
THE QUESTION ANSWERED.

^
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trary, such an intention was oponly avowed
by several of tlie speakers on the Ministerial

side of the House ; and of these admissions

I will now proceed to bring a i'cw under Your
Lordghip's notice.

I. By some of these speakers the payment
of Rebels was defended, on the ground that

IT WAS IIJGIILY INEXPEDIENT NOW TO EX-

QUIRE -WHO WERE, OR WHO WERE NOT, Re-
r,VA.S.

1. In the debate of the I,3th Febraary, for

instanee, the Hon. Malcolm Cameron, a mem-
ber of Your Lordship's Administration, pro-

tested against all enquiry on the subject:

"lie (Mr. Ciimpron) trusted there wmild bo no
Star Chamber scrutiny as to whether a man wjis

loyal or not; the question was whether property hud
been wantonly destroyed or not. Tlii> peojileoV Up-
per Caniula were satisfied topay."— [il/on^rca/ Pilot,

Uth Fchiiianj, 18-19.]

2. lie was supported by tlie Hon. Francis

Ilincks, another member of Your Lordship's

Administration, who, in the .same debate,

made use of the following expressions:

"It appeared, from what the hon. member slated,
that he had no objection to the payment of what he
had called the just claims fur Rebellion Losses; and
yet, at the .same time, was very indignant, as was
also the hon. member for Frontenac, (hat any person
who was not, in their phraseolosjy, a loyalist, should
be paid. In reply to that, he would merely have to
quote the words of his hon. friend, the member for
Kent, who had asked if they were going to establish
a Star Chamber Coram.ission, to try who was loyal
and who was not."— \Montreal Pilot, ]4l/i Fehrmmi
1849.]

'^'

3. Mr. Ilincks repeated this argument in

even stronger and more unequivocal terms

in a circular issued by him, under date of tlie

10th February;
" It may happen that parties were engaged in tlie

rebellion who were never convicted of high treason,
and who, therefore, would not bj; r:xcLiii;i:n ln-
i)EK TUii Act. I believe the uniount of such claims
would be very small in proportion to the ^\hole
amount; and it would be very injudicious indeed
were the Legislature, for the sake of excluding them,
to sanction a false principle, and to allow any set of
(Commissioners to decide arbitrarily that v'ten jrere
rebels who had never been convicted of high treason."— [MoKtreal Pilot Extra, 2(jth February, 1849.]

4. In the same circular, Mr. Hineks writes

as follows:

—

'; It is not proposed to pay a shilling to any in-
dividual who has been convicted of high treason

;'

but.

in dealing with the question, it is impossible to deter
mine who were and who were not liehels."—\ Montreal
Pilot F.vtra, 20th Febrnar;/, 1849.] »

.5. The Hon. \Vm, II, i\Ierritt, President ^

of your Lordsliip's Council, thus spoke in
;

the debate of the 15th February:

—

I

"A general amm-sty has since been proeliiimed,
'

and could we draw lui ofiioiis and invidious distinc-
tion, at this late day, to create dissatisfaction? We
trust 1)11 are now good and loyal s\iiijects; it is our i

duty to \u( p them so, and not disturb" the harmotiy !

which now happily prevails. From the results of my
own personal experiojiee, I feel it would be ren/ diffi-
rnlt to draw those delicate distinctions between those
called loyal and dislin/ol."— [Montreal Pilot Exira.
2%lh Fi^briiury, 1849,]

6. During a subsequent debate similar

language was used by the Hon. Robert Bald-

win, a fourth member of Your Lordsliii)'s

Administration ;

—

j

"He agr(<ed entirely with his Ilcm. friend from
'

Norfolk, that after an Act of Amnesty, it would b!>

d/srcspecfinl to Her Mujci-ty, and an outrage on the '

man seeking compensat^ton, to enquin; what part h;^

took nt the time of the iwmhh^:'— [Montreal Pilot,

2S th February, 1849.]

7. Lewis T. Diummond, Esq., Solicitor

General for Canada East under Your Lord-

ship's present Ministry, not content with

supporting the opinion of Mr. Baldwin, as

given above, carried the principle to an ex-

tent which I should hope even that gentleman

would hesitate to adopt. Speaking of the

convictions recorded in tlie Courts Martial

against parties taken in the act of rebellion,

he said:

—

_

" IIo hoped the time would come when these de-i
cisions would be leversed, but let it be done in a con-,
stitutiomil utiy. It teas no business of the House toi

say who were guilty of high tr. ason, /or the Act of\
Indemnity had done aieay tcith all that. In technical.;

language, the persons pardoned were in the Ran.e'
position as befuio."— [J/on/zra/ Pilot, 9.Sth February,

>

1849.]
j

And yet, my Lord, these very persons!

have induced your Lordship to believe that,

they had no intention '* to compensate the

losses of persons guilty of the heinous crime

of treason," while in the Plouse of Assembly

as Your Lordship will perceive, they had

denounced as "impossible," "very injudici

ous," "a Star Cliamber scrutiny," «' a false

principle," "an outrage," to the claimant,

and '«
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