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Withi this final decision that the vessels
engaged in foreign trade should be placed
on a basis of entire equality as to tolîs,
Canada bas no objection to offer. If our
vessels traie with the republics on the west
coast of South America, or ivith Mexico or
California, they ought fa pav the samne toila
as vessels frein Europe or eisewhere sim-
ilarly engaged. We are quite willing that
the United States sbould receive ample
compensation for the vast investment it is
making in the construction of the Panama
canal. We recognize if, as an enterprise
beyond the resources o! any private corpora-
tion and that the United States lias placed
the whole wvorld under an obligation for
iundertaking a work o! such tremendous im-
piortance to the commerce o!f two continents
iii wnhidi we are inciuded, and %ve now lonk
to its eariy completion and the develop-
ment of Our f rade with ouir own provirce of
Britisli Columbia on the west and with
South America and Mexico as a conse-
quence.

The Senate having decided that vessels
engaged in the forelgn trade o! the United
States should pay the saine tolls as other
nations, gave its attention to the charges
which should be made, (if any> on coast-
ivise trafflc, aad, strange to say, came to the
conclusion as contained in section 5 of the
Bill f0 which 1 have reterred-' that no
touls shall be levied on vesseis, engaged in
the coastwis-e trad.e oi -the United States.'
thus placing Canadian vessels engaged 'in
the coast.iag frade of Canada On the same
basis as vessels engaged in the foreign
trade. That such a decision ia inconsistent
with fie conclusion reached with regard to
vessels engaged in foreign trade is quite
ir.anifest from flic speeches made by leading
senators iuring the debate. To quote again
f romi Senator Lodge:

ino such di-tii'ction in the trcaty. It says
the veffles o! 'ail nations.'

In the face of this declaratioin of Senator
Lodge, that foreign and costwise traffic,%vere
on precisely the saine basis so far as the
treaty was concerned, to charge foreign ves-
sels with a toll, and to relieve coastwise
traffic of any charge whatsoever, appears as
a glaring jnconsistency for which no ex-
planation hias yet been offered.

Following up the speeches of senators still
further, flot only does it appear an incon-
sistency, but a discrimination againet Can-
ada whicb enlia for the most empliatic pro-
test.

To quote Senator Lodge again:

This whole excitement hias ariscu eut of
the fact that there is cî:e country and only
one country iii the world which is situated
with regard to the canal just as we are, .
and that is Canada. England is not worryiag
over bier own merchant marine. ... The
trouble is the Canadian voyage. If our ships
have an advantage, the Canadian business
would probably corne ini American vesseis to
American ports and then by American rail
ways back to Canada. The discrimination in

copeition with Canada seems very clear te
meu ad very direct. I think they feel it

very much in Canada. If is well Worth
while to remember that there is a Canadian
Atlantic cost and a Canadian Pacifie coast;
the commerce betweea the Atlantic and the
Pacific is largly a eompetîng one. Under
this provision ships f rom the United States
would be free from folle, and those f rom
Canada wouid be subject to the payinent of
tolls. Thereby the Amerioan coasting trade
is at once given, by being free of touls, ahi

advantage as against the Canadian trade
That ie at the bottoiu of ail this trouble.

Speaking to the saine effect, Senator Mc-
Comber, of 'NSeth Dakota, said:

We are, by disregarding- fis f reaty and
allowiag our coastwvise ves6els to go free
through the canal, giviag a preferential right
to our coastwise trade, flot only as against
the coastwiso trade of any other country, but
also as against the foreiga competin.- vesseis
enteriag our ports.

I cannot draw any dietinction be!ween Th~e arguments advanced iii favour of
Ameri<an vessele engaged in the coSetwise
trade and those in foreiga commerce. They free use of the canal for Unitetl.States ship-
ail alike, if 6eems to me, corne under the pig engaged i h osigtaeii-
firsf clause ini article 3. A doubtful q uestion pni h osiî rd a
is whether in making that treaty when the lie summed up as follows:
United States eaid 'ail nations' the United i. That as fhe coastwisc traffic wvas a
States iatended to include itsf. That is the
who!e question. Some o! us believe that it purely doniestic traffic in which foreign
did nof, and seine that if did . . For the vessels could not engage, the Hay-Paur.ce-
purposes o! this f reaty it doee not make any lf
differeros what trade they are enga ed in. foeTreaty could flot apply to it.

... I my opinion ... there ia no ditinc- 2. That as there could be no competition
tion to be drawn between American vessels 'with Anerican vessels in fie coastwise
engaged la cooastwise traffic and American
vresÉeis engagcd ia the foreiga trade. There traffic by virtîje o! this proibition, tiere


