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ment made at Washington, and last
session we passed a Bill which continued
it in force until the close of 1890. Now,
while [ think it is perfectly right and
proper that we should do nothing to irri-
tate our powerful neighhours, at the same
time we ought to respect ourselves,-and if
we do not respect ourselves and do pot
assert our rights our neighbours arelikely
to undervalue the rights which we our-
selvex treat so cheaply; and further, they
are likely to think that possibly we are
afraid to maintain our own rights. When
the Washington Treaty was rejected by
the United States Senate I think we should
have gone back to the condition of things
which existed before. 'The privileges
with regard to buying bait and ice and
other supplies, which supplies the Ame-
rican fishermen were entitled to under
the modus vivendi, are privileges of con-
siderable value to them; and in certain
portions of the Dominion our own fisher-
men—the bank fishermen—look witha good
deal of jealousy upon the rights which have
een given the American fishermen under
the modus vivendi, As I said last year, I
fail to see why we should have continued
thls arrangement under the circumstances,
A8t year there was not any special reason
gliven for our passing a Bill similar to that
now before us. This year we are told that
’%leg'e are negotiations pending with the
h nited States, It seems to me that when
he hon. leader of the House told us
that, he did not tell us enough. It was
Dot sufficient tosay therc are negotiations
Pending—they are to begin in October, 1
Understand—with the (Jnited States. I
think he should have gone further, and
glven us someo inkling as to what the
gharacter of those negotiations was likely
t‘})] be. (A laugh.) T am not, as I think

© hon. gentlemau will allow, .an unrea-
Sonable member of the House, and I
&m not an unreasonable opponent. I should
Ot ask the Government to give us a
detailed statement as to what they propose
to do; but there are cortain general lines
Which I think the Government should

A have indicated. I think the leader of the

House will recognize the force of what I
:ﬁy. Daring the recent election campaign

°re were two policies before the country.

'he policy of the Liberal party was un-
restricted reciprocity. That was recipro-
city which extended to the manufactured
as will a8 to the natural products of the

two countries, Hon. gentlemen opposite
and their friends through the country
declared that veciprocity in natural pro-
ducts was consistent with the most exu-
berant loyalty, but that when you came to
add manufactures to natural products then
reciprocity, from being exuberant loyalty,
becametreason, disloyalty, annexation, and
a number of other awful things. I think
we are entitled to know to-day on which
basis these negotiations are to be con-
ducted. One might suppose, from the
declaration of the Government, that there
wus no fear that they were likely to agree
to unrestricted reciprocity, that abomi-
nation of abominations, as it was in their
eyes during the election campaign ; but
hon. gentlemen may remember that in the
organ of the Government, the paper which
is recognized as usually expressing the
sentiments of the Government party, pub-
lished in the city of Montreal, of which
the hon. leader of this House is so distin-
guished a citizen, there appeared on two
occasions paragraphs with respect to these
negotiations—they were not paragraphs in
the ordinary sense; they were editorials—
one of which stated distinctly, at the time
the delegates were about to go to Washing-
ton, that they were prepared to negotiate
even on the basis of unrestricted reci-
procity, It is well known that the hon.
gentleman who was to be our commis-
sioner, and who is very well known as our
High Commissioner in England, on a pre-
vious occasion had expressed himself in
terms which were generally understood
to mean that he was prepared to advo-
cate unrestricted reciprocity. He said
in 1888, in the House of Commons,
that he had made to Mr. Bayard an
unvestricted offer of reciprocity. That
was taken by most people to mean an
offer of unrestricted reciprocity but
I understand that the hon. gentleman,
at a subsequent period undertook to dis-
tinguish an unrestricted offer of reciprocity
from an offer of unrestricted reciproeity.
We have at any rate the fact that there
were these two kinds of reciprocity before
the country, We have the fact that the
Government organ in the city of Montreal
declared editorially that the commissioners
who were then about to go to Washington,
or the delegates, or whatever you choose to
call them, were prepared to negotiate even
on the basis of unrestricted reciprocity.
Now, I think the House has a right to be



