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1818 and told them that they must renounce these claims
of theirs. We have been told, ad nauseam, that Canada had
yielded everything and that we had received nothing from
the Americans in return. Well, there is only need to peruse
the correspondence exchanged between the American and
Canadian authorities to be convinced that Seoretary Bayard
insisted on this faGt-the most important of all to Ameri-
cans-that his countrymen had the i ight to come in and
buy bait from us. I shall say nothing about the question
of headlands, which has been treated better than I could do
it by several members on this side. 1 shall only reply to
those who hold that the Canadian commissioners at Wash.
ington have sacrificed and abandoned all our rights. As I
have just said, it is easily seen, from the correspondence
between the American and Canadian authorities, that the
United States Secretary of State always held and insisted
on the fact that American fishing vessels had the same
rights in our ports as merchant vessels, and that, more
especially, they had the right of purchasing bait. The bait
question is a vital one for the Americans, for certain fish-
eries, and particularly the cod fishery, which takes place on
the Grand Banks, cannot be profitable unless the fishermen
can procure fresh bait. Now, how does the present treaty
settle this question? We shall have a reply in Article
15:

" When the United States shall abolish the duties on fish eils, whale
and seal cils, and cils of all fishes, except those preserved lu cil, coming
from the catches of Canadian, Newfoundland and Labrador fishermen,
as well as in ordinary and necessary casks, barrels, kegs and cans, and
other ordinary and necessary packages containing the aforesaid pro-
ducts, the same products coming from the catches made by United
States fishermen, and the ordinary and necessary packages containing
them, as above described, shall be entered free of duty in Canada and
Newfoundland.

" And on the abolition of this duty, and so long as the aforesaid
articles may be brought from the United States by British subjects,
without being subject to new duties, the privilege of entering the ports,
baye and harbors of the aforesaid coasts of Canada and Newfoundland
shall be granted to fishing vessels of the United States, by annual per-
mita, issued gratis, for the following ends, to wit:-

" i: The purchase of provisions, bait, ice, seines, lines and ail other
supplies and equipments

" 2. The transshipment of the fishery products, to be shipped forward
by ail means of transportation.

"3. The equipment of crews.
"Provisions Eh1l1 not be obtained by barter or exchange, but bait

may. The lame privileges shall be continued or granted to the fishing
vessels of Canada an I Newfoundland, on the Atlantic coast belonging
ta the United States."

We say, therefore, to the Americans: You insist on a point
which for yon 1e important and vital for your fishermen.
We shall allow to purehage bait in our harbors when you
allow the free entry of Canadian fish into American mar
kets. This 15th clause of the treaty which we are called
upon to ratify does not strike me as a concession. The
hon. member for Halifax (Mr. Jones) I think, in his bril-
liant speech on this subject, alluded to the bait question in
these words:

" The question with regard to bait is one of the greatest possible im-
portance. It is one which lies at the root of the fishery question, and the
Americans justly understood and appreciated its value when they secured
the privilege of obtaining bait under this treaty."

The hon. gentleman makes a mistake here. The Americans
did not secur e the right of purehasing bait with us, in virtue
of the treaty. It is true that, by the modus vivendi attached
to the treaty, the Americans will enjoy this privilege for
two years, but to exercise this privilege they will be held t
to pay $ .50 in the ton of each cf their fishing vessels. I
repeat that is not right ceded to American fishermen, but
only a privilege which they are allowed to exorcise. The
hon. member for Halifax adds :

"The result of the operation of this will ba that the bankers going to
the Western Banks commonly use clam oait, but those going to the
Grand Banks, where they get the fish which are suitable for the larger E
markets, cannot expect to catch those flsh without the use of fresh bait.
They are a long way away from their own home, and their fresh bait à
will only last a short time, and if they are compelled to return to their 0
own ports to get fresh bait, if they cau, and the supply le doubtfiul, an4di

they carnot alwye get it, they wouli, praoticaly, be almost compolle
to give up the business altogether.1

This means, Mr. Speaker, that if the Americans cannot
come into our pors teo purchase the necessary bait, they
cannot carry on their fishing with profit, and I believe that
the hon the Finance Minister (Sir Charles Tupper) and
the British plenipotentiaries at Washington acted wisely
in insisting on our right to prevent Americans from coming
to boy bait among us. The hon. member for Halifax
further says that this disposition will tend to the disadvan-
tage of Canadian fishermen, because it will raise the price
of bait and force Canadian fishermen to pay a higher price
therefor. The hon. gentleman has over-looked two points
-first that the num ber of Canadian fishermen plying their
trade on the Grand Banks, and who thus are in need of
periodically renewing their bait, is much amaller than ho
thinks, for in fact not more than one.quarter of the whole
fishing population, while the gr eatest part, that is three.
fourths, have no need to buy bait, as they can get it within
a few steps of their own homes. He has also fore.otten a
second point-that Canadian fisiermen can freely fish for
bait in Canadian waters within the threc-mile imit, where
it is generally to be had, while the American fishermen
have only the privilege of purchasing it. I have insisted
on this head, because it is really the point in dispute, and
the real cause of the misunderstanding between the two
countries. It were an easy thing in reply to the argu-
ments adduced by hon members on the other side
against the ratification of the treaty to quote articles from
American papers showing that Canada had not corceded
every1hing to the United States, and that on the c'ntrary
Americans fancied that tbey had beu. taken iii, but I will
confine myself to one article from the New York Tr, biune
of 22nd February, 1888, wbieh reads as fAll ws :-

" The diplomatictriumph of the State Department is a lame and impo-
tent conclusion From the full text of the Fihery Treaty we understand
how the Secretary of State looks on the stupid trick by means of which
he mountel a decisive triumph. He never approached the subject from
the standpoint of American interests He treated it as a matter of in-
ternational wrangling over the ambiguous ending of a former treaty,
and a clashing of fisheries rights He fancied thît this affair was a mere
controversy which could be settl d by a new an I more intelligent defini-
tion of these rights, and by a clearer wàrdin g of the controverted clauses
of the Treaty of 1818. He negotiattd an agreernent o.t that ground, d-
fining the three-mile limit, se:tling the qaestion of 'hadlands, and
setting forth certain commercial privilege over and i-b me th right
conferred on American fiiherme-n, seventy years ago, for obtaining
'shelter, repairs, f'wl and water in Canadian ports.' In his mini, ha
succeeded fairly weai in arranging these technicalities, out, were it so,
ha has not succeeded in shieldiug the national honor by a refusalof the
right of any citisens involved in this legrd coutroversy. Be failed there,
for the reason that he never understood that the credit of the country
was conipromised by the3e outrages in Oanaliau waters. There is
nothing in the treaty to prevent a repetition of these insulte in Uanadian
waters. The result will be as unpopu'ar in Canada as in Britain. It
affords no ground for the settiement of the fisheries question. The treaty
should be r, jected by aSonate ihit respects itself and patrioti eno ug
te prpare a more efficacious plan for the protection or American
rightr."
So you see, Mr. Speaker, that, while on this side there
are cries that Canada has been fleeced, bcyond the froatier
Mr. Bayard and his colleagues are upbraided for haî7ing
sacrificed the interests of the United States. The following
is frm the American correspondent of the Toronto Mail
on the sane subject:

" The commercial privileges in Canadian ports granted to American
fishermen should not be regarded as a concession. They are rights per-
taining to American fishermen which should not be bought by conces-
sions, whether important or otherwise The frontier line set down in
the treaty will certainly exclude American fishermen from the right of
fishing within the limit of three miles on the south coast of Newfouni-
land, and indefiiitelv to the north, on the coasts toward Labrador.
American fishermen h Id that they have a right to the inside fiaberies of
those countries and that this righ ,should not have been surrendered as
of little worth. The refusai of Great Britain to allow Americans the
right of purchasing bait is the abandonment of a right which the United
States have always claimed for their people, not only in virtue of the
treaty, but also agreeably to admitted principles of international equity
and the law of nations. The right of purchasing bait was-when ail is
said and done--the chief claim of Americau fishoermen, after the right of en-
tering the ports for the purpose ot victualling and transshipping theirfish.
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