
COMMONS DEBATES.
hreè. So that hotn. gehtleimen wifl seëhat in pytessing this8
charge as they have, they are at least pressing it on the
testilnony of a *;ttrese whose evidenne they would not ask
the baablest judge in the country to give judgment
upon. The hon. member for Quebec (fr. Laurier) read
the third affidvit, and I would *pecially ask him to read
that again. Re will find that it is mnost eraftily drawe and
that the position of Medeo Rose in this matter is this: First
ho made an affidavit charging ill-treatment on the
part of the Government, or customs officialIs; next he made
an affidavit stating that he had been well treated, that the
offleer had referred to Ottawa for instructions, but that ho
found it convenient to depart without waiting for a reply,
and had no complaint to make. The third afidavit which
ho made in view of the other two and for the purpose of
removing the second, strange to say, from beginning te end,
although made with that view, does not state that the second
affidavit is untrue.

Mr. CASEY. Yes, it does.

Mr.'THOMIPSON. Let me remind the hon. gentleman
what it doe say and he will find that I am stating a fact,
although I make the statement from memory. Medeo Rose
says he went to tell the customs offier that the first affi-
davit was untrue and that it was extorted from him by
fears, but when he came to give his affidavit as to whether
it was true or false ho does not dare to swear it was untrue.
We have his assertion to the customs officer that the second
affidavit was untrue, and we have the statement that he
made that assertion corroborated by the custom louse
officer, but Medeo Rose does not dare to swear it was untrue
from beginning to end of this affidavit. He says he made it
from fear, without one word being alleged to show that there
was a threat of seimure or the slightest reason for apprehen-
sion on bis mind that there would be any seizure or that ie
had been treated unfairly in any way whatever. Let me
call the attention of the hon.gentleman to what the law was
that the custom bouse officer was administering. It was
the fishery law of Canada, enforcing the Treaty of 1818. It
was no nOw law, no customs regUlation, but that
which had been the law of the Province of Nova
Scotia in which this transaction occurrel for thirty
years, and no custom house officer or no other officer
of the Government could possibly dispense with the require-
ments of that law. It is not a question of whether Medeo
Rose needed or not the mere permission to buy a few pounds
of tea or coffee, but having gone there and having
remained there for purposes which were not war-
ranted by the treaty, his vessel was liaNe to seizure
and he was liable to a heavy penalty under an Imperia;
statute and 'a statute of the old Province of Nova
ScotA pàssed thirty years ago. What he wanted the
custom house ofdicer te do was substat tilly to say that
the oeiezre weu4d net be inade and that the penalty shouid
net b. e feroed. Would the lhon. getmen entnust csu-
tem bouse «Keers, soattered as they are ali over the coinu-
'try, 4e mve dispewnibg power s to pensities ike tese ?

llt eit o*fc côd 'u idÔt erch a case was to refer it to the
dèpadt et, adM when he did ëfert it t the depatiment,
Medeo Rose, according te his own statement, considering,
peirhape, thât hé fd ittle!need of the lpovlsioni, took ad-,
vantage of a favorable breeze and went to a.

Mr. LAURIER. Just let me refer the hon. gentleman to
thS third tEdavit, Th lhon. geutiema ays that Wiedeo
Robe did bot sBq th a'conid datit was false and the first
truc. his 18is what fose says in his affdavit:

« On tÈheatternoon of the same day, realising the wrong I had
done, I bired a team and with one of my crew (Augustus Rogers)
went te theo custom house and asked -oRector Atwood to read
to me the statement Ihad signed. le did so, andIagaintold,
him it wa wrong, and that my irst statement was'true.

Tt will be observed if the fiet statement is true, the second
was not He does swear he says he told Collector Atwood,
and if what he swears ho toid the colteetor was true, I would
take it, when he repeats the same thing under oath, he in-
tended it to be true. After ail it matters little what are
the statements of Medeo Rose in this matter. What is the
charge that is brought against the Government ? The
charge is that those customs regulations were harassing
and oppressive, and is that charge true or not true ?

Mr. THOMPSON. They were not customs regulations.
Mr. LAURIER. Call thaem customs regulations or any

regulations at all. At aIl events they were the regulations
of the whole Government, and the charge is that they were
oppressive and harassing to the American fishermen. Is
that statement true or is it not true ? That is the eharge,
and the fact is that the Government have pleaded to-day
that they were most gentle in their treatment ofthe Ameri-
eau fishermen. The Americans do not want any more of
that gentleness. They want to get rid of it, and the Bill
we are passing now is to enable the Canadian Government
te deal gently with the American fishermen. Hencefor-
ward they will be able to extend gentleness in their treat-
ment, and henceforward they will be lient with them and
the American fishermen will practically have their own
way,

Mr. EDGAR. There is no use in the Minister of Justice
trying to make out that any of these affidavits, or all of
them, refute the fact that this Government official refused
the supplies and had te telegraph to Ottawa to get permis-
sion to give them.

Mr. THOMPSON. I do not deny that. I said he was
obliged'*to do so by the law.

Mr. EDGAR. There is nothing contradiotory to that in
the affidavits of Medeo Rose or the Collector of Customs.
That fact remains. But, Sir, if the Minister of Marine was
unable to discover this affidavit of Rose upon the opposite
page from the one that ho read from, I wonder if h. was
unable to discover the letter from Socretary Bayard to Sir
Sackville West which is upon the same page as the afidavit
which ho read,; and in that letter of Mr. Secretary Bayard
thore is a reference made te this Rose dispute in terms
which I think were directed in a statesmanlike manner to
the extraordinary conduct of this Government in 1886. Mr.
Seoretary Bayard, in transmitting to Sir Sackville West
this third affidavit of Rose, says:

"I should transmit the doouments without futrther comment
but that, enclosing your note to me of July 18 last, you statec
that you were further 'instructed to ask whether the nited
States Government have any observations to make thereupon.'

"In my reply to you on the 19th of July, I promised to com.
ply with your request, and for that reason I now remark that the
incident which had been the subject of this correspondence af-
fords but another illustration anod additional evidence, if any were
needed, of the unwisdom of imperilling the friendly relations of
two kindred and neighboring countries by entrusting the inter-
pretation and execution of a treaty between them to the discre-
tion of local and petty officials, and vesting in them powers of
administration wholly unwarranted and naturally prolifie of the
irritations which wise and responsible rulers will always seek to
avoid."

That is the lino we have been taking in criticising the
course o the Government and their officials in 1886, and I
am sure it is a broad and statesmanlike and correct rine.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. I must ay it appears
to me a mest eztr.ordinary thing, requirdmg the attention
of this Rouse to be zalled te it, that the hon. Einister of
Maie md Fisheries shouM not have made himself awre
of the letter from Mr. Secretary Bayard to Sir Sackville
West, under the date of Oetober 21, 1887, anld, if ho had
ever read that letter, how he could possibly have told u
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