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it would liave upon ourselves, disposing us to firjht ratlier

than to ar;_;ue ? or if we are forced to retaliation as a last

resort, slioulti not its su<j<,festion be accompanied by sonic
proposition looking;- to a fundamental and p( rmancnt read-

justment of our rinhls ?

When Mr. liayard, imder the date of November 6, 1886,

referring to the seizure of the Marion (irimes, held that the

Dominion (io\ernment was seeking b\- its action in the

matter to " invade and flestroy the commercial rii;hts and
privileges .secured to the citi/.cns of the I'nited Slates nnder
and b)' virtue of treaty stipulations with (ireat Jiritain,"

the (iovernor-General of Canada, the Marquis of Lans-
doune held that that statement was " not warr.uUed by the

facts of the case," and that the two vessels that had been
seized were " fishing vessels and not traders, and therefore

liable, subject to the guiding of the courts, to any penal-

ties imposed b\- law foi the enforcement of the Con\enti(ni

of 1818, on parties violating the terms of that Conven-
tion."

Nor was this simply the judgment of the Governor-Gen-
eral of Canada, for Marl Rosebcry wrote :

"
1 have to add

that iler Majesty's Government entirely concurs in the view

expressed by the Marquis of Lansdowne."
If the judgment of the liritish Government on that point,

based apparently on a system of interpretation which is

held at Washington to be so narrow, strained, and technical

that it ignores not only the motives which induced Ameri-
cans to accept the Treaty of 1818, but ignores also the rights

and the duties that belong to international comity and the

law of nations— if that judgment lias not been changed by
the able and courteous arguments of Mr. Ikiyard and Mr.
Phelps, and the grave reports of Senator lulmunds and Mr.
Manning, is it likely to yield more readil}- when the calm

of diplomacy shall have been interru])teil by the irritating

measures of retaliation, which Senator Edmunds' bill, or the

yet m(n-e stringent bill by Mr. ])elmont in the House, ex-

tending to Canadian locomotives and cars, goods, wares,


