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ly would not have been granted had
Great DBritain voluntarily rveduced her
duties on French goads without reciprocal
advantages.  Wo cannot, of course, be
surprised that the political opponents of
the Government should try to embarrass
them under the circumstances, but the
public at large will wait patiently for the
meeting of Parlinment, in the assurance
that the future liscal policy will, in the
meantime, receive the most careful con-
sideration.

THE FISHIERY QUESTION,

Alr. Secretary Tvarts’ despatch on the
subject of the alleged grievance sustained
by United States fishermen from the peo-
ple of Newfoundland has caused just in-
dignation in Canada. 1t has at least the
appearance of avery discreditableatlempt
to evade the payment of an award which
a portion of the citizens of the United
Siates have evinced a desire to repudiate
ever since the time 'that it was made.
Mr. Secretary Evarts has put forward
what seems a most exiraordinary claim,
viz.: “If there are to be regulations of
common enjoyment they must be authen-
ticated by common or joint authority.”
That is, the United States claim, in virtue
of their fishery rights under the treaty of
Whashington, a right to override the muni-
cipal laws of a British Province,—in other
words, to override the treaty itself, which
limits the concession in favor, of the
United States to the use of the fisheries
i common with the subjects of 1er Bri-
tannic Majesty.” M, Evarts can hardly
be prepared to maintain on the part of a
professedly religious people that it is ob-
jectionable to legislate against fishing on
Sunday, and yet the inference to be drawn
from his despatch is that he is fuvorable
o such a practice, and that he is of opi-
nion that the Treaty of Washington author-
izes the Giovernment of the United States
1o object to a municipal Jaw against Sun-
day fishing. Again, he claims aright to dis-
allow an Act the object of which is to pro-
tect the fisheries. A more discreditable
despatch has never, we venture to assert,
Deen sent from the Burcau al Washington.
‘I'he object is a paltry, mean evasion of a
money payment, and our only apprehen-
sion is that, owing to the little interest
which England has in the question, and
to the more exciting suljects which arc
at present engaging public attention, it
may be treated with more indulgence than
it deserves. We cannot doubt that there
must be precedents in abundance, which
can be cited in support of the supremacy
of the municipal Inw of a country under
such circumstances as those eited in M.
Evarts’ despatch,  The French have had

during a long” term of years fishery rights
in Newfoundland, as well as on the coasts
of England. It seems contrary to all in-
ternational law that a privilege granted to
foreigners to fish in the waters of an inde-
pendent state shonld carry with it a right
Lo violate the municipal law of that state
which its own subjects are compelled to
obey. DMr. Evarts' 1anguago is not suscep-
tible of any misconstruction. I[le main-
tuins that the fishery rights “are to be
“ exerecised wholly frce from the restraints
“and regulations of the statules of New-
“ foundland, now set up as authority over
“our own fishermen, and from any other
“ regulation of the fishery now in force, or
“that may hereafter be enacted by that
“Government.” Admitling, as he does,
that it may be desirable that the partici-
pation in the fishery should be regulated
Dby some competent authority, My Evarts
maintains that “such competent author-
“ity can only be found in a joint con-
“vention that shall receive the approval
“of Mer Majesty’s Government and our
“own.” It is pretended by Mr. Evarts
that if such a stipulation as obedience to
the colonial municipal laws had been pro-
posed when the treaty was under discus-
sion, il would never have been accepted.
We should like to be informed whether
during the period when the Americans

enjoyed the right of fishing under the old:

reciprocity treaty they ever claimed the

right to act in defiance of the municipal:

laws of the colonies.” The time is not far
distant when it will be necessary. to re-
consider the whole subject of the fisheries;
and, if we are not much mistaken, the
Americans will find that they will be un-
able to obtain a renewal of the treaty on
the terms that they desive. Most cer-
tainly no such concession as that cluimed
for the first time by Mr. Evarts, after
about sixteen years’ enjoyment of fishery
rights Ly citizens of the United Siates,
will be granted under any new arrange-
ment that may be made. The press of
the United States encourages M. Jivarts
in his extraordinary pretensions, a:d the
Chicago Ivibune goes so far as wo use
threats of & most unbecoming character.
We shall give a specimen of the insolent
language used by the Tribune, and close
with them our present notice of the sub-
joet:

“There has been trouble enough, aud the
Amerienn people are notin the mood to have
any wmore.  They demand to have this question
and every other that ean be ruised seltled now
and forever, so th: tthe peonle of the Dominion
cannot violate our rights by g-ibbles and eva-
sions or by local legislat on vinich supersedes
international lnw. - 1t is {rolish: for cither Eng-
land or Canada tore-open the questicn now and
provoke » confliet; for the oue vesul, ¢ill follow:

the other 'just as surcly 13 night #o.lows day.
The American people have been triffed with

until they have lost their paticuce, and they will
stand nothing more without striking back and
striking back hard. The five-million-dollnr ver-
dict agiinst them was bad enough of itself with-
out having further indignities piled on top of
it. One of these days, it the English and Cann-
dinns' 4o wot sadisfactorily settle things, the
knot will be cut in such a sharp and surprising
way that there will be no trouble afterwards.
They are in about as good a position to. insult
us as the Ameer was when he insulted England,
and we are fully as able to resent. and punish
an usult as Bugland is in the case of the Ameer.
England is not in a position, and Canada lens!.
of all, to trifle witly us any further, and we are
not in the mood to be trifled with. Tn the ease of
the American fishermen whose rights were in-
vaded, we are not only entitled to redress, but
the people will look to the Government to exact
the fullest measure of apology and compenga-
tion, with guarantee for the future. John Bull
and his_colonists across the border might as
well realize that this Government will not allow
its fishermen 1o be disturbed in any of their
rights, and the sooner they realize it the hetter
it will e for {hem and their interests.”

EARL OF DUFFERIN'S ADMINISTRA-
TION.

Two volumes have been simultaneously .
offered to the Canadian public, with very
similar titles, and on the same interesting
subject— “The Administration of the
Larl of Dufferin,”—one by Mr. Wm. Leggo,
Barrister-at-Law, the other by Mr. George
Stewart, jun. We can scarcely doubt,
having reference to the strong feeling of
admiration for ourlate Governor General
and his accomplished Countess, which is
generally entertained by the inhabitants
of the Dominion, that both the works to
which we have called attention will have
a ready sale, and we may be permitted to
add that both are highly deserving of
public patronage. As was to be expected,
a great deal of matter is common to both
works, such as the various speaches and
answers to addresses delivered by Lord
Duflerin during the numerous progresses
which he made throughout the Dominion.
Several of these speeches are deserving of
the highest commendation, especially that
delivered at Halifax during the crisis of
1873, that at the Toronto Club dinner’in
1874, that at the Albion ITotel, London, in
1875, at Victoria, British Columbia, in1876,
at Winnipeg in 1877, and at Montreal and
Toronto in 1878. In works which are spe-
cially intended to illustrate the life of the
Representative of our Sovereign, who, in
virtue of his position, is wholly unconnect-
ed with party, the discussion of political
topics has been properly confined within
tolerably narrow limits. The bias of the
authors of both works is clearly in favor
of the Conservative party, but, except in
one case, to which we may specially refer
before we close, it-has not been displayed
unfairly.. The work of Mr. Leggo, which
is published by ‘the Lovell Printing and
Publishing Co. of Montreal, is more com-
prehensive than that of Mr, Stewart, and




