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jnto & very perilous predicament; it is equally clear that
in 1807 w:yeecaped from the peril by the skin 6}; our teeth,
almost from a mere accident, what the hon. Minister of
Justice says to the contrary notwithstandiog; and I take
jssme with him entirely as to the mauner in which he spoke
of the intervention of Mr. Erastus Wiman. I kuow perhaps
not all that the Minister knows, but 1 know a goad deal of
what took place on that occasion, and I say that Mr. Erastus
Wiman rendered an important service to Canada, and that
the hon. gentleman has no right to attempt to underrate or
belittle the services that gentleman rendered, or the langnage
1hat was used by Sir Charles Tupper in recognition of them;
and [ am very sure thst if Sir Charles Tapper were on the
floor of this House to-day, he would not endorse the state.
ment just made by the hon. Minister of Justice. I should
like to know if the hon, gentleman will say, if they are at
liberty to ssy it, that they have no unofficial communication
with Mr. Erastus Wiman at this hour,

Mr. MITCHELL. They are not bound to oriminate
themsa:Ives.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT, Perhaps not; and as
this matter is being discussed on striotly legal and technical

rounds I will pot press that question. Now I say, know-
ing these things, knowing the relations in which we stood,
knowing the narrow escape we had, seeing, as we do, that
the Government appear to have forgutten the lessons which
were taoght them, se.ing that they do not appear (although
I am willing to hope that they are coming to a better mood
under pressure) at any rate until very recently, to have
at ail appreciated the danger they escaped, it woull be
an act of criminal folly on our part if we were to allow
this Sesrion to pass without putting ourselves, at any rate.
right before the country, and pointing out the prop-r
folicy which, in the interest of Canada, should be pursued.

derire to eay for my own part that althongh I have not
pretend.d to any technical or minute acquaintance with
o rubjsct of the fisheries, which I had very limited oppor-
tupnity of mastering in detail, I say that I myeeif hold the
wisdom of tbe former course taken by the Governmest to
be most dubious. Probably enough they were legally and
technically correct; I do pot dispute that, but what I do
eay is that, on the other hand, the Americans were por-
fectly right in pointing out that the whole conditions were
changed. You cannot ignore this. Ilf we touched the
Ameriocan frontier only at the one point wheve our fisheries
exist, if we had nothing to say to them in other matters,
we might thev consider this question wholly apart, we
might put entirely out of view all the communications
which '1£e Americans have granted us across our frontier,
through their territory, in a great variety of ways. Batl
say we cannot do that, and so the whole position has to be
dealt with, Weo must face the question that we are con.
cerned with the Americars in five hundred diffsront ways
besides the mere question of the fisheries. I am not going
1o follow the hon. gentleman into the question as to how
far it may or may not be consistent with the p-eservation
of vur treaties to accord to Americans the right to tran.
shipment in bond or the right to purchase bait or allow
them cortain privileges s to entrance to our harbors. 1f I
understood the hon. gentleman’s position it amounted to
this: that it was almost impossible to grant the Americans

the privileges they desire without great peril to our inshore ;

fisheriea; but I find that, in the treaty of 1888, we have
sgreod to concede to the Americans for a comparatively
small sBum of money those identical privileges, if they chose
to take out a license under the modus vivendi, which in the
desg:tchea he alleges with considerable show of reason,
perbaps, could not be ted without great perii to the

reservation of our fisheries, That I understood to be the

on. eman’s position, that I understand to be the
-Fesult of the teemty. If1am mistaken'in this, I would be

glad 1o be corrected. That T understood the hon. gentle man
to have repeated bofore and to have repeated to-night.
Now, we are ail propared to protect our territorial limits
to the best of our ability; we are all prepared to protect
our inshore fisheries within those limits that properly
belong 10 us. In all other respects, looking at the
whole situation, bearing in mind the peril whioch has been
incurred by the policy which the hon. gentleman has per-
sisted in carrying out; looking at the enormous importance
of the interests which have sprung up between Canada and
the United States, espeoially within the last twenty or thirty
yoars ; looking at the use we make of their soil and terri-
tories and the privilege of transhipping—taking these into
consideration, we say the time has come for a broad and
liboral policy in every respect in desaling with the United
States. Bat if we choose to stand on our striot legal rights,
bow are we or the British Government either to blame the
United States if they elect to stand on their extreme legal
rights, with great injary to both. There is not the slightest
doubt, if the United States chose to put in force their Non.
Intercourse Bill, they will injure as many Americans as
Canadians, bt that would not make our position anything
better but rather much the worse, If hon. gentlemen do
not do that, what we have to look forward to is this: we
will have a repetition of the sorry furce wh'ch was played
out in 1887 First, we will see a polioy (or at least there
was great danger ol seeing a policy pursued) which will
lead to much ill-blood between ourselves and the United
States. Then things wou!d havo grown serious, thon there
would have been danger of enllision, then England would
have stepped in &3 sho did before, and some English com-
missioner, or another Mr. Josoph Chamberlain, would have
been sent to take the Canadian Minister by the ear and
administer a double dose of humble pie. Canada woald
have been degraded and humiliated. We would have been
forced in the long run to make all the concessions which
we now propose to makoe freely and voluntarily, with
this result; that we would get no thanks at all. Such in
the certain issue, and no one knows it botter than the right
hon, gentleman, because it is & game that hon. gentieman
has played bofore to his own profit, though not the profit
of the people of Canada. Yet knowing that, the hon,

entlemun will persist in playing this dangerous gamo,

t seems to be abaurd for tho hon, gentlemau aut his
friends to talk as if they really and sincerely desired to aid
in cultivating friendly relations with the peoplo of the
United States. 'I'bey must be judged by their acts. Was
it 1o show their extreme friendliness to the people of the
United States that, a year ago, they attempted to repudiate
their own statatory offer to admit certain articles freo if
the United States did the same? Wasit to give the Ubited
States a better opinion of the good faith and hopnor of
Caouda that, after Sir Charles Tupper had practically tuken
his colleagaes by the throat and compelled them tv undo
their uwn work and eat their own words on the
flor of this House—was it for the purpose of ianspir
ing the Americans with a high 1dea of the honor
and faith of the Government of Canada, that the
Miuister of Customs, backed by the Government, resorted
to that most petty and contemptible evasion ot the plain
terms of the meaning of the statutory Act, when he im-
posed, not a duty on the fruit, but a duty on the packages
in which the fruit was conveyed. What am I to say of the
"desire to promote good relations which lead tv the insane
lolly of hon. gentlemen opposite in the matter of the export
‘duty on logs? Bat the other day, as if of express
purpose to challeoge the ill-will of the United Btates,
they increased the duty on saw logs, running the risk of
disturbing & trade that is counted by tens of millions.
They know they will have to abandon tbis absurd impost ;
and I venture again to say that long before this House
rises, we will find that what they did then they will be




