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BHouse of Commons Debates

=

SECOND SESSION, SINTH PARLIAMENT.-51 VIC.

HOUSE OF COMMONS.
Monpay, 16th April, 188,

The SPEAKER took the Chair at Three o’clock.

PRrAYERS,
STANDING COMMITTEES.

Mr. LAURIER moved that Mr, Meigs be added to the
following Standing Committees: Railways, Canals and
Telegraph Lines, Standing Orders, Banking and Com-
merce,

Motion agreed to.

THE OFFICIAL DEBATES.

Mr. DESJARDINS moved that the second report of the
Committee on the Official Debates be concurred in. He
said: The object of this report is to render justico to some
officials who have been charged with responsible duties in
connection with the Debates Committee and the publica-
tion of the Official Report. The first is in regard to Mr.
Boyce, Assistant to the Chief Reporter, who is recom-
mended to receive an increase of salary. Mr. Boyce
has been employed the whole year, and his duties are very
responsible and of a multifarious character. Ile has to
see that copies are sent to members for correction, and that
those corrections are made in fthe revised report ; he has
to keep track of matters connected with the printing, and
in fact he is frequently compelled to remain two or three
hours after the rising of the House. Every moember of the
committee is of the opinion that he fully deserves the in-
creage recommended, and no one has found fault with the
manner in which he has performed his duty. Morcover, bo
prepares the index of the Debates after the Session. Tho
second recommendation is in regard to Mr. Brewer, who is
accountant of the committee and charged with the per.

“formance of duties of a special and technical character
He has to measure the type and make up the accounts on
which the printers are paid. This requires a spocial
knowledge of printing, and, after enquiry by a sub-com-
mittee, it was found that his daties were of such a nature
that he fully deserved the recommendation of $100 a year
and $200 for past services. Mr. Hartney is also recom-
mended to receive $200 for past services and $50 a year
88 clerk of the committee. He has to keep the records
of the meetings of the committee, carry out the corres.
pondence and everything connected with the meetings.
We, therefore, considered it would be fair to acknowledge

his services as well as the services of the others, and the |

commitiee has thorefore made the recommendation I have
namod. He has acted as clerk of the committee since 1878.
Theso are the recommendations contained in the report.

Mr. LANDRY., As I have not the report mnder my
hand at the prosent moment, I should like to ask if it con-
tains anything respecting nominations to fill vacancies
causod by the dismissal of three of the translators.

Mr. DESJTARDINS. Not at all; it only contains a
recommendation respecting salaries to be paid to old
officers,

Mr, DAVIN. Inrising to support this motion I may say
that we went into the question of the claims of these gentlo-
men, not once but several times, We had Mr, Brewer
before us, and I confess when I saw the responsibility that
was st upon him, I felt inclined, and other members of the
committee felt inclined, to give him more than is recom-
mended in this report. The responsible duties discharged
by Mr. Brewer, that of measuring up thematter, are sach~—
as any man who knows anything about printing will be
aware—that if he was not 2 man on whom this House could
thoroughly rely, the country might lose thousands of dollars
in a year, In Mr. Brewer's case, therefore, there cannot
bo the least dsubt that the recommendation of the com-
mittee is most moderate. I can speak, if I may use the
term, with authority as to the claims of Mr, Boyce, be-
cause 1 had him associated with me on two occasions, during
which 1 was able to measure his ability, his attentiveness,
his accuracy and the reliability of the man to do any work
he undertakes and to carry out with a skill, I have never
known equalled, recommendations that might be made to
bim. Mr. Boyce was engaged with me in work requiring
great care and great skill, and one had only to explain to
him what was needed and he entirely carried it out, In
connection with the Hangard his duties are of an onerous
and also of a responsible character, He not only corrects
the first proofs, but he sees that the corrections made by
membors are ultimately inserled in the speeches, and in
addition to that he does work which is of the greatest im-
portance so long as we have a Hansard, and that is to make
an index. Unless that index is made well, I need hardly
say that the value of that volnme is greatly decreased, and
ore might go as far as to say that the index is so far like
a chain, and 'as a chain is not stronger than its weakest
link, so the index is not valuasble unless it is altogether
complete and accurate and & sure means of reference. It
seems to me that Mr, Boyoce discharges his duties thoroughly
and well, and if he discharges them thoroughly and well
the amount suggested by the committee is 2 small sum for
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work so laborious and at the same time requiring so much
gkill. In regard to the other recommendationI am not so
fitted to speak, becaunse I do not know the circumstances ;
but, so far as I have had them explained to me, I think that
the recommendation is one also that the House should be
ready to adopt.

Mr. CHARLTON. Asa member of the Dcbates Com-
mittee, I rise to heartily endorse what has been said by the
chairman of the committes and the member for Assiniboia
(Mr. Davin) especially with regard to the services of Mr.
Boyce, and to support the motion that an addition be made
to iis salary. I believe that even then he will be an un-
derpaid servant. He is a most valuable officer, and has
served the House in the capaocity which he follows at a
very low pay indeed. Mr, Boyce most richly deserves the
increase of salary proposed to be given to him,

Mr. CASEY. If the hon. Minister will allow me, before
closing the debate, I simply wish to add a few words to
fully endorse all that has been said in regard to the value
of this gentleman’s services ; and my endorsation leads me
to the statement that even if this addition is made to the
salaries of Mr. Brewer and Mr. Boyce (with whom I am
best acquainted), they will still remain rather underpaid
than folly paid for the great services they render. They
are both competent officers, and discharge their important
funotions in & manner which has given great satisfaction to
the House since they have been appointed—and I have
koown them both since they were appointed. I have great
pleasure in endorsing even this moderate measure of justice
to these gentlemen, ‘

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN, I am sorry the chairman
had this report moved to-day, as we did not expect it to
come up. I do not say he is wrong in doing so, but we did
not expect it, as it is not mentioned in the Order Paper, and
we had no time to consider it. I would ask, therefore, that
the hon. gentleman postpone it to another day, so that the
Government may have a chance of looking over the mat-
ter. Besides that, I must call the attention of my hon.
friend the chairman, and the other members who have fol-
lowed him in supporting the report, to the fact that this
mode of increasing the salaries of officers of the House is
hardly a proper one, and I do not think it will meet with
the approval of the House. The officers of the House are
put under the control of the Clerk, with the Speaker over
them all; and the Committee on Internal Economy is
appointed also, according to law, by the Governor in Coun-
oil, every year. The Commission consists of members of
the House, with the Speaker as chairman, and their duty
is to look over appointments and have vacancies filled.
Some three years ago that committee made a report to the
House and olassified the officers, and determined their
salaries, which were acknowledged by the House as proper.
Now, this committee can enquire if those officers are
deserving officers, and if their pay is too small, If, by a
report to the House of Commons, 4 committee can obtain
this increase in salaries, will they not by that means do
an injustice towards other officers who may be as deserv-
ing, but who will not have a chance of having their case
brought before the attention of such a vigilant committee
as the committee of which my hon. friend is chairman ?
I see that onme of the officers, whose salary is recom-
mended to be increased, is Mr, Hartney. I think Mr.
Hartney is one of the clerks of the Railway Committee,
and of the Banking and Commerce Committee as well.
He was appointed the other day by the Railway Com-
mittee examiner of all the Bills that are presented, in
order to see that those Bills are exactly in acocordance
with the Rules adopted by Parliament. This is extra work,
and so that officer, finding that he can have an increase
here, may come to the other ‘committee and ask for
another increase. We

may have from the oth -
Mr., Davixn, v - or com

mittee a report in that direction. Those officers would
then be increasing their salaries without any reference
being paid to the Clerk of the House or to the Speaker. I
certainly think that the best mode, in & case of this kind,
would be that a recommendation on the part of the com-
mitiee might be referred to the Commission on the Internal
Kconomy of the House, of which the Speaker is the head.
Then the matter wounld be according to the Rales, and more
just to other officers of the House of Commons, If the hon,
gentleman does not object, I will move the adjournment of
the debate, so that we may have time to consider the matter,
unless he wishes to withdraw the motion,

