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else outside of the valley of the Red River.
Outside of that valley, I submit with ail
deference-and 1 do flot thInk my state-
ment in that respect wli be contradicted-
there were no actuai settiers. But it mat-
ters .not who are the people who were repre-
seflted at that time #it matters flot whe-
ther they were the whoie people of Rupert's
Land or only the people of Red River coionY.
Iri fie view of subsequent events, that
matter was of llttie importance. I1 admit
however that when they came here, they
ca me as delegates professing to be the dele-
gates from Rupert's Land; and they dlaim-
ed for themselves at that time their right
to separate sehools and the use of the
French language as an officiai language.

They clairned to be delegates for thxe
whole territory of Rupert's Land. Whe-
ther they were the delegates of one por-
tion of Ituperf s Land on.iy, or whether thýey
were the delegatns of the whoie of Rupert's
Land 1 ar n ot prepared f0 say, but I amn
prepared to admit for the purposes of argu-
ment that ýthey represented the whale of
the people of Ruperf's Land, afld they
claimed for ftxe whoie people of Rupert's
Land, as they stated at ail events, ln the
petitions wbich have been presenfed f0 'this
parliament, fixe French language and sep-
arate schools. Let there be no. ambiguity.
Let us state the facts exactiy because if
we do we always, under any circumstances,
carne to a better understanding. ,If their
petition as presented had been adopted, the
argument made to-day by my hon. friend
wouid have been conclusive. If would have
been parainount, but I may say to my hon.
friend thaf the petition which was .present-
ed on -thaf occasion for the whoie people
of Rupert's Land was flot acceptedý by thUs
parliament. That is a point which has been
forgotten by my hon. friend and we have
only f0 refer to the case to make it very
plain. Here is the Bill of Rights. There
have been -severaI Bis of Righfs, but if is
not at ail a point of any importance ln this
debate to ascertain which was the true Bill
of Riglits, whether if was the first, or the
second, or the third or the fourtx. I thi.nk
there la very littie use of going into this
debate because ail the Bis of Rig.hts were
practicaliy the same and differed oniy ini
a very few and minor details. This Is the
Bill of Rights that was quoted here this
afternoon by my hon. friend.

Mr. BERGERON. What Is my hon.
friend reading from ?

Sir WILFRII) LAURIER. I arn reading
from Mr. Ewart's book, page 365. 1 amn
rea ding from Bis of Righfs Niimbers 3 and
4.' Numnber 4 :

That thp Territory of the Northwest enter
into the confederation of the Dominion 0f Can-
ada, as a province, with ail the privieges vom-
mon with ail the ýdifferent tprovinces in the
Dominion.

Number 3 :
That the Territories heretofore k-nown as

Ru'perlt's Land tand the .Northwest shaii not
enter into the confederation, except as a pro-
vince, to be styied and knowýn as the provin-ce
of Assiniboja, with ail the riglits and priviieges
common to the different provinces of the Do-
minion.

Between these two, Bis of Rights there
is very littie difference. One nsks that fihe
whole of the Territories known as Rupert's
Land and the Northwest shahl enter Into
the confederation as a province to be sfyled
thxe province of Assilibola. The other does
flot say the terrifory known as Rupert's
La.nd and the Northwest, but it says :

That the Territory -of the Northwest enter
mnto the confederation of the Dominion of Can-
ada as a province, wilth a'ii the privileges com-
mon with the different provinces in the Do-
minion.

It is a matter of hIsfory so weii known
that It is useless and vain for me ta refer
to it that the prayer 0f this petition was
not granted. Lt was not the whole of fthe
Northwest Territories or Rupert's Land
which was admltted into, the Dominion, but
it was oaly a smaii portion of the territory
and of Rupert's Land which was ad.mitted
into fthe Dominion and which became -the
province of Manitoba. When a petifion of
that kind la presented and is accepted in
part it follows as a consequence, that what
la not graated is rejected and therefore If
the petition which was presented by the
representafives of fthe whole of the people
of the Northwest and Rupert's Land, if
they can be said to have had representa-
tives, had been accepted not for a portion
of the Northwest' nat for a portion of
Rupert's Land, but for the whole of fixe
Northwest and for fthe whoie 0f Rupert's
Land, it having been presented to cover
the whole extent of what la to-day Mani-
toba, of wixaf wlI be fo-morrow Saskatchxe-
wan, of wixat wlhI be to-morrow Alberta,
wixaf is stili Mackenzie and a part of Kee-
watin, if nef ail, there would have been
something la the argument of my hon.
friend, but if under such circumstances,
when a broa-d petition of that klnd was
presented, it was flot accepted, but accepted
only la part It foilows tixaf the-concession
made as to the schools and as to the French
language was restricted slmply to the pro-
vince of Manitoba where It was granted.
This seems to be so clear as flot to lie sus3-
ceptible of any confreiversy, ~My hon. friend
from Jacques Carfier, and rny hon. frlend
f rom Beauharnais have agreed fixat the pet!-
tion was granted for thxe whole of the Ter-
ritories.

Mr. BERGERON. Upon wixat dueÉ MY
rigixt hon. friend reiy when he says that
It was flot granted. I do flot see If here.

Sir WILIPRID LAURIER. My hon.
friend will not see It there, but I say this
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