
n fiiilieriuen witliout doing the least dam-
! to the United Stiites."

ic also testified before the committee of

«ign relations as follows :

Q.—Taking the cod-fishery, then, what
your opinion is the value to the Arneri-

I fishing interest of thu right to get bait

British shores? A.—Notliing what-

"•"
I

'Q,—Y(iu would not care anything about
A.—No, sir."

'Q.—In your halibut fishery you carry

ice out from here always, do you not?

-Yes, sir."

'Q.—And stand right straight off for the

ibut fishing ground?'' A.—Yes, sir. We
e 25 to 40 tons to a vessel."

'Q.—Taking the cod-fishery, the mack-
1 fishery and the whole thing together,

f far do you regard as of any practical

ue to AAierican fishing interests the right

(o ashore or inside the three-mile limit,

ept for shelter and for fresh water?"
-I should not think it was of any value

itever."

Ir. O. B. Whitten of Portland, vice

sidentof the Fishery Union, said Novem-
last in a local paper, that Canada has

liing to give us to offset free trade, "no
dlcges, bait or fish."

le also testified before the committee of
&ign relations as follows :

'Q.-'-In fishing in Canadian waters for

ibut—I do not mean in waters within

Ir jurisdiction, but off their coast on the

iks—what necessity is there for our fish-

len to go into their porta for bait? A.

—

; any whitever.",

Q.—Is there any necessity of going into

ports o'i Canada to get fresh bait?" A
I not necessary ; they can get it here

take it' with them. There are thou-

ds and tliousands of barrels caught no
ther off than Wood Island."

Q.—Do you consider valuable the privi-

i of goiog into Canadian ports to buy
,? A.—I do not consider it of any value
.11."

2.—^Theii so far aa the Canadian ports are
cerned, other than for purposes of shel-

water, wood and repairs of damages, it

lid be better for the fishermen of Maine
liey were not permitted to go in at all?

-I think so."

[r. Charles A. Dyer of Portland, than
m no gentleman is more experienced^
testified before the same committee sm
jW8 :

Q.—From your experience in the fishing

noss do you think that our fishermen
II Maine on the Banks off the Canadian
'es, the Grand Banks and others, have
necessity for going into port to buy
A.—I should think not."

Q.—In your opinion, what is the privi-

of buying bait in Canadian ports worth
le Maine fishermen? A.—Not a cunt.

Q.—Whether or not you concur with

Whitton that, aa a rule, the voyages
Id be more successful if they did not

h in Canadian ports at nil for any
ion? A.—I think they would."

-Is there anything that you know of
is desirable for our fishermen that

ada can give us? A.—Nothing."

Republican I^awyera at Hallftui

Pat V(t Out of Court.

nd in the formal answer of the United

es filed before the Halifax Coniraissiun,

as said

:

Tho various incidental and reciprocal

iitages of the treaty of 1871 such as

iirivilegcs of traffic, purcliasing bait and
ir dupplies, are not the subject of coni-

<atioii ; because tho treaty of Wiwhing-
confers no such riglits on tho inhnbi-

s of tho United States, who now enjoy

II merely by sufferance, and who can at

time bo deprived of them by the cn-

enient of existing laws or tlie re-enact-

t of^fomjer oppressive laws. • •

vpw. <"• ttenty diw^ not |.rovld« for

possible ooinpFiwatioi, for such authori-

and they are far important and valua-

to the subjects of Her Majesty than to

United States."

r Fishing VmmIi do Not N««d to

fit In Canada.

otwithstaiiding tlio cnnHtnnt misreprc

fishermen of New England are to be pro-

tected; yet the matter of freely shipping
men in Nova Scotia is not in the interests of
fishermen, but of the owners of fishing ves-

sels. No one ought to object to justly aid-

ing the latter, and on tho other hand uil

ought to be willing to encourage them by all

reasonable metliods. Neither should any
one oppose the free ingress to tlie United
States of the residents uf tlie Maritime
Provinces, who in their own homes are a
kind-hearted and honest people ; but it is a
strange thing to ask in the pretended inter-

ests of our flslieriuen, tlie exercise of the
power of our government in forcing a policy

whose sole object is to bring them in direct

and easy competition with the cheaper paid
Nova Scotians.

Rlgbt of Transhipment In Bond Aban-
doned by Repiiblloan Lawyers at

Halifax.

Only one tbing remains to be considered,

and that is the matter of transhipment of

fish in bond.

It cannot be doubted that the privilege is

one of value ; but it cannot be demanded as

a right. It is not one recognized by the
ordinary comity of nations, and, as already
said, it never has been asserted except when
granted by express treaty provisions. These
propositions are too clear to need argument-
ation.

Therefore its only alleged basis would be
the twenty-ninth article of the treaty of A.
D. 1871. Apparrently in the view of the

commissioners tlic article did not sustain

that construction ; and in the arg^u-

ment of Hon. liichard H. Dana, coun-
sel of the United States at Halifax in A. D.
1877, at a time when the matter came fairly

in issue, he asked the question : ''Does the

treaty of 1781 give the United Stutes the

right to buy bait, ice, provisions, supplies

for vessels and to transliip cargoes within

tlie British Dominion?" He himself
answered: "I say the treaty of Washing-
ton has not given us these rights."

Had Congress approved the commission
recommended by the President before the

beginning of these troubles, the concessions

thus indicated could perhaps have been for-

mulated, and with the consent of Congress,

in some way made good otherwise than at

the cost of our fishermen. That they are

^ot now obtained, is the work of those who
opposed that commission, htkI in no wiiy the

fault of the present negotiators. These
had no proper jurisdiction over niatterj cail-

ing for barter, and no ju«t power under
present circumstances to bind Congress to

pay for such concessions either in money,
by reduction of duties, or in any other man-
ner.

Nolhlnc Paid by Vs For What This

Treaty Secures.

What has been acquired by this treaty,

,

and this examination of its provisions must

show that very much has thus been ac-

quired, has been obtained witliout any con-

sideration whatever moving from the United

8tnt*'s, beyond the arguments persistently

put forward that Camula must ultimately

be an enormous loser by continuing tlie uii-

friendlv course which she had heretofore

marked out.

The Treaty Secures Everything Sen-

ator Frye Demanded Before
It Was Made.

At this point we are in u position to re-

view the progress marked l>y the trcoty

;

and for this purpose we copy here the pub-

lished interview with Senator Kryo, which

took place at Lewiston in October, 188(1,

immediately after the committee of foreign

relations had closed the taking of evidenio

to which we have referred. Ho is reported

t« have said ixo follow* ;

"The testimony of the owners and fish-

ermen taken at (Jloucester, also at Boston,

Provincetown and Portland, was entirely

agreed on the following points :

First—That there is no necessity at all

for our fishing vessels to enter jiorts of

Canada for any purposes exci pt those pro-

vided for in the treaty of 1H18, vi/.,, for

fresh fish. This, if just, and if the time
has now come to reverse the action of the
Kepublican Congress and Uepublican Pres-
ident in A. D. 1870, when the duties on
fish were fixed as they stand to-day, is a
matter for the Legislative and not for th<>

treaty-making power.
We invoke tlie most careful examination

of every word contained in this statement,
whicli was apparently prepared witii care,

and we challenge tlic pointing out of a sin-

gle mischief stated therein as of consequence
which this treaty doestnot entirely dispose
of.

Relief firom Ovpresslve liCgal Proceed-
ings and from Forfeiture Except

for Illegal Fishing.

Tlie fourteenth article must prove very

beneficial. Of our vessels heretcffore

seized for unlawful fishing, by far the great-

er numbers have been condemned, and in

some cases the owners found it more ex-

pensive to defend than to permit them to

be sold, purchasing them back at the sales.

The proceedings have been in the vice-iid-

miralty courts, where they are unusually
expensive ; and this is now remedied. The
mere matter of relief from giving bonds for

cost'j is of real importance; because, al-

though on this point there has been no dis-

crimination against fishing vessels and the

practice in the Canadian courts has been
somewhat as in our own, yet before bonds
can be given, so that tlie cases may be
brought to trial, skippers and sharesmcn are

scattered and the owners find it expensive
and sometimes quite impossible to co'iect

the proofs again.

This section provides tliat the penalty for

unlawful fishing may extend to the forfeit-

ure of the vessel and cargo aboard at the

time of the offence, subject as in all other
cases of penalties to revision by the Gover-
nor in council, thus giving the vessel the

possibility of the benefit of all mitigating

circumstances.
Since A. D. 1819 this forfeiture has been

imposed, not only on vessels illegally fish-

ing, but on vessels preparng to fish. It has

also been claimed that vessels purchasing
bait intended for deep sea fisheries were
liable to forfeiture ; and it was so deciderl

in A. D. 1870, by the vice-admiralty court

at Halifax, in the case of the "J. H. Nick-
ers'^n." This vessel was alleged guilty of
no offence except of purchatiing bait with the

view of fishing on the banks ; and yet she
was seized and condemned, the United
States furnisliing no assistance in her de-

fence and obtaining no reparation for the

owners.
The validity of that decision has been

contested anew in the cases of the "Adams"
and "Doughty," mainly at the expense of
the United States.

Ill order t!iat fliere might be i.o question

with reference to'futuro seizures, the Do-
iiiiuion V.irliainent in 188C enacted a statute

imposing the extreme penalty of forfeiture,

not only on vessels purchasing bait, but on
all entering tho Dominion -vaters in cases

not expressly authorized by treaty, thus

iiiip.'riling our fislR.iiicn with the danger of
forfeiture under inpumerable circum-
stances. This law was severe, yet it was
not more unjust in some respects than stat-

uU'B puHsed in A. I). 1836, 1868 and 1870.

the repeal and moditicatiniiol iiono ot' which
was ever secured liy our government, and
all of wliicli have been permitted to stand

as a cor.tinunl threat to our fishermen and a

constant peril to their property.

This artioli' permits no enlargement of

any penalty iii excess of those heretofore

constantly imposed. As aliemly stated, it

consents to a forfeiture of the vessel for

illegal fishiiif;, hut carefully limits it to the

volue of till' largu at the time of the of-

fence. It does not deny a like maximum
punishment for illegally preparing to fish,

but clearly restricts this to tlie cases wh«ro
the preparation was within the waters of the

Dominicn and the fishing was intended also

to be within the same jurisdiction, so that

by its terms proceedings like those against

the "Adams and the "Doughty" would bu
impossible. Having in view also the some-
what indefinite meaning of the words "pre-
paring to fish" and the varying degrees of

iiMiiimi^nanKnnctan IILl'l lulTil I


