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about reciprocity between this country and
Ehfe United States. Well, Mr. Speaker, I
hink we shoulg approach the subject of
Mutual preferential trade on a higher
tgll'Oulld. I think we should approach it in
ile hope and belief that by closer commer-
(Clal ties between the colonies and depen-
°hicies of the empire and the mother coun-
1Y lDerself, we shall strengthen the ties
bat bind fogether all portions of the em-
Dire ; and, if we look dt the question merely
fom a material point of view, surely my
C8Lt hon, friends the Minister of Trade and
OMmerce and the Prime Minister must ad-
{f}it that our market is in the mother coun-
1Y and not in the United States. And surely
]‘ey must know that in the markets of the
anth_el‘ country, the strongest and most
Dol'\mldable competitors we have are the
W@lople of the United States. Therefore,
rlen my right hon. friend the Minister of
W:}dle and Commerce (Sir Richard Cart-
Witlﬁ'lt) bProposes mutual preferential trade
St in the. empire solely as a means of pro-
o ing reciprocity with the United States, I
Olle entirely disagree with him.

Whi e now come to another subject,
Mch has heen before the Joint High Com-
fr;SeSlOn, and as to which my right hon.
de 'lnd has made some rather important
Une Arations, not only in this House, but
M More than one occasion during recess.
‘grg YIght hon. friend says that he stands for
hm%ter bower to negotiate treaties on be-
right) Of Canada. If I understand him
lute ¥, he wants Canada to have the abso-
with Tight to negotiate her own treaties
i al{ countries, and that that right should
Witho 198Dect.be overborne or done away
right hy any imperial influence. Well, my
that g I0‘{1. friend has not always acted 'n
duriy, Dirit beca_use, when I took the ground
= for§ last Session, and I think in the session
certas., that thig government, in disallowing
0 legislation of the province of British

lio intbia’ was going beyond what the pub-
that tlel‘es’ts.demanded, he took the ground
erneq '€ action of the government Wis gOoV-
Nevep engil‘el.v by imperial interests. I have
congiqes Jected to imperial interests being
slon f, I'tea, but I pointed out on that occa-
‘USalloa the very legislation which had been
big haW€3d in the province of British Colum-
ernme been allowed by the imperial gov-
Nt itself in other dependencies of the

Will stand for any greater powers
4y be required for the fuller deve-
frieng | of our national life, My right hon.
a g 00KS upon the freedom of Canada as
sayg t1; § consider it a Dbirthright. He
Coung he gave a preference to the mother
the ml because of the gift to. us by
dom Other country of our splendid free-
freagq Submit, Mr, Speaker, that our
Congi s % 1Ot 2 gift but a birthright, and I
cquirey further that the rights we have
tre&tles With regard to the negotiating o
birfhrl are not a gift but our own
&ht, which comes to us gradually with

the development of the country. Does my
right hon. friend not know that in 1871, Sir
John Macdonald was g commissioner to
negiotiate a treaty with Washington ? Does
he not know that since 1880 Ganada has not
been included in any treaty without her
consent ? That was due to the initiative
of Sir Alexander Galt. Does he not know
that Sir Alexander Galt and Sir Charles
Tupper negotiated since then treaties with
I'rance and Spain ? Does he forget that
Sir Charles Tupper went as Canadian com-
missioner to Washington in 1888, and that
in the Joint High Commission itself, out of
the five men who represented Canada, four
were Canadians? My right hon. friend is
trying to draw a red herring across the
trail of the government in this regard.

The results of the Alaskan boundary com-
mission—which I shall not discuss to-night,
because the papers are not before the House
—have Dbeen, in some respects at least, unfor-
| tunate for this country and have given rise
| to great dissatisfaction. My right hon.
| friend, either in an ebulition of anger or
for the purpose of diverting the attention
of the country from the question at issue,
said we should have greater treaty making
powers,

Now, I want to point out to my right hon.
friend that the whole question of the Alas-
kan boundary was confided to Canada for
the purpose of negotiating with the United
States. A commisison was appointed in
which there were four Canadians and one
British commissioner, Lord Herschell ; and
to that commission were entrusted the most
tull and absolute powers with regard to
the negotiations concerning the Alaskan
boundary. Does my right hon. friend say
that he objected to the presence of Lord
Herschell on that commission, or that Lord
Herschell in any way hampered or dis-
agreed with the Canadian commissioners in
the negotiations that went on ? I do not
think that he will say that, and I will tell
him why. When a commission had to be
appointed under the treaty with regard to
the Alaskan boundary, it was my right hon.
friend and his government who asked that
one British commissioner at least should
be appointed, Lord Alverstone, the
chief justice of Great Britain. Surely, if
one DBritish commissioner was demanded by
this government in a commission of three,
my right hon. friend cannot complain of the
presence of Lord Herschell in the commis-
sion in Washington. Last year the right hon,
gentleman Rt. Hon. Mr. Wilfrid Laurier( was
inclined to blame me because I said that I
thought it would be well if this govern-
ment had suggested to the imperial govern-
ment that three Canadian commissioners
ghould be appointed. He construed that
into a charge against Lord Alverstone. T
denied that my suggestion involved any
isuch charge, and I deny it now. It is
no insult to Lord Alverstone to say that I