Mr. DESJARDINS. I thought it had been understood
that the report would come up for the concurrence of the
House as soon as ihe other discussions had been finished.
Last week I moved the adoption of the report, and the hon.
the Minister asked me to postpone it until after the debate
that was going on would be terminated: The matter has
already been called to his attention, and I understood that
he would be ready to-day to consider the report. I have no
interest whatever to press the adoption of the report before
the House of Commons is ready to consider it. In the
meantime I might observe this : that the committee is
making this recommendation now in the way that they
have always made such recommendations, and according to
the practice that has been always followed. For my part,
1 am ready to accept the recommendation made by the
Minister of Public Works, that it be referred to the Com-
mission on Internal Economy or to the Speaker, as it can be
done in sach a manner that no injustice will be done to any
other officer of the House. We are just following the prac-
tice now which has been followed since the creation of the
Official Debates,

Mr. LAURIER. There is no doubt whatever that the
principle of the contention of the Minister of Pablic Works
18 right, but there ie no doubt also that the officers connect-
ed with the Debates of this House have always been treated
in a different category from other officers. This was con-
tended for some fow days ago by this side of the House,
and my hon, friend, the ehairman of the committee, did not
support the views we took then. However, it is better late
than never, and I am very glad to see that my hon. friend
has resumed his privileges as chairman. For my part, L
am ready to support him in the position he takes to-day.
I would not support such a report with regard to any other
officers than the officers of the Debates ; but I come back
to the position Ilaid down & moment ago, and also a few
days ago, that the officers connected with the Debates are a
speeial class, and have always been treated as such since
the commencement of the Debates, and this report is only
one of a long line of similar reports which from time to
time have been adopted by this House.

Mr, SCRIVER. As a member of the committee, I desire
to repeat substantially what my hon. leader has just been
saying, that the committee have always looked on the
persons connected with the Debates as in a somewhat differ-
ent position from the other officers of the House, and what
we have done in this instance is only in the line of what
wo have been doing in the past. Indeed, the present
recommendations are of very much less importance than
many that we have made before, especially that relating
to the permanent reporters, in which we recommended not
only that their salaries should be increased, but that they
should be employed permanently, and that was accepted
by the House as & matter of course.

Mr. CHARLTON. I may also say that some three or
four years ago the committee recommended to the House
that the salaries of the reporters should be raised, and that
report was adopted by the House. In fact, in every in-
stance in which any change has been made in the emolu-
ments received by any person connected with the Hansard
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staff, that change has been made on the roooﬁmend,ation of |

the committee; and I do not see how the committee could
exercise control over the Debates, or could be made reason-
ably responsible for the proper conduct of the Debates,
unless they had that power of making recommendations to
the House, Here is a case where three officials on the
Hansard staff are acknowledged to be underpaid, and that
is especially the case with regard to Mr. Boyce. The
increase for Mr. Boyoe wasrecommended by the committee
last year, but the report wasnot acted on, and during a year
or more Mr, Boyce has been serving at & rate of pay whinh
the committee last year reported was insufficient. If the
matter now goes before the Commission of Internal
Economy it will perhaps be laid over for another year, and
cause considerable hardship to Mr, Boyce; for even if the
recommendation of the committee is adopted, he will still
be an underpaid official, Although, as & constitutional
question, the Minister of Public Works no doubt takes a
correct view of this matter, I think it will be better to
continue the practice which has been in vogue hitherto, and
sllow the committee to exercise that jurisdiction over the
officers of the Debates which they have exercised hitherto,
and in this case to act on their resommendation.

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. What I ask is to have the
report postponed in order that we may oonsider it for &
couple of days, after which the chairman of the committee
may bring up his motion again. My remarks about the
Commission of Internal Hconomy apply speeislly to
Messrs. Hartney and Brewer, who are officers of this House,
The other officer, Mr. Boyce, as I understand, is an officer
under the committee, and not a regular officer of the House,
and that would make the ciroumstances different. Under
these circumstances, we would like a little time to look into
the matter, and the House will perheps agree to my motion
to adjourn the debate.

Mr. DESJARDINS. It is understood that I shall be able
to bring it up again in the same way.

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. Yes, in the same way, but
the hon, gentleman will be kind enough to let me know
when he intends to bring it up.

Motion agreed to, and debate adjourned.

REPRESENTATION OF BEAUHARNOIS.

