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very lightly hist eveniig uonh1111.e queStiol
of co.tract betweenî Canada and the Terri-
tory of Rupert's Land. that came in as Mani-
toba. The lon. gentleman said we miglht.
imply, we might presmne, there was an
understanding wnhil tlhem, lbecause tlhey lived
for twenty years under the provisions of this
statute of 1872. Well, Sir, that is a very
poor thing to go on to show a contract and
treaty between Canada and the district that
ca in u under the Act of 1872 as a pro-
vince. We aire entitled to something more
tian that. Is that all thc infor'mation there
is to be had about tins matter é! Perhaps the
Mlinistr of Ju4tice Was wise in touchi ng
on it s) gingerly, because lie ai l thi IHouse
knîow ow ontrdictory the stateients arc
on thll:tlt p'oint. The HIouse' will reiember
there w-ere a great many bills of righlts upon
whith on one or ail of thei it is said the
legrislation and treaty was based between
Manitoba and Canîadaî. There was one Nill
of' riglits (elleld bill No. 4. nd< I s1ould like
the Mlinster of Justice to tell the Ilouse
what lie thinks of it. lIas he evidence that
it s1ould have full weight or inot? At all
evenis, we know perfeetly well that there
is great dispute as to wliether it was ap-
plicaIble at all to this question ; and that is
a very materiai point we should know about.
Ini the argument. at page 48 of the blue-
book. Mr. McCanrthy, i reply, said

Dealing with it in that way the question of
fact must arise as to whether bill of rights No.
4 was ever brought here or not, and there being
no trial of that question of fact, you will plainly
see how difficult it would be to come to a con-
clusion with regard to it either one way or an-
other. On that question all the official papers
seem to be one way and the statement of the
Rev. Father Ritchot in the other direction.

Well.I Mr. Me(Ca-ir'thy may be riglit or wrong.
lhbat is the statenent made by himu before

the Ministers, an i blieeve tlhat undoubted-
ly a state of confusion: exists on that very
important question. The parties re niot
de:d. 1' lihon. iember for Montreal West
(Sir Donald Suith) was iiîself an netive
party during the negotiations for 1lie erea-
tiii of the proviiice of Mnitoba. Father
Ritehot is alive. He could be examnined
Sir Donald Smi-th could be examnined. :aud
a dozen more witnesses could be examuined.
ai documents could be examined, and then
we would not be presumiug something in
r'e;ard to an1 Aet of Parlianent. but there
iwould ble actual evidence as to how mîul
weight' should be attached to -the conditions
respetin; sepa rate schools, a ud ·-regarding
bill of rights No. 4. Noue of the members
of this Hlouse at the present time possess
this knowledge, and yet we are asked to vote
for the second aud third reading of the Bill.

Another question of dispute on a very
iaiterial point I iay refer to : it is this.
In his argument lefore the Privy Council.
at page 23. Mr. Ewart introdueed a very
important statement of facet. -le said:

My fourth argument is nearly allied to the
third. It is based: upon promises made by the
Greenway government (after its accession to
office) to His Grace the Archbishop of St. Boni-
face, and to varlous other persons, in order to
enable him to obtain for his Cabinet a represen-
tati ve of the Roman Catholics and to carry the
general elections of 1888. In support of this I
read the affidavits of the Rev. Vicar-General
Allard and Mr. W. F. Alloway.

Th'1ese) ailidavits were all afterwards w Ith-
draw ~ by' Mr. Ewart. However, thlut is the
state of affairs. We find ait page 62. Mr.
MeCarthly said, wien speaking in reply

I am instructed to-day, by the Attorney Gen-
eral, and that is all I propose to say about it,-
that the alleged agreement between Mr. Green-
way and the archbishop bas been repeatedly de-
nied. I am not denying it now, but it has been
repeatedly denied, and I gather from the state-
ment read yesterday that it had been denied.
Can anything be more solemun and ii)mport-
ant than ·the promise made by the then
and present Prime ' Minister of Manitoba to
the bite Archbishop of St. Boniface, in the
eapacity of representative of the minority ;
and yet that fact i absolutely in dispute,
and ve are offered no eàviIence about it.
Sir, if I lad tilme 1 cOu1ltind mnuy other
ilost important facts wiichli are essentially
nevecssary to informn this 1House before we
are called upon to take this responsihle ac-
tioni -, facts whichl are ab1)solutely in dispute,
whiih are not adiitted, and in relation to
whîel ith ninqui'y h es eeni made. Still, Sir,
in the absence of such iformation. we are
asked to 0go n with the second reading of

Now, I thinîk i 1!il nn1show that soiie miiei-
bers of this Adîîministration have ha:d It in
their mind that an inquiry was necessary.
i do not see the Minister of Railways in his
sn t, but his -olleagues who were there will
proba bly reniemiber this iricumstane Iv, which
oceurred in the argument before theu, prior
to the remiedial order. Mr. Ewart was about
1o (omiludi.e his argument vhen tiihis conver-
satioi ocurred:

Hon. Mr. Haggart-I suppose you intend to
produce evidence to show how the Acts -of 1890
interfered with the rights and privileges you
had acquired ?

This was addressed by one of the court, as
those gentlemen of the Canadian Privy
Council called themselves. when they were
hearing the representative of the province
of Manitoba, and the representative of the
minority. This question was addressed by
the Minister of Railways to the counsel re-
presenting the mninority. What was Mr.
Ewart's answer to that ? How did Mr.
Ewaîrt get out of it ? He simply said this

That Is established sufficiently by the judgment.
That must ,be taken as conclusive upon that point.
And the nuatter went no further. But, if
we turn to the judgment, we find how
easily Mr. Ewart was, let off. Because
these facts were not proved before the

2805 d806


