to the lég 1slature of Manitoba exclusive pow-
.ers to leglslate in. regard to education, sub-

“ject to the condition that-it shall not take
"s.way rights, enjoyed by the religious minor-

ity 3 and there is further provision that, as
regards that exclusive. jurisdiction, an ap-
peal lies to the Governor General in Council

- -as to whether those rights have been taken

away, and, if it.is found that they bave been

‘taken away, power is conferred on this Par-:

liament to legislate. That is the position.
What_has happened ? No pretense is-made
in this House: or couniry that those -rights
-have not been taken-away.
by.everybody that rights and privileges en-

" joyed by the:Roman Catholic minority in
. .Manitoba down to 1800, were taken away-
by the legislation of 1890: We do not re-

quire to waste time in establishing that, be-
cause, I say, it is universally admitted.. We
have the decision of the highest tribunal in
the Empire, which declared, after the sub-
"ject had been argued fully before’ it, that the
privileges of the minority had been’ invaded,
‘and that the right -thereby devalved on ﬂns

I Parliament to restore those privileges which
It is idle, under the
. circumstances, 1 hold, for any hon. memh@g

.had-thus been taken.

y o

It is admitted .

to pretend for a single woment that we are
in a position to make .such a law as hon.
gentlemen on-both sides of the House would
be disposed to make, if we ‘were in the posi-

tion. to take up the question de novo. It is ,. i

idle to waste time and discuss ‘whether it
was wilhin our power and duty to seé whe-
ther we could prepare a. Bill better than the
Remedial Bill.
ernment' was this :* When the Judicial Com-
mittee niade that declaration, the Govern-
ment .of Canada were bound—and I do not
believe any hon. gentlemen deny:it—<to re-

‘cognize that-the necessity for legislation

was creatéd and a duty imposed on this
Parliament under the law and the constitu-
tion to. redress the wrong. Then we must -
look at the question not as to what kind-
of 4. law we prefer, but what is' necessary
io restore to the Roman Catholic mlnorlty .
of Manitoba the rights- which everybody is
obliged to admit they have_been deprived of {
ahd the privileges they enjoyed under the-
law as it existed when the law of 1890 was -
passed.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Finance "Min-
ister stated the position differently In hxs
speech from the Smretary of State.

Sir GHARLES TUPPER. Although there

may.-be a’ difference in phraseology, .I say, -
“in the presence of this Housé, that from the
shour 'I entered the Government of -this
" Dominion down to this heur, there has not

been a -difference of opinion on the-question
of this Bill or the necessity that devolves
g the Govermnent to carry it through this

ouse. :

Mr. SUTHERLA\ID The Finance M’in-
ister said it was Dot required by the law or
the * constitution,

poliey.

§if GHARLES TUPPER. T reply that |

there is no difference-8f opinion in the Gov-
erninent . in. the 'slightest degree, that all
these ideas are creations of a too’ a.ctive im--

_agination om the part of hon. gentlemen

opposxte There. is no toundaﬂon whatever

in faet, so far as I know, for an-opimion .

that any difference of opimion in the Govern-

ment has existed down to the present.hour: '

Mr. FRASER. . Which of the- t:WO v1ews s
the view that all are agreed on. ?

* Sir OHARLDS TUPPER. Tbe hoen.- -gen-
tleman had better spare his mterrogations
if-they are as semnseless as that -one. I say-
tbere has been no' doubt that the Govern- .
went have been unapimous as regards the.

. principle, while there may be 3 dlﬂerence

of opinion en tiner details, whif® oné Min-

ister may consider the- question more fm- .
portait than another. ‘It is quite competent o
-for the Minister of Finance to disagree with .~
myself ds regards the importance of this

Bill, and not to hoild it as important as I

deem it ; but-that does’ not touch the-vital -

essenee as: to whether thls Bill res‘toring

‘What devolved on the Gov- -

bnt it awvas a. matter or. .A
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