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THE QUESTION ANSWERED.

parties who had taken no part against the Go-
vernment during the Iieb(!llion. Now what

other interpretation can possibly be affixed to

I^Ir. Ilineks' words than tliat out of every five

shillings admitted to be due for these just

Tlipro WI18 no nnswer—ho coiiM form his own con-
elusions."— [3/tfn/rca/ Gazette, I4th Feb., 1849.
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those who had aided in the Rebellion ?*

In addition to the various arguments thus

tactily implied or openly avowed, to justify

the payment of Rebels, I am able to submit
to Your Lordship two other classes of proofs

in support of my assertion that such was the

intention of the Ministry.

I. The first of these classes is to be found
in the numerous instances where questions

were put directly to the Ministers, relative

to their intentions, and where their silence

leaves not a shadow of a doubt in any unpre-

judiced mind, that ///^yritJ//?f('«rf<r;j(jay/iff/;e/5.

1. During the debate of the 13th Feb-
ruary, Henry Smi h, Esq., M.P.P. for Fron-
tenac, in opposing Mr. LaFontaine's Resolu-

tions, thus questioned the Ministerialists:

—

" He wouhl rather die than vote for payin;^ such
claims as these. He s.iid one of these, amounting? to
£23,000, was for one of tiie loaders of the rebellion.
Would an;/ /ton member from Upper Canada votefor
paying that'/—[No one answered.'] Now there were
certiiin just cliiims that ou^Mlt to be paid, but he
would never consent to pay those who first ^oi up
rebellion and aft(-rwards lost by 'M."—]"Montreal
Pilot, \4th February, 1849.]

2. A similar question was put that evening

by the Hon. Henry Sherwood, M.P.P. for

Toronto, to Messrs. LaFontaineand Baldwin:

"Perhaps a Rreat deal of that discussion mi<,'ht be
prevented if the hon. Attorneys General would rise
in their places, and say that it wax not intended to pay
the claims of those parties who had taken part in the
rebellion. If they still kept silent, he would be justi-
fied in supposinj;; that it was intended to do so. (No
reply.)"—{Montreal Pilot, \4th Feb., 1849.]

3. During the same debate, the question

was repeated by Col. Gugy, M.P.P. for

Sherbrooke:

—

" As to the Resolutions before the House, he
would ask the ^rembers of the Administration one
vjuestion, und if answered satisructorily he would
give them his support. Did thei/ mean to limit the
compensation to loyal men ? He paused for a reply.
(The hon. gentleman stopped for a few minutes.)

'See Postscript, Page 16.

whose authority cannot well be disputed by

Your Lordship's Advisers—the moie espe-

cially, as at the period to which I refer, and,

indeed, until a few weeks ago, it was the

property of the Hon, Mr. Hincks, Inspector

General. In the last case, however, I have

been compelled to quote from another paper,

the only report contained in the Pilot (14th

February) being—"Mr. Gugy followed in

favour of the amendment." I am obliged,

for a similar reason, to recur to the same
source for the next extract I have to present.

4. On the sixth of March, when the Bill

was in Committee, the following pointed

questions were put by Col. Prince, M. P. P.

forEs.sex, but, like those previously given,

they were of no avail in eliciting an an-

swer:

—

" Col. PniNCE stated that a great deal of uncertainty
existed as to the class of persons whom it was in-

j

tended by the IMipistry to pay, under the measure

I

introduced by them, and he begged Mr. Attorney
General LaFontaine to settle the matter explicitly.by
replying to certain questions which ho would put to
him. Col. Prince promised, on his part, to regard
the replies as final, and after receiving them, would
allude no further to the Rebellion claims.
He then put the following questions in a deliber-

ate, solemn manner, pausing between each for an
answer.

Do you propo.se to exclude, in your instructions to
the Commissioners to be appointed under this Act,
all who aided and abetted in the Rebellion of 1837
1838 ?—No reply.

Do you propose to exclude those who, by their
admissions and confessions, admitted their participa-
tion in tae Rebellion "i—No reply.

Do you mean to exclude those whose admission of
guilt, IS at this very moment in the po.ssession of the
Government, or of the Courts of Law, unless these
admissions have been destroyed with the connivance
of hon. gentlemen opposite 'i—No reply.
Do you mean to exclude any of those 800 men

who were imprisoned in the Gaol of Montreal, for
their participation in the Rebellion, and who were
subsequently discharged from custody through the
clemency of the Government, and whose claims I un-
derstand to exceed some £70,000 "i—No reply.
Do you not mean to pay every one, let his participa-

tion in the Rebellion have been what it may, except the
veryfew who were convicted by the Courts Martial
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