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This is a quite Ingenious, but most
disingenuous argument ; so much so

indeed, as to suggest that Mr.Ewart
felt this phase of his case to ba a
very unsatisfactory one. In the first

place, there is no analogy btitween

the abandonment of the first two
Bills of Ilights. and the alleged aban-
donment of the third. Mr. Ewart
himself supplies reasons for the aban-
donment of Bills No. 1 and No. 2, but
he does not, and cannot, supply any
reason for the abandonment of Bill ol

nights No. 3. Under the circum-
stances, the onus is not on the be-

lievers in Bill No. 3, to show that It

Avas not "superseded," but on Mr.
Ewart's clients to show that it was.
Mr. Ewart adroitly endeavors to
shift the onus. Whilst not under obli-

gation, by the rules of argument, to
do so, the opponents of separate
schools may safely undertake to
prove that No. 3 was not "super-
Kpdpfl "

Now, the Bill of lilghts No. S.tound
amongst ]Mr. Bunn's papers, was
dated March 23, 1870, or the very
day on which the delegates left for

Ottawa. They had evidently been
awaiting the completion of the list,

and started immediately thereafter.
How could this list have been "super-
seded" and the substituted list still

be pre-sented at Ottawa by the dele-
gates, who left on the day the sup-
posedly "superseded" one had been
completed ? Why should it have been
"superseded" by the Provisional Gov-
ernment, none of whose members did
at any time express the slightest con-
cern about separate schools ?

Powerful evidence (although not
the most conclusive that will be
produced) that the bill was not "sup-
erseded," is presented by the fact
that the provisional government on
the day the delegates left, printed In

French, and circulated amongst the
French spcNiking people a copy of the
Instructions given to the delegates,
and of Bill of Rights No. 3, as the list

of the demands wliich were being
made by the delegates on behalf of

the provisional government, and the
people of the Northwest. Is it cre-

dible that this body would h:ive cir-

culated ns an official document, a list

of rights which had been "supersed-
ed," whilst saying not one word
about the sul)stltute ? Printed
copies of this bill, published l\v the
lUel governmeJit, are In existence, and
In possession of the Librarian of the
Province of Manitoba, as is also the
original document found amongst the
.papers of Mr. Buun.
No wonder. Indeed, that Mr. Begg

(not "although careful and trust-

worthy," but because "careful and
trustworthy") gives list No. 3 as the
true one.
But Mr. Ewart says he "may

been misled through not hav-
ing heard of a subsequent list."

How could he have heard of a sub-
s€(iuent list, when no meml^er of the
pul)llc, or of any government or legis-
lature of Manitol)a, knew of the ex-
istence of such a list, till Dec. 27.
18S9, when the late Archbishop Tache
referred to it In a letter to the Free
Press of Winnipeg.
Mr. Ewart says "tlie best and only

direct evidence • • • is the sworn
testimony of Rev. Mr. Rltchot, etc".
Mr. Rltchot's part in this most mys-

terious episode, has yet to be ex-
plained. He must kno\ a great
deal more tlian he has ever told the
public, and he has some Inexorable
facts to confront, which, as we shall
see, require a deal of explanation,
and that from him. Mr. Ewart says
that at the trial of Lepine, Rev. Mr.
P.itchot produced list No. 4, and swore
it was the list given to him as a dele-
gate.
Now it is a very remarkable fact

that the document which Mr. Rltchot
did produce at the Lepine trial, is

not anywhere to be found. It is not
on file with the papers In the case.
It lias been lost or stolen, from the
records of the court. This is a most
unfortunate, as well as mysterious
and suggestive, circumstance. If the
document which Father Ritchot pro-
duced at that trial could be produced
now, it would afford a solution of
the mystery. If it turned out to be
Bill No. 4; if it were, like Bill No. 3,
in the handwritinig of Mr. Bunn, the
secretary of the provisional govern-
ment; if It were signed l)y the presi-
dent and Mr. Bunn; then this very
disagreeable and very disquieting
mystery would be unravelled. But If

that document should have turned
out to be Bill No. 3; or, If Bill No. 4,
If It had turned out not to be a doc-
ument written or signed by the pro-
visional government officers, but a
mere copy wliich might have been
made up anywhere, say Ottawa for
instance, It would have been very un-
pleasant for certain parties. But
that document Is non est. Whither
it has disappeared, and who or what
was the cause of its disa,ppearance,
nobody knows, at least nobody who
cares to tell.

Mr. I':wart argues that no one could
have any oliject in , misstating the
facts at the Lepine trial. This is an
altogether too sweeping assumption.
If any person had had any object In
substituting a spurious Bill of Rlghta


