the American Government to establish wide com-
mercial treaties with the ditfferent nations, he goes
on to say e

* But. it may be asked, it this be true, why not extend
it to our Canadian neighhours on the north? The first
answer is that with_vur tropical neighbours, whose
preducts are so dissimilar 10 ours, reciproeity is a simple
mutter. but when we come to deal with a country having
thousands of miles of conterminous territory and with
like products and industries, the question becomes more
complex.  But this is not the insuperable difficulty. The

faet that Canada does not possess the right of negotiating .

her own treativs, but must have them negotiated tor her

by a distant power which is controlled by economie prin- |

ciples entirely different from those of hoth the United
States and Canada, constitutes the chief barrier to any
arrangement.’”

Nir. though I would not subscribe altogether to
everything that is said here. I see, however. no in-

superthle ditliculty, judging from the langnage of ;
the American authorities, to sceuring complete |

reciprocity between Caniudi and the United States,
The ditliculty ot this moment is that we have not
the power to negotiate our own commercial treaties.
The power to negotiate our own commercial treaties
i< one which has been long claimed by this House,
As far back as 1882 Mr. Blake introduced a resolu-
tion in favenr of asking the mother country to
urant us that power.
down.
my left (Sir Richard Carrwright), in 1888, if |

remember arizht, or in 18849, introduced o similar

motion. which was also voted down.  But in view
of the events that have taken place, in view of the

fiact that we are progressing as a nation, in view of .

the fuet that it is hecoming recognized on hoth

sides of the House that the trade of Canada must
be extended somehow, and that this country will!
no longer consent to be shui up within its own:

boundaries. it is wmore than ever opportuse to
debite and to discuss this question once more, and

thiz question, I may say at once, must be debated ;

at no distant day during the present session. A

few days ago three Canadian Ministers paid a visit

to Washington.  This time their visit lasted longer
than disi their visit of last April.

an intinmtion from the American Government.

it with a great deal of pleasure indeed. T am glad
to hear from the alvisers of His Fxcelleney. that
the visit which they paid to Washington was made
upon an invitation from Washington.  This, Sir,

is of good omen, it shows friendship on the part of .
the United States: and for my part 1 Jdeplore the |

fact that between Canadic and the United States,

between two countries of the same blood, of the:

same language, in a large measure, and of similar
institutions, there should he any feeling other than
one of the closest friendship.  Patriotism does not

[COMMONS]

That motion was voted |
Nome years afterwards my hon. friend to:

Their present :
visit., we are told in the speech. was the result of |
[:

wits not prepared for that statement, but L aceept .

]
"admit on our side of the House the view which is
foften stated by hon. gentlemen opposite, that a
L treaty of nnrestricted reciprocity woull imply dero-
i gation to the dignity of Canada.  Nothing of the -
tkind,  For my part, I:an glad that the Canadian
i Ministers went to\Washington some time ago. They
~did not. and could not. succeed, because the
;basis upon  which they wanted to negotiate
ccould not he aceepted by the American Goern-
ment.  Some time or other, sooner or later. and
ssooner rather than later, if another Government
were to send a deputation to Washington charged
with negotiating the fullest treaty that it ix possi-
"hle to obtain from the American Government, |
iy tell hon. gentlemen opposite at once, that if on
such an occasion the Americanauthorities were dis-
posed to be arrogant or unfriendly, or were dis.
posed to make us pay any price at the expense of
onr dignity for the privileges we desived, we would
say : We want none of it We would say : We
will remain as we are. and for my part I would
turn about face immediately.  But, Sir, it wias not
tpossible for the hon. gentlemen to suceeed. and
| why 7 The hon. gentlemen did not want to succeed
“on the bhasis of unrestricted reciprocity @ they
wanted to negotiate only on the basis of restricted
tricde : and as mentioned in the letter of Mr.
Blaine to Congresstnan Baker. which it is useless
to cite again to the House, the American Govern.
rment has intimated again and again that they would
tnot negotiste on any other basis than that of un-
‘restricted reciprocity.  So their mission was bound
fto fail from the very outset. Yet I am gl they
went. not because I expected they could accom-
plish anything in the way of securing recipro.
cal trade, but simply because Tidesive to sce them
“open friendly  relations with  our neighbours,
In that respect T am ulad to see that their
mission  has not been  without some  effect,
P As a result of that mission we are to have, as [
understand, an arrangement concluded for settling
s the houndary between Canada and Alaska.  This
is an important mewsure from every standpoint.
Itis not likely that that part of the country will ever
be thickly settled.if settled at all; hut, atall events,
it is open to trade, and it is far preferable that the
boundaries between the two nations should he
settled now than at a luter date after there may
possibly have been a collision between traders,
“with all the consequences of such a collision.  So
far the visit of the Ministers to Washington has
not heen without fruit, an® so far it is of some im-
portance.  Then, as another result of the mission
of the Ministers to Washington, we are to have, at
{ last, legislation for reciprocity of services in cases
i of wrecking and salvage.  Well, this is certainly
+an important result of the mission to Washington.

mean hostility to any country : patriotism ought to There has heen, as I understand, a statutory offer
be founded, not upon hostility to any country, but ! of veciprocity on our part, standing for years; I
upon the broadest and most generous instinets of | do not know whether it still exists ; if it has been
human nature. While we ought to profess our- ! repealed it has been done within a year or two.
selves friends to the Americans, on our side, I am | But it existed during many years, and was never
sure, we do not wish to do so with any loss of ‘chpt?‘l- Hlﬁlel'to t.he):' ha\_'e not exerted them-
dignity. The hon. gentleman said a moment ago ; selves in having such legislation passed.  Once or
that he was sure the Canadian Ministers at Wash- | twice, certainly once, the Bill was introduced, if T
iuguen had not done, and would not do, anything ! remember rlght;l_y, by_ the hon. memb.er for Fron-
detimontal to the dignity of Canada.  Sir, T have | tenac ( Mr. Kirpatrick ) to -establish such a
no docb: of it. but T can tell him that there is no | reciprocity on our side . of the lu}e, .WhiCh
party in the House who would negotiate a treaty | could be met at any time by legislation on
with the iitates, if such a treaty were to imply any | the other side of the line. The Bill did not
glel'og;ltioi: to the dignity of Canada. We do not become law, it was killed by the Ministers ;

Mr. LacrIER. '



