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respondenene. aiîd takiug into account a:11 î1,the Mr. POWELL. I beg pardon.
cireumst.anets in regard to it. 1 have not the Mr. IAGGARt. 1 tîhîiuk 1anperfeetly
slighest doubt. tiat the comUuuissioiers who r rft
came down h'ere. whîether they set aside thec
directions wich tlihey got froi the le-gisla- Mr.I.AVIES (P.E.I.) 1 was not
ture or not. negotiated upion thil principle of toibt on the lon. geutleînau'i stateinen;.
having st!partate selools for the province ofbut 1 haveteill of riglts inîy 1îalt1.
MIanitloh.a. ''lhe lion. gentheian says il was aud i cannot lind the statenient lie relers

not a parliamentary voulet, it was :1 con- '-%.Ir. iIACGAR'. lu bil No. 1. or No.
cession which was rnad' to them hy this
Parlianeut. A pretty eoucession. that they$2.liredrchislîor thelIf N
wou1ldi have the r'ight or privilege witlh re-îuîa dralvs :îtîeutî(nîlu t :rtikli-
speet to denminationl shols whicl ray Cu

ein.ss of personis had by law or practice at
the timne tof the union. Tite dveisifii o *11e .nd u:îkes a e ml of theîîî.
Privy C(ouncil Ishowed1 ialuit 1ihty hati no -ighs Mr. I)AVIES (I.I.) 1 lid not wauî !
wha t-ver. WN'ha t wa the intention of Illte iterrhept the hou. g.iitleuau. i have iit:

wors that were tput thert» ? It is true, bill of rigbts hei't'.6and 1 du not se .1 le-
tlnt Tit words might nlor heair the Itean- fereue to it.

inig. but one of th lion. gentlemen.
forger vheiher it was lle hu'n. memvîîber foi'r- iiimi of tNo. 3. The argument of
Queen's orii tlie ho. mi.iember for Albert. saty e lion. einber'foisSimcoe is fuîded
that le tinîks. perlaps. tiie Privy Council9'
gave aoi wrong decision, and ith lat. il' he- had (ll

boeen sitt.inig is a judge. lie wouhlia hlave de-it
c-idle'd. thla t. he.1 w're ntith-d i t < iiiiniii-- Nr.'tl it-il1
rional schools. and th:t the words werne ln- iii'' h' ' et bilia i iiI sa 1 li.i 11liI'f'

tended to cuver that riglit. There is nuo*u express i'eIere lu k lii No. l andiNt.. 2.
douhît. that. these poor delegates weut away Mi

hi-vin tihat they Iad secureI separat
schose'. The speeches in tle IIouse. the -Ir. SpI!BIà. A-

dtelaiatiouis tof \Il. M.aekenzie. Ille deelara- ticîîed lu the lîilt'f rihhts ?
ns of Mr. 1nw. the stattmeisr and ai.-PO .Iibe d n.

missionsvf othtrs Who spokeupon the'bilMr. HAGGART. I tin iI am.perfectlyt
111:11 t't't. Slfl.ie hou. 8611)b. Ni.). 4. sepaiite sehi".îIs : d'e <istilietly 'iieià-ut î w e are' tcld by sonielicorrgeete 1 c t n f s

iliCli OhIIS tt' tit thiis va,-: ot a i'i
put. but kwas a concesin L Mir. D)'AVIES (PE.I l.)aIs o liut. esin

by this Domniin. nti tliey are lot williuii- go tn the oagrantlea te
to buIherthboit lloafrits itendslnyy tulnd

ntssioad cnnt the PrivfCinditilbae mi . i hati he livre fers : -
ti:ir îlitu iiiiiouity :are.flot eutitled 1not l.!.0 it pr;thed foment.e shtilsi. Ieery

to it 1»' 1:iw. But. the 03' purposw of rais- nillnber of the buse kaew the aet.iN thy
iug fliat irlilL.lt is tuÈve greater %Veiirlt î'guuma ît eS. that ateotiatois art Ilelu-

ef tienPrivybiforigfrtsiandgthe tsop.nd Nco.-

tandImakes a comparison(of thenP.

Couieil oti direction l'or the Goveî-lusivelythttheM (PEl fi did noseetion of
nor lui Couieiliir th Pa'ianiaîent li Canadat, tte coutry thougt that nheI had got.

Iblit ilait omir :tionlbas to be deeided as a whetler by a cocession or by a liinteanien-
imatter ()f policy. But. if the uuîerstandiug tary pact, t gutAranTee of bis n arrlianent

at theuewasles. and if itiitiknowblf of the separate scNo.ls lu aument of
whla t ihle coîîessîou mis ntendedt to be. he lion. miiemîber for Simetoe state ue law

theleu.ais a uatter of 1poley. how ean they is deeided by t .e Privy Counicil. whiliiei. l
denly tiiese people tIl sehools (bat they rýà- the case of Barrett vs. Wlinipe.,. anti Loga n
quire ? vs. Winnipc'g-L, said, tb:ît îhey h:îdff not these

renducted on ill ofnrihtys dNo 3. i b

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.I.) . desire to ask the lr byi. \lE aui.-',.. then l uînders:byi
lion, hentleha a quesyon for Informationii: e e

P.i% ueusadlin osythttcbl pi'actice. 1 have huard since, tliat. if there
of rigts No. 2 referred ln express ternis to nas a reappeal of the case, witl anvidence
the sciîool1s? wbieb lias been discovered since thînt tiineo

the position of the miuority would be ful!:;
Mr. IIAGGART. Yes. îudit w'ould be s1»MrIAGilART.thà
Mr. DAVIES (P.E.I.) Wl!!l e kindly tel. separte sbools existed by lega! practice.

niehatctionf r. MThe case may agdeain go betfe tre Privy
Mir. POWELL. w there a section that- launents are in exiptnce whicl it was m-

Mr. DÂVIES (P.E.I.) I did not ask such !possible to fini!~ at that time, proi-ing that
m trite question as that.o Iasked what s these scho%1. received grants froua the
tion. The hon. member for Westmoreland 'le islat'e
ie a litt e too smart. If tb'c was the case. It would be ultravires

Mr.HAGAT. HAGiGbllAR.1T.s


