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will have an equal right to call on the people of Canada tobein the counsel of the St, Catharines company, continued
indemnify them. It has been stated that compensation to be se. The arrangement was not made with Mr.
has been given in various indirect ways to persons interested M-Carthy, but with tho company, that their case should be
in this company, by reason of their not getting what they made a test case. This would savo the bringing of many
claim-that they have receoived advantages in the way of actions, as the whole thing would bo settlod flnally in this
leases or other advantages. I object to this item in toto. Ini one cae. The Goverument, therefere, on my advioe, said
the first place, no legal liability can be establishod. In the wa would make it our own case, and have the question st-
next place, it cannot ho said that there is any moral liability, ted for once and forever.
because these lessees knew that they were buying a doubtful Mr. M[LLS. Supping the Supreme Court or the
title, This question had been fought out at the polls forPrivy Council sustain tovi
years. Everyone in Canada knows that there was a graveo q i e we t ndorsthe wi t on ta
doubt whether this Government had any interest in thatponcipeinlte rovineh
disputed territory or not. The award of 1878 was against JOin Aa ConI e y u
them, and that award has been confirmed by the highest
tribunal to which Canadianscan appeal. Yet these defendants, di r of the view which the Dominion Government
in the face of that, chose to enter into this speculativetake, that of course will be the law, and it will ho the law
transaction, and to take from this G>)vernment the right to with respectte the Indian tite in ail parte of British North
eut timber in that territory when they knew perfectly well America.
that that right would bo contested in the courts. On what
principle, thon, are we asked to indemify them? It is a M r K. I understood the Goverument intended

inontrou thng tat he Gveruentshoud r tain eue ot make this their own case, and would consequently havemonstrous thing that the Government should retain one of oeint dwthhelyrscdcigi.
thoir own supporters in this House to defend this company,
and thus violate substantially the Independence of Parlia- Mr. DAWSON. I think the hon. member for Bothwell
ment Act. This is a transaction which is a disgrace to(Mr. Milis) will admit that the title of the Indians is net the
everyone concerned in it. samo in ail the [rovinces. The titie of the Indians which

Mr. MILLS. I understand that the First Minister i was afflrmed by the Imperial proclamation of 1763, is a
contesting the right of Ontario to this territory, not lîttie difforent fom the daim of the Indians of the Province
becanse ho is disputing the boundary of Ontario, but of Quebec.
because ho claims that the Indians have a paramount title, Committeo rose and repertod.
which the Crown here alone could acquire. I put a ques-
tion to him the other day as to whether he maintained the SUPPLY-CONCURRENCE.
same view with regard to the waste territories of the Pro-
vince of Quebec. If ho is right in his contention as to House proceeded te considor resolutiens reported from
Ontario, 1 do not see why it should not apply to every Committee of ýapply.
other territory in British North America where the Indians
have not surrendered their right. I would like to know
on what theory the hon. gentleman proposes still further Sir RICELARD CARTWRIGHT. The Minister of Militia
to test this question, and to say that the rights of the was good eue gh te hand me a statement showing the way
Indians on the western side of the boundary between in which these pensions are distributed. Lookingeverthis
Ontario and Quebec are paramount, while on the eastern statement-and 1 think it ought te have boon printd-L se
side of that boundary they are not. that spparcntly-though thero may be reasons for it-thero

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. I do not know as it 18 an enormons discrepancy in the awards made under what
would be of any use for us to discuss an abstract question; seem te bi similar circurastances, and 1 will give two or
but as the hon. gentleman asks me the question, I have no three instances which will enable the hon. gentleman te
objection to giving him my opinion, that the original titie state what sert of principle has been laid down about award-
ei the Indians is the same in one part of British .North ingtheso. IsecasuissignodteaM-.Swinfordfatherof
America as in another. With respect to this case, I would Lieutenant Charles Swinford, of the 9th Battalion, wounded
merely say that the hon. member for North York (Ur. at Fish Creek and diod afterwards, of $730 a yoar. That
Mulock) has done the hon. member for North Simcoe (Mr. is a very liberal allowance in itself, and an allowanco
McCarthy) a great injustice. He has not been employed which, with every dosire te deal liberally with the
by the Government, and has nothing to do with the Gov- families of volunteers, seems te me te requiro explana-
ernment. tien; but iL requires explanatien more, i1think, on

Mi. MUOCK fi ha ge th meey.this ground, that, I believe lun procisely similarMr. MULOCK. H as got the money.c smaller penn as been allowed.
SirJOHN A MACDONALD. The case stands thus, a Here 1 find Mr.«Elizabeth Lydia Brown, mother

suit was brought against this capital stock company on of Captain Brown, an officer of higher rank, n Boultond
behalf of the Government of Ontario. The company mounted infautry, killed at Batoohe, receives ap of
employed Mr. McCarthy's firm; neither Mr. McCarthy nor $259.15. Now, prind fade, thero is ne
his firm had anything to do with the Goverament. Ho shold be assigned te the lather of a lieutenant and only
simply acted as countel and as partner of his fi, m and soli- $259 t the mother ef a captain, unles there are Moml
citor for this company. There is nothing w±ong in that. remoes which euh for very remarkablo discrimination.
The question aroe in the courts whether the ttile of the Thon, I sec an allowanee to Mr. Moore, father of Private
company was valid or not. TLOy had their titie from the Thomas Moore, killed at Batoche, of #500. Tis is in the
Dominion GovoinmuiL, and that quc.ion azose cv-er thJ nture of a gratuity, and net a pension. John A. Hughes,
Indian title. It was very important that question should be fathor et Privato Isaac Hughes, who seems te have died
settled at once, and as this suit was going on, the Govern- after an injury received at Batoche, gets 41,825. Those
ment consider that the most convenient and economical two instances wili answer my parpo8eas well as ail the
way of settling the question was by making this suit a test reet. There ie an apparent enormons discropancy. There
case. The Crown sippoited the Indiaa title, and helped are others in this which require attention but probably
the company to carry on the suit until the inal decision was the hon, gentleman, by explaining those two, wil give the
arrived at as to the validity of that title. Mr. McCarthy, fouse aud myseif a botter ides of the prinoiple upon which

Mr,bI&ULocK.
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