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they bhaye been going on increasing from year to
yeuf to am alarming extent. When that treaty was
negotiated in the firsL 1nstance, the number of Indians whe
appeared for the purpose of receiving compensation was, I
think, 2,776; in the next year 5,000; in the next year
6,607; and in 1879-80—the hon. gentleman has not
furnisbed us with the figures for the past year—the number
was 8,508, In that year $44,000 were paid in annuities.
Some of those parties received $5 each. Those who
received §5 must have been previously setiled with for
their fipst payment, they must have come under the treaty
before. This is evident from the number of Indians
who formerly received $12. I have taken the list of some
of those who came in last year. They say : “ We have never
appeared here before ; we want our $12; we are going to
accept the treaty and come under its arrangements.” We
fitd nearly 2,000 who appeared for the purpose of receiving
pay for the first time. These parties said: “ We were not
paid last year because wo were not present,” and so they
received their pay for that year. Tbere were upwards of
2,300 names who were paid for that year and the yoar
following. Now, I will take the year 1876-77. The
number paid in that year Wwas 2,776; the number paid in
the year following, as coming under the treaty for the first
time, was 1,938, Then the number who were in 1878-79,
and did not appear in the year bofore, was 4,971, making
9,685 Indians altogether who have accepted treaty money
under Treaty No. 6. I am quite satisfied there is not that
pumber there. I am satisfied that a large number of Indians,
more than 1,000, probably more than 2,000, have, under
Treaty 6, been paid over twice. Then again, when you
come to Treaty No. 4, you find exactiy the same process

oing on. The hon, gentleman could ascertain this from the

ublic Accounts. Take the last year. We find there how
many Indians appeared and said they were not present
in 1877.. There are a cerlain number who say they
were not present in 1876 ; certain others who say they were
not present in 1878, and each of these are pmid for those
years respectively. You turn back for those years and ~ce
how many were present, and how many appeared cach
year subsequently, and who were paid in former years.
You find the sum total, and you find a larger number of
persons who were paid $5, but have never come under the
treaty at all. Now, an Indian is not likely to fail to present
his claim for $12 and accept $5, if he is acting in a straight-
forward manner. We know of many cases of that sort.
The hon. gentleman has only to take the Public Accounts
and go over them from year to year and sec how many
were paid in various years, and he will find that it was u
much larger number of Indians than are to be found in that
country. When you take Freaty No. 4, you find for the
year 1876, there were 3,910; for the next year, over 4,010;
for the next year, 5,605; for the next year, 5,878. I am
perfectly satisfied that in Treaty No. 4 a large number of
the Assiniboine Indians, who had received pay in Treaty No.
7, appeared and were paid again. 1 am sure that in
paying the Indians $5 each as an annuity, there are
nearly 30 per cent, possibly more than that, who were
paid twice over, if the agents themselves have not falsified
the returns. It is impossible te examine the Public
Accounts without coming to that conclusion, becau=e you
find that the number do not correspond with the number
who have accepted the treaty and have received $12 for the
first yeat's acceptance. Then if the hon. gentleman will
look at the provisions for the purchase of agricaltural
implements under those treaties, and will look at the
returns, he will find that those Indians have been
supplied with a far larger number of implements than they
were entitled to. Of course, there were frauds practised in
the first instance, and it was impossible well to tell how
maony Indians actually received agricultural implements
apd cattle under the treaty. Before I left the office over

which the hon, gentleman presides, I instructed the.inspec-
tor in the Manitoba superintendency, when he wisited each
band, to see what they had actually beon supplied with, and to
report, so that the Government would know how far they
bad been imposed upon. I have no objection to furnish
the Indians with even more than they are entitled to
under treaties, if what they reccive is applied to some
useful or necessary purposes; but it is perfectly
futile to furnish the Indiang with agricultural implements
if they are left to decay. Under Treaties 1 and 2, there
was distributed in 1876-77, 84 000 worth of agricultural imple-
ments ; in 1877-78,.$8,000 worth ; in 187879, $12,950 worth ;
in 1879-80, $7,680 worth; and in 1880-S1, $4,700 worth.
Under Treaties 6 and 7, the hon. gentleman last yoar took
a lump sum of $55,967. How this is distributed we cannot
tell from the Estimates, as the hon. gentleman has departed
from the former practise of taking a separate vote for each
treaty, With regard to provisions, I remomber that when
I submitted the first cstimates on thix subject, the hon,
gentleman and the late Ministor of Militia both strongly
objected to the Indians being fed while they were
being paid; and my statoment then was that
as soon as the Indians could be located on their reservations,
it was hoped that this practice would no longer be nocessary,
but while Indians have to be collected from long distunces
to a particular point on the plains, it is necessary to feed
them while payment is being made. y hope, however,
was that this appropriation would diminish year by
year as the Indians settled on their reservations. So
far that hope has not been realized, and the hon. gentle-
man has not yet begun to adopt a policy ditferent from tho

one he then w0 much deprecated. I find that in
167718, 813,000 was voted for the  purposo
of purchusing  provisions to  foed the  Indiuns

in tho Manitoba superintendency while thoy wore being
paid, and 816,400 for the North-West superintendency ; in
1878-79, the second year afier the treaties were nogotiated,
$16,500 was voted for the Manitoba suporintendency, and
$37,000 for the North-West superintendency, making in all
$53,000. For 1879-80 the hon. gentleman expended $56,930
for this purpose, in the two superintendencics, and last year
he took a vote of $130,686 for the same purpose—throe
times the amount necessary to feced the same Indians whon
I had the honor of administering the office. There are, no
doubt, a larger number of Indians who have come within
the treaties ; although no new treaties have been negotiated,
the number has, I think, been increased from 27,000 to
32,000, an increase not at all proportionate to tho increase
in the expenditure. The cost of obtaining supplies
is not so great now as it was formerly, as nettle-
ments are rapidly progressing westward, and a considerable
portion of the supplies can be purchased near the localities
where payments sare made. I cannot understand this
enormous increase.  With regard to the munagement of
the Indians, the amounts expendel for salaiics were as
follows :—In the Manitoba superintendency in 1876-77,
$18,600; in 1877-78. $18,200 ; in 1378-79,$.8,300; in 1879-80,
$25,000, and in 1880-81. $25,000 ; in the North-West super-
intendency, in 1876-77, $19,000; in 1877-78, $17,000; in
1878-79, $18,500; in 1879-80, $14,400, and in 188081,
$36,430. Two years ago the hon. gentleman proposed to
adopt a policy of instruciing the Indians in agricultural
operations. 1 think that would have been a pradent policy,

if it had been prudently and fairly carried out. Bal,
looking at the returns, and gathering what 1
can from the hon. gentleman’s statement, and

from the reports of persons who have been in the
North-West, I-am of opinion tha? the system is not likely to
be attended with success. When you furnish Indians with
agricultural implements, oxen and horses, to enable them to
tﬁl the soil, it appeais to me that the simplest, and
cheapest, and best way of undertaking to teach them would