Mr, SPEAKER informed the House that he had received
from Mr, Justice Bélanger, one of the Judges selected for
the trial of controverted elections, his judgment relating to
the election for the Electoral District of Beauharnois, by

which judgment the sitting member had been declared to:
{ INDIAN TREATY, PEACE RIVER AND ATHABASCA.

be duly elected.

THE CRIMINAL LAW,

Mr, THOMPSON moved for leave to introduce Bill (No.
100) respecting the application to Canada of the Criminal
Law of England. He said : In each of the Provinces there
is a date at which the oriminal law of England ceases to
have application, and the result is a want of uniformity in
the criminal code of Canada. The object of this Bill is to
fix as the date the 1st of July, 1867, and to provide that
the law of England, except in so far as it has been amended
or repealed by any Provincial Aot then in force or an Aect
of the Parliament of Canada subsequently passed, shall be
applicable to Canada, -

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). Woald not that make a number
of. decisions on matters of criminal law that have been
given by the different couris of the Provinces no longer
applicable, and unsettle as well as settle? It would make
s_variy ;Eghtdiﬁerence, if the criminal law of England

should be applicable; but at a subsequent stage, I will
bring down a table showing the changes this would make.

Motion agreed to, and Bill read the first time.

FISHERY BOUNTY CHEQUES,

Mr. FLYNN asked, Whether the Fishery Bounti‘yf
cheques have been distributed to the fishermen yet ?
not, when will they ?

Mr, FOSTER. In some districts they have been already
distributed ; in others, they are being distributed. They
differ for different distriots.

MEGANTIC POSTAL SKERVICE.

Mr. TURCOT asked, Whether it is the intention of the
Government to establish postal service between the vil-
lages of West Broughton and Lemesurier, in the County of
Megantic, in view of the fact that while the said villages
are but six miles apart, communijcation sent by mail must
traverse a circuit of two hundred and eixty-two miles each
way, and that there is & comparatively large business
between the two places ?

Mr. MOLELAN. It is not the intention of the Govern-
ment to establish such postal service.

UNOCCUPIED LANDS—OLD LEASKS.

Mr. DAVIS asked, Whether the lands covered by old
leases, which have not been stocked or ocoupied, are to be
kept closed to settlement for an indefinite period ?

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. No, these leases are being
cancelled as rapidly as possible,

POSTAL SERVICE—VICTORIA COUNTY.

Mr. TROW (for Mr. BArRoN) asked, Has the Govern-
ment received petitions from the public in the vicinity of
Uphill, in the County of Viotoria, asking them to establish
a daily postal service between Uphill and the village of
Vietoria Road ? If so, when was the first petition or re.
quest in that behalf received? What answer was made
to the petitioners, and what does the Government intend to
do in the premises ?

Mr, McLELAN. The Government has received petitions
for a daily mail service over this route, The first petition
received was dated 19th, October, 1886 and addressed to
Hector Cameron, Esq. The reply given was that the Post-
master General would not accede to the petitioners’ re-

quest.

Mr. TROW éfor Mr, Barron) asked, Whekher it is the in
tention of the Government to make treaty with the Indians
porth of Treaty Six, in the Peace River and Atbabasca

District. 1f so, when ?

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. It is not the intention of
the Government to make such a treaty now.

EMPLOYMENT OF MR. SNETSINGER.

Mr. TROW (for Mr. BArroN) asked, Whether one Snet-
singer was at any time employed as carpenter or otherwise
in the Government shops at gm:nwau ? Ifso, was he dis-
missed ? What was the date of his dismissal, and what was
the reason of such dismissal ?

Bir HECTOR~LANGEVIN, Mr. Boetsinger was first

employed on the Gornwall pAnel from , 1885, uatil
the end of that year, and sl during the year 1886. He



826

COMMONS DEBATES.

AprIL 16,

was also employed in January, February, March and April,
1887, and ten days in May, after which he ceased to be
employed. His wages were two dollars per day.

INTERNATIONAL REGULATIONS.

Mr. AMYOT asked, Whether it is the intention of the Gov-
ernment to submit to the proper party the draft of an in-
terpational regulation, compelling the trading vessels of
the Dominion of Canada to take the necessary precautions
in the -direction of making themselves distinguishable,
during the night-time, from vessels of war; these vessels
being thereby obliged to proclaim their non-belligerent char-
racter by some distinctive mark, most easily seen, by eome
mode of placing the masts, the yards, or form of hall, about
which it would be impossible to make a mistake ?

