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for that which the proriHional govern-
ment drew up, the same reason would
obviously have exlnted at the time o!

Lcplne's trial, for keeping up llio do-
ception.
Mr. Ewart draws attention

to the fact that Sir John A. Macdon-
ald and Sir (Jeorgo Cartlcr Kubraitted
to Messrs. Kitchot and Black, a draft
bill containing a clause regarding ed-
ucation, Identical with the British
North America Act clause, on which
Mr. Ritchot made written coninients.
Mr. ICwart regards this a.s evidence
"of very strong character." We con-
sider it to l>e, on the con-
trary, extremely flimsy, and
8hall a little later furnish our
reasons for so thinking. "When, and
under what circumstances, was the
notation made by Rev. Mr. Ritchot ?

These particulars are obviously of
the highest importance, yet Mr.Ewart
tlirows no light upon the time and
place. Equally flimsy is the "inter-
nal evidence" which Mr. Ewart ad-
duces. The fact that paragraph 1 of
list No. 4 demands a senate, and
that a 'senate was granted, is quite
frivolous, when used as an argument
to prove that Bill of Rights No. 4 was
tliat glA'en to the delegates. Item 1
of list No. 3 is more general in its

terms, but "all the rights and privil-
eges common to the different prov-
inces of the Dominion," might be pre-
sumed to cover this, as all the prov-
inces of the Dominion then had, with
the exception of Ontario, a senate or
upper chamber. It is also argued by
Mr. Ewart that the fact that the
name of "ABsiniboia," stated in item
1 of Bill No. 3, was not adopted, is

evidence that Noi. 4 was the true bill.

He says "it is Inconceivable that the
Dominion should have deliberately re-
fused to adopt the name 'Assiniboia,'
had it been asked." Wliy is it incon-
ceivable ? The fact that another
portion of the territories was suljse-

quently called Aesinibola, instead of
making it "inconceivable," Avhy that
name should not liave given to
Manitoba, rather suggests a reason
for the refusal, if any such refusal had
been made. But there is no evidence
that there was any refusal at all,

much less a "deliberate" refusal.
The question was, for reasons Avhicli

wo shall presently soe, probably con-
sidered of no importance by the dele-
gates. If there was any general de-
sire in Red River for the name of
"Asslniboia," the delegates certainly
knew of its existence. Now, let us as-
«ume that Bill No. 4 was the basis of
negotiations at Ottawa. When th3
question of the name of the province
camo up, the delegates would cer-

tainly state the feeling of the people
on the point. In that case the "in-
conceivable" must have happened, be-
fause, as ve know, the province was
not called Asslniboia, but Manitoba.
But Mr. Ewart's method of argu-

ment suggests that he had adopted
the ethics of a certain much-abused
order of his clients' church. lie must
have known that there was a very
easy explanation for any variations
in regard to such trifling matters as
the senate and the name of the prov-
ince. He knew very well that the
delegates had full authority to mod-
ify the demands of the Bill of Rights
in these respects, and that in such
matters tlielr discretion was absolute.
In the letter of instructions, writ-

ten l)y Mr. Bunn as secretary of state,
of the provisional government, ad-
dressed to Judge Black, which was
given to the delegates with the Bill
of Rights, on their departure for Ot-
tawa, the following passage occurs:
"You will please observe that with

regard to the articles (in Bill of
Rights) numbered 1, 2, 8, 4, 6, 7, 15,
10 and 20, you are left at liberty,
in concert with your fellow commis-
sioners, to exercise your discretion,
but bear in mind that as you carry
with you the full confidence of this
people, it is expected that in the ex-
ercise of this liberty, you will do your
utmost to secure their rights and
pviviloges which have hitherto been
ignored. With reference to the re-
maining articles, I am directed to
inform you, that they are peremp-
tory."
Why Mr. Ewart left out this,

whilst embodying in his book almost
every other scrap of written matter,
however unneceseary, we do not un-
derstand. But those nutructions
make it quite clear, that the arrange-
ments as to a senate and change of
name of the province were (piite
within the discretionary power of
tlu^ delegates to modify, aiul they
therefore destroy Mr. Ewart's argu-
ment on that line. In Bill No. 4,
some of the articles which are left,
in the letter of instructions, to the
discretion of tho delegates, are made
very specific, whilst in No. a, they are
more general in their terms. it is
more in tho lino of probability, that
matters which were subject to modi-
fication would be st/ited in general
terms, than that minute partlculari-
satlon would be given.
Mr. i:wart says: "List No. 4 (par-

agraph 7) demands that tho schools
shall be seitarate, and clauses were
inserted to that end In the Manitoba
Act. List No. 3 Bays uothiug about
sclioolB."
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