
6 THE QUESriON ANSWERED.

mcnt, thus justifietl the course he hnd then

taken :

" He wniild rrsist oppression npain, as he luvl
done f/efort', when tlip linvs no lon^^cr prntoctcd him."—{Montieul Pilot, Ulh Fdnuiny, 184'J.]

7. In the debate of the 22iul, the lion.

Ileniy John IJouhon, M. P. P. for Norfolk,

and a INIinisteriul supporter, spoke of the

enme Dr. Nelson ns one

—

"Wlio, nlthoiifjh Iio stood np in dofcnco of Iiis

rigli's, )i«t sliould not bo royiinl.'d ns ii IJcljcl (v^iiiiist

Ills Queen iind cowMvy."—[Monti ml Pilot, 23/7/ Fe-
liruanj, 1849.]

8. In the debate of the 2()th, this justifi-

cation was further urged by Dj-. Davignon,

another supporter of the i\Jini.stry:

—

" Was it lipcansc amonfj^ lliose persons there were
some «ho, like his own friend tlie member fur Kiciie-
lioii, would not, suffer witiiont resistauee, that such
chiims shoulil not, be paid. All parties ae1(nowied;ied
that the course of resistance adopted on that occasion
was jiisliJialde.''—[Monlreul Pilot, Supplement, 2\st
February, 1849 ]

9. Mr. Seott, ]\I. P. P. for Two Moun-
tains, for wliose apprehension a reward of

£500 was offered in 1837, and now one of

Ihe supporters of your present Ministry, thus

gave his reasons, in the debate of the 20th;

tor lii.s having joined the Rebels.

"At that time he had separated himself from his
fnonds and relatives, and joined his French Cana-
dian neij;hbours, because he thoufjht that they had
justice on their side."— [il/ow/mt/ Pilot, 21.s< Feb-
mart;, 1849.]

10. Benjamin Holmes, Esq., the colleague
of Mr. LaFontaine in the representation of

Montreal, and a strong suj)porter of the
Mini.stry, made use of the following language
in the debate of the 20th February:

"The people were to be insnlted, their liberties
trampled upon

; but no efforts were to bo made to
maintain their rights. That might be called hnjalty
to the Crcwn; but he would call it by anothername,—he would call it /^rawny /o ^//e/><?o/}/e. * *
He had found himself arrayed in 18.37 and 1838 on
the side of those who put the rebellion down, yet he
now hesitated not to say that he had not then search-
ed into the causes of that rebellion so narrowly as ho
had done since, or he would have been ashamed to be
found on that side."— [Montreal Pilot. Supplemc"f
:2lst Fcbruaty, 1849.^

These extracts will surely suffice to show
Tour Lordship the view taken of " the un-

fortunate occin-nuices " of 1837 and 1838 b}

yoiu' present advisers and their puj)poit(!is ir:

th(! IIous(! of Assembly; and 1 beg leav(^

humbly to submit to Your Lordship, wjjetheii

those who held such languiige as this—lan-

guage unchecked by a .'•ingle member of tlu

ministeriiil nuijority—could, without the sa-

crifice of uU I'eason, consistency, or justice,

refuse compensation for the "outrages

caused by "Goths and Vandals" on tliose

"oppres.sed" people, who, "lashed into re-

bellion" by the "spurious, slavi.'ih, bullying

loyalty" of a "contemptible and pitiful mi-

nority" of "rebel" "tyrants," took up arms

against their Queen, in a "justifiable course

of resistance?"

The.<;e two lines of argument were those

principally used from the ministeriiil benches,

to defend the propo.sition to pay the losses of'

Rebels; in addition to the assertion—which
I shall afterwards exauiine—that they were

pledged to it by the action of the previou.s

Government. But some bolder genius occa-

sionally stepped aside from the beaten track

and adduced an argument Avhieh had at

least the charm of novelty.

Of such a character was that used by Mr.

Hincks in his circular of the 1 0th February

—an argument which might have had some

force had the proposition to tax the loyal in

order to pay the rebel been resisted on mere

pecuniary grounds alone, and not, as it really

was, on the immutable principles of honour,

justice, and loyalty. J

"To the people of Upper Canada the question is

of no pecuniary importance. The losses of parties;

whose claims are admitted to be just by Sir Allan;
McNab and Mr. Sherwood, and who never were
engaged in the Kebellion, would amount to morcj
than 1100.000, which is the utmost amount that it|

is proposed ^> grant. 'J he practical elfect, therefore,
of ailmitting the disputed claims, would .dimply be to

reduce the proportionate amount payable to the
other claimants." [Montreal Pilot, Extra, 2G//i Feb.,
1849.]

The whole amount of claims submitted to

the Commission of Inquiry was, I believe,:

upwards of £250,000, of which £100,000,;

according to Mr. Hincks, were claimed by
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