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[COMMONS]

discussion, which took place in this House—
as to whether the most-favoured-nation
clause had anything to do with a recipro-
city treaty. the view I took—which was that
it had nothing to do with it, but that the
two were wholly apart—was subscribed to
by the late Sir John Thempson. Sir, it will
interest the House, 1 think, to know what
has been said by persons whose positions
undoubtedly entitles them to very consider-

able respect, as to the proper interpretation |

to be given to the favoured-nation clause.
Quoting from ‘Wharton's * International
Law Digest,” the tirst thing I find is this
detfinition :

A covenant to give privileges granted to the
‘“most-favoured nation’ only refersito gratuitous
privileges, and does not cover privileges granted
on the condition of a reciprocal advantage.

Now, that is plain and straightforward, and
common-sense ; and it is further fortified
by a despatch of the American Secretary
of State in 1884 on the same subject, "which
reads as follows :—

Your despatch of the Sth ultimo has been re-
ceived. You report that Mr. Carter, the special
envoy from Hawaii to England and Germany,
had succeeded in inducing the German Govern-
ment to yield the point assumed by those govern-
nients, that the mnost-favoured-nation clause in
their treaties with Hawaii entitled them to equal
privileges in regard to imports with those ob-
tained by the United States by the reciprocity
treaty with the same country, and that no defin-
ite understanding had been reached with Eng-
land, although it was probable that the proposi-
tion made by that government would be accepted.

If that statement be correct—and I see no
reason to doubt it—it would follow that
under closely analogous circumstances the
German Government having possessed a
favoured-nation clause withdrew their claim
after a remonstrance from the proper auth-
orities. Then, Mr. Evarts, a fair authority
on matters of that kind, in speaking in re-
ference to the claim made that nations pos-
sessing  the most-favoured-nation clause
should be entitled to the same privileges as
were conferred on the United States Gov-
ernment by Hawalii, proceeds to say :

This is the precise thing the treaty does not
intend. Its intention is to secure exclusive bene-
fits to both centracting parties through special
privileges granted by each to the other. To ad-
mit the claims of a third party to come in and
enjoy all the benefits conceded by both principals,
without any payment in equivalent special privi-
leges to either, would be an unprecedented thing.

There are numerous other statements to the
same effect, bearing on this particular con-
tention that the most-favoured-nation clause
necessarily confers the right to share in the
benefils of a reciprocity treaty.

Sir, I need not say that we are not dis-
posed to admit that this view can be con-

ceded withcut long debate and without full |

trial. Now. the fact is, that the hon. mem-
ber, if he will excuse me for saying so, did
not see the point at issue. I will

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT.

,’waive, for argument’s sake, the underlying
‘question whether reciprocity has any-
: thing to do with the most-favoured-nation
cclause.  But 1 submit two points to both of
“which he will do well to address himself.
‘I take the point, in the first instance,
. that when Great Britain, in 1862 and 1865,
'made a treaty such as she is reported to
' have done with the Zollverein and Belgium,
i Great Britain obviously meant that treaty to
i apply to those colcnies dependent on the
i mother state, and which had not been con-
i ceded self-governing powers, and the right
fentirely to regulate their own tiscal poliey.
;‘That would be a natural and fair construe-
“tion, but 1 will not insist too much upon that.
“though the question requires discussion.  But
I say. with respect to the offer we now make,
i that it is not a preferential offer at all in
i the true, legal sense of the word. That
- offer is open to all the world. The Ameri-
ccans may avail themselves of it and so may
.the Germans and the Belgians. -The whole
i world are welcome to avail themselves of
it on the same terms and the same condi-
i tions on which England may take advantage
;of it. 'Where is the preference there ? The
i hon. gentleman may tell me : Legally you
:may be correct, but in fact you do give a
. preference, for England is the only country,
except one or two small colonies, that ad-
- mits your goods on these terms. Be it so.
: It may be true that, under our policy, pre-
. ference is really and effectively given to
~England just as it was true that, under the
tariff of hon. gentlemen opposite, England
;and the importation of England’s goods was
; discriminated against to an extraordinary
degree. 1 have here the Trade and Naviga-
: tion returns which show the practical work-
| ing of the policy of hon. gentlemen oppo-
i site.  These returns show that, in the very
i last year of their term of office, we ex-
i ported to England apparently $66,000,000
i worth of our products, we exported to the
; United States $44,000,000, we bought from
 England $32,000,000, and from the United
%Sf.:ates 238,000,000 worth. There, if you
. will, is a genuine practical diserimination to
; 40 enormous extent, against England and in
; favour of the United States, under the pol-
. icy of hon. gentlemen opposite. I have gal-
| ways said that the National Policy was a
t Yankee device, imitated from the Yankees,
‘and in fact a benefit to them chiefly, and
; there is the proof of it.

{ Mr. HUGHES. What was the hon. gen-
i tleman’s proposal at Washington ?

The MINISTER OF TRADE AND COM-
M.EI'{CE. It was that if the Americans were
willing to give us full and fair reciprocal
advantages, I would recommend trading
with them for the benefit of Canada and
i the Empire too ; and I think the hon. gen-
tleman may find out, before he is nfany
years older, that very probably—although, I
admit, it is a little roundabout way-—tﬁis
is not a bad way to get it. Sir, I contend




