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Mr. J. A. CUIRRIE. j do flot wish to
enter inta dialectics about it at ail. Does
not that tax now apply to the products, of
Quebec and Ontario?

Mr. FIELDING. Yes it does, but it has
ne relation whatever te the maximum tariff,
and therefore it does flot corne within the
seope of my observations. There is sucli
a clause in operation now, and what I have
te say does not in any way effect It. Now,
the proposai was that the maximum tariff
would be imposed upon ail the products of
Canada, and it is with that matter I amn
now dealing. The clause te which my hen.
friend refera is in the tariff hS~; it is ini
operation to-day, and my observations de
flot touch it at ail.

Mr. SPÉCULE. That clause 18 that the
amount of the export duty levied shail be
added to the duty in the United States.

Mr. FIELDING. That has reference to
particular cases which have already arisen
in sorne degree in Ontario, and in a lirnit-
ed degree in Quebec. 1 believe te-day
there is a different tax being levied upon
sorne pulp taken out from the province of
Ontario6, cornpared with what is levied in
other cases. I do not think very much of
it is paid, but I arn informed 'there are
cases in which. that special tax has been
paid. At ail events, that is not under the
maximum tariff clause; it is under a dif-
ferent division af the tariff, and 1 arn not
now dealing with It.

Then, I orne te the larger question of
what ks commonly cailed the Franco-Can-
adian treaty. In a general way the United
States governnient have taken the ground
that the Franco-Canadian treaty is a dis-
crirninatiion; an 'undue. discrimnination,
against them. That is to say, that since
we granted certain rates of duty te the pro-
duats of France, and ef certain other coun-
tries, which we did not grant to the United
States, that arnounts te discrimination,
and it was assumed generally that in er-
der ta avoid the maximum tariff we shouid
grant te the United States what we grant-
ed te France under the Franco-Canadian
treaty, covering 110 tariff numbers of the
Canadian tariff.

We were not disposed to admnit that rule.
We claimed that our treaty with France
was a treaty of reciprocity; that ks to say.
that we granted te France certain conces-
sions in return for which France granted
us simular or equivalent -concessions. We
said te the United States: If yen want
these concessions that France received froni
us, yeu sho:uld. be prepared te purchase
them as France did by giving what we
'would regard as equivalent concessions,
To that oui friends in the United States
natinaiiy demurred. They claimed that if
they gave ns .what is called the favoured-
nation treatment-the best that was going

-that we shouid do the sarne wîth theni.
That, however, 'we thought was a view we
ought net te take. We refused te take it
in the beginning, and we refuse to take ià
now.

There is a misapprehension with respect
te this France-Canadian treaty in one re-
spect. I i-ead recently a newapaper article
which ,treated our difference with the
United States as one which. arase in cense-
quence of our recent French treaty. Thal
is a inistake. If the ne-w French treaty had
not been entered into at ail, the sanie ques-
tion would have arisen, because we had
anether French treatur, a treaty net se cern-
prehensive as the later -one, but which 'was
in principle the sanie. We have had since
the year 1894 a treaty with France, and
whiclb incidentally, in censequence af thé
favoured-natiôn conditions, we granted te
other countries. We grante-d ta France and
these other countries concessions which we
did net grant te the United States, se that
in principle the question that we have with
the United States te-day is the sanie ques-
tien that would have presente-d itself evemn
if aur recent Franco-Canadian treaty had
neyer been adopted, because we would have
stili had an outstanding French treatvy ini
which there were rates granted ta France
'which -were net granted ta the United
States, and consequently there would have
been the same ground fer the cantentin-

Mr. MIDDLEBRO. May I ask whethez
it was the treaty ai 1894 or the treaty pase-
ed with France lest year which in the opin-
ion of the American representatives con-
stituted a discrimination?

Mr. FIELDING. The treaty ai 1893 lias
ceased ta exist, and consequently it could
net be a discrirnination, but if we had nel
brought. forward the new treaty the aid
treaty would have remained in existence.
The old treaty was abolished by the terrné
of the new treaty, and if the new treaty had
net been negotiated the aId treaty would
have rernained, and the principie ai dis-
crimination as between France and the
United States aras as clearly set forth in
the aid treaty as it was in the new. The
new treaty is more oomprehensive in char'
acter, but the principle ai discrimination-
il it be discrimination-is ta be faund in
the aid tre-aty as well as in the new. Oux
contention was that our treaty with France
was a reciprecal treaty. We said ta our
American friends that if they were pie-
pared ta negotiate with us for better trade
relations 'with Canada, if they were willing
ta give us what we rnight regard as ade-
quate concessions, we would be disposed ta
give theni what we miglit regard as reasen-
able concessions in return. But, we dis-
puted their right te say that the conces-
sions which we gave t. France and ta otherf
countries. In returu. fer faveurs, shauld be


