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menti were expensive, useless, and breeders of fUipioion. and »»•
"fj

»*

wSonfoJnSt continuing the Agreement in view of the "tive effort, of

[h?cLidi« authorities.* Happily the -to^ •PP«»"d to be eUamg. jnd

on March 8th. 1865, Mr. Seward, on behalt of the United »*««•
*fTJJ?-

mentTiMtructed Mr. Adams to announce that t^ey^ad decided toijb^^^^

by the Agreement. There was some ambiguity m Mr. Reward .uw^
ttons. which caused misapprehension in Enfland a. to whether the^w^^

ous abrogation had been rendered inoperative. This led to some further

correspondence between the two Governments. In Mr. Seward s note to

the American Minister he had said

:

"You may say to Lord Eussell that we are quite willing tbat the con-

vention L^ld remain practically in force ; that th« Governm^»t ^M not

constructed or commenced building any additional war e"^"
?^ *5«

lakes or added to the armament of a single one which '^wJ^^T^^J"iy
»*

property; and that no such vessel will, V^/«t««'i« ^"iVLr^f^ie«y^.
£i that quarter. It is hoped and expected, however, t^»*Jer Mj^jescy s

Oovemment on its part, so long as this determination shall be observed

te gSaith by that of the United States, will neither conslnict nor arm

nor "ntrSuce armed vessels in excess of the force stipulated for by the

convention referred to."

On August 19th. 1865, the British Minhite': ** Washington wrote to

Mr Seward to say that his Government understood from the notice that

S AgTeemenVJLtained in the convention of 1817 Jjo^^d
contmue ui

force unless it should be thereafter termmated by a
f«f, «f .f°°*J"

notice On August 22nd, 1865, Mr. Seward repUed that the statement

Sf Her Majesty '^Government was accepted as a correct interpretation of

the intention of the Government of the United States.

One event which should not be overlooked in the
««f

idejation of

Canadian-American relations, was the curious "fusal of the United

Sta^ in 1885, to allow a Canadian troop ship, chartered to suppress the

ISMS: to pass through the Soo canal. This action \^^^«^yj
do with the decision to build a canal on our side of the St. .viary s Kiver,

and it is somewhat striking that ninety per cent, of the present traffic

through our canal is American.

Another agitation for the abrogation of the Agreement of IJIJ ap"«

during the ninfties, principally through the development f the American

sSuilding yards on the lakes. These yards were de. .d from com-

petig for the^construction of war ships, as the Agreen... . « "tjemely

explicit, viz.: that they should neither build nor maintain. It was, how-

ever, felt that in view of the refusal to grant permission to pa™ on« «'

our War ships through the American canal, the Government of the States

could not well ask us to allow them to use our canals for the removal of

war ships from the lakes to the ocean.

In 1895. the Venezuelan dispute drew special attention to the Rush-

Bagot Agreement. At this time the Detroit Dry Dock Company had been

refased a contract for two twin-screw gunboats, on which they had sub-


