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and the House of Representatives, but also
the approbation of tbree-quarters of the States
of the Union.

Wbat did the nations say 10 the United
States of America? They met tbem, I think,
in a very reasonable way. They paid some
respect to the fact that a great nation of
120,000,000 people, working against a-n age-
long evil of admitted intensity, had corne to
the conclusion according to its conscience and
conviction as embodied in the constitution.
So from varions countries the United States
of America received sympathetie help. First,
ail the nations g-ave adbesion to a system of
port regulations necessary 10 prevent srnug-
gling by foreign ships visiting the Unit-ed
States. Then came the wider sphere of
sympathetie assistance, which was in the
line of getting countries to pass legfislation or
make regulations, not 10 eniorce tbe pro-
bibitory law of the Unitcd States, which tbe
people of thc United States proposed to do
and ought to do themselvcs, but 10 make it
a litîle more difficuit for law-breakers and
rumi-runineri frein these countries t0 violate
the legally embodied conscience and convic-
lion of the people of the Unitedl States. Great
Bribain held conferences witb the Unitcd
States. Wbile sbe did flot go as far as the
United -States would bave likced lier' t go, she
ivent a long distance and placed tlifficultics
in tbe way of thlose wh o proposed to v ol-ate
tbe law of the United States, by extendiîng
tbe area fromltbe tbree-rnilc limait to tbe twelvc-
mile or the fifteen-milo limit-to bo exact,
one bour's steamning distance froin the shore.
Within that extended linjit, wbateveor it May
be. t1he United States xvas empowcred, so far
as British vessels were concerned, to hold
thora if they wore suspected, 10 examine tbem
if that xvas tbougbt nccessary, and 10 seize
tbcmi and take tbem into port. That was as
far as Britain xvent, but it was a great distance
10 go, and proved a great help) to the en-
forcement, squadrons and autborities of the
Unitcd States.

Canada adopted tbe saine principle, whicb
xvas embodied in the Trcaty of 1924. Cuba,
a near neighbour, did exactly what tbe United
States asked bier t0 do, and made a convention
or treaty under whicha clearance xvas refused
10 any vessel baving a cargo of liquor destined
to tbe United States, or wbicb, even tbougb
purporting 10 1)0 for other countries, was
tbougbt 10 be for rum-running purposes.
Mexico, on tbe southern border of the United
States, concluded a treaty of exactly tbe same
import. Norway flot only refuses clearances,
but punishes navigators ur carriers wbo en-
gage in Ibis illicit traffie. Eleven states bor-
dering on tbe Baltie have passed legislation
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wbicb is favourable 10 the prevention of tbese
raids from outside, and lately Japan bas made
à convention along tbe same lines.

And now the United States cornes 10 Can-
ada and says, "You are our nearest neigbbour."
-I tbînk I may well translate that by anotber
adjective.-"You are our dearest neigbbour,
our most intimate neigbbour, with wbom we
bave most of our dealings, and witb wbom our
relations are most agreeable." Tbey ask us,
xvhetber or not we cannot do the same tbing
tbat Mexico and Cuba bave done-not to go
over mbt tbe United States 10 belp tbem en-
force tbe law, but simply 10 make it iess easy
for tbose wlio in our country band tbemselves
togetbor to defeat the purpose of American
legislation by smuggling liquors int 10 Iat
country. I tbink, honourable gentlemen, tbat
there is a vast difforence, according te, the
angle fromn wbicb you view tbe question. How
easy. it is to tell tbe man on the street: "That
is their owvn kettle of fisb; lot tbem stew it
thenisclxes. Tbcy passcd tbe legisîntion. It isý
their problem, let rbem solve it." But I tbink
they are *Justified in asking us out of good-wvill
and mut ual intere-.t to assist tbem 10 the
extent aIf refiiie woffld-hc lawbreakers,
whetber their owni cii izens or ours, biarbourige,
and sustcnane, and aniniinit ian, and arnis,
in tbeir assaulf upon the legislation of a
neigb'bouring cotînîiiv-

There is a difference in tIse point of view,
but I tbink my point of viewv is n reasonable
one. So mucb tben with reference o thIe bis-
torical background of the United States.

Negotiations were commenccd bctwveen the
two governments in 1925, andl continuied for a
period of nearly two years, dnring wbich tirno
the United States was trying to gel its pro-
posai before tbe Canadian Government and
t0 bave il, embodied in a convention or agree-
ment. One tbing after another stood in the
way, and tIse final delay was cansed by the
faet tbat the Royal Commission xvas at work.
It was vcry good poiicy for botb our Govern-
nient and tbe Goveroment of tbe United
States to wait until that investigation xvas
completed. So tbere was an interregnum un-
til tbe report was finally issueýd and digested,
and thon tbere came tbe conference of last
January.

Now, it wonld be interesting 10 revîew and
comment upon what took place in tbat con-
ference between tbe officiais of Canada and
the officiaIs of tbe United States, ail of wbom
xvere practical, clever men. I cannot read over
the report of what was said pro and con at tlîc
conference witbout feeling, bowever, tbat the
Canadian representatives were more fruitful
in finding objections 10 co-operation than ini


