
Treaty of [MÂTr-28, 1872.]
they have British Consuls, and accredited
representatives to consult. On every sea,
they find aBritish cruiser to protect them
in the time of war. We must remember
that in time of war we have always been'
defended, and we have the pledge of the,
protection of the whole Empire in case of
danger hereafter. If we enjoy advantages
like these we should certainly be prepared
to make some sacrifices for the benefit of
the Empire; but I do not believe that the
sacrifices which we are called upon to
make are as great as some persons esti-
mate them. I am not prepared, howeyer,
to admit that the right of sending flsh
into the American market when we have
all the nmarkets of the world open to us,
is going to be of such great benefit to
the fishing interest. The benefit of such
an arrangement can only be seen after a
tiue, If we find that the price of fish
keeps as high in the United States market
as heretofore then our fishermen will be
benefitted to the extent of duty exacted,
and it will be a great advantage to us to
send our f£sh there. On the other hand,
if we find that fish is regulated as to price
in Halifax and St. John, by the markets of
the world, and that the fish caught by the
United States comes down to the same
value, then it will be the consumers in the
United States and not our fishermen who
will recoive the benefit. I hope the
Minister of Marine will keep this point in
view when he goes to submit the claims
of Canada for additionil compensation. I
am a free trader, and believe it is gene-
rally the consumer who pays the duty. I
have carefully considered the position of
this country in connection with the Reci-
procity Treaty, and hold strong views on
the subject. The great interest of Ontario
is agriculture, and the people of the Pro-
vince considered it a great advantage to
g et their products into the United States
free of duty. It is moat important, how.
ever, to obtain a market in a oountry that
does not produce itself-there is a gret
advantage in an interchange of different
commodities. I fail to see the benefit of
sending our agricultural commodities into
a country that produces more than it con-
sumes. The United States have been
always the exporters of flour: where then
is the advantage of sending Canadian flour
into the United States. It might be they
would not export the same article they
got from us, but then the Americans con
sumed less of their own products and ex-
ported more to foreign markets. The
profits of our agricultural interest accord
ingly wentinto the United States, the com,
modities of Canada were carried through
American canals and over American rail
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ways, snd distributed to foreign markets
by 4mërican ships. So the United States
aetually derived all the benefit from this
trade under the Reciprocity Treaty. I
believe the repeal ef the Treaty has
injured the Americans more than it
has Canada, and that we have* been learn-
ing the benefits of self-reiiance. I do not
thmk that it wilil be for our advantage to
have a Rleciprocity Treaty immedistely-
we have still a good deal to learn in the
way of mkipg ourselves indeperdent of
the United 8%tes in the matter of com
meroe. Many other points connected with
the question sqggest themselves to my
mind, but like other gentlemen, i feel
that it has .already been sufficiently dis.
cussed in Parliament and in the Press;
but this I rpay say with respect to the
position of Sir John Macdonald that when
a man acoepta an appointment to negotiate
a Tre9ty ho cesses to be responsible to
anyone exeopt the power that appoints
him. ,The Whole responsibility resta on
the Ministry of Great Britain, and the
Commissioner had sinply to apt in accord-
ance with its instructions and certainly
cannot be held responisble to anybody
else. I think on the whole we owe it to
the country tinder whose proteotion we
have énrjoyed so many advantages te raake
some sacrifices in case she thinks proper
to ask them at our hands.

Hion. Mr. DICKEY said: It is imposai.
ble te approach the cousideration of the
Treaty, which this bill purposes to ratify,
without being impressed with the gravity
of the suhject. This Treaty bas dur-
ing the past twelvemonths been the subA
ject of anxious and thoughtful delibera.
tion by the loadmg stateomen of the two
for-emost nations of the world, by thé press
everywhere, and by the friends'of -peace
in every.cialiàed land. It is not neces
sary to enter.upon a lengthened discussion
of the comparative merits of the ptovi-
sions of thé Treaty, and yet it is due to
the Senate ihat so inportant a measure
should not be accepted or rejected with,
out dîscussion. In this sentiment I entire
ly concur with my Hon. friend on my
left (Hon. Mr. Leteilier), but I differ
from him in the reasons ho gives for op.
posing that Treaty. He complains that
Canadian interests ha0ê been bartered away
for Alabama claims. Why if my lon. friend
had read the printed correspondence,
he must have known that the proposal of
the British Minister was only 4e refer the
Fishery question and other questions af.
fecting Canada, and that it was ths Ameri,
can Secretary of State who proposed that

k the Alabama claims should be included
- in the reference. Besides, lad the Alaba.