Mr. FOSTER. It is not the intention of the Government
to submit to any party the draft of such an international
regulation as is described in the question.

PROTECTION OF FISH.

Mr. AMYOT asked, Whether it is the intention of the
Government to appoint for the Gulf of St. Lawrence and
for the Canadian waters of the Pacific, magistrates provided
with the necessary powers for the protection of the fish
within the limits reserved to us by treaty; and also for the

rotection of sea-fowl and their eggs; these magistrates
geing obliged to reside on the coast itself and in the neigh-
borhood of the places where the greater part of the depreda.
tions are committed ?

Mr. FOSTER. The Government has its fishery officers
appointed in the Gulf of St. Lawrence, as well as for the
Canadian waters of the Pacific. These officers have magis-
terial powers, and they will be added to as is necessary for
the proper protection of the fisheries. With reference to
the sea fowl and their eggs, that is a matter which is under
the jurisdiction of the Local Government.

WHALE FISHERIES.

Mr. AMYOT asked, Whether it is the intention of the
Government to prevent the whale fishery from being
carried on during a certain period in Hudson Bay and
vicinity ? In case permission is granted to foreigrers to
engage in such fishery in Hudson Bay and vicinity,
whether it is the intention of the Government to impose a
license fee upon each vessel 80 engaged, and to prescribe
the method in which such fishery shall be conducted ?

Mr. FOSTER. It is not the intention of the Government
" to take any steps in that direction at present.

COLLISIONS ON THE HIGH SEAS.

Mr, FOSTER. That is under the consideration of the
Government.

POSTMASTER, VICTORIA, B.C.

Mr. McMULLEN asked, Whether Robert Wallace, late
postmaster at Victoria, B. C., has been superannuated ?
If eo, what is his annual retired allowance under
the Superannuation Act? Has time been added to his term
of service ? If 8o, for what reason ? What was his salary
at time of retirement; who has been appointed in his place,
and at what salary ?

Mr. McLELAN, Mr. Wallace has been superannuated.
The amount of his annual retiring allowance is now under
the consideration of the Treasury, upon an appeal. No
time has been added to his term of service. Mr. Webster has
been appointed. His salary on retirement was $2,400.
Mr. Noah Shakespeare has been appointed in his place at
$2,000,

ALBERT RAILWAY COMPANY LOAN ACCOUNT.

Mr, ELLIS asked, What is the total amount of the
Albert Railway Company loan account ? To whom was the
money paid ? What security has the Government for the
advances paid ? Is the Albert Railroad now in operation ?

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. The total amount voted as
a loan was $15,000. There has been paid direct to the
company on account of the loan, on reports of the chief
engineer, and authorized by Order in Council, $13,778. The
Government holds as security a mortgage on the road
execnted by the president and secretary of the company.
I am not aware whether the road is now in operation or not,

SUBMARINE CABLE FROM PELEE ISLAND.
Mr, PATTERSON (Essex) moved for:

Copies of all petitions, correspondence and reports respecting a snb-
marine cable between Pelee Island and the Mainland.
He said: Although this public improvement for which we
ask is in & portion of the country from which I come, still
it is & matter of public interest, and one which all those
who are interested in our inland marine should heartily
support. Mcst of the wrecks which occur on Lake Erie
ocenr in places which, if they were served by this cable,
would not witness so many wrecks, and & great many more
lives and property would be saved, and these lives and this
property would have been saved if this cable had been laid
down a few years ago. 1 hope the Government will see
their way to going on with this work during the present
summer. It is & matter of great imnortance to our vessel
owners and to those engaged in our lake trade, and I think

Mr. AMYOI asked, Whether it is the intention of theq that all the details have been in the Department of Publio

Government, with the view of preventing as much as
possible collisions on the high seas, to propose a law which
will include the following provisions :—1. Preseribing to
passenger-carrying steamships one track for the outward
and one other track for the homeward passage, in order to
divide what is now one course into two parailel courses; 2.
Laying down a maxzimum speed in narrow channels in
foggy weather; 3. Increasing the power of the lights
carried, and bringing them more into harmony with the
present high rate of speed possessed by these vessels ?

Mr. FOSTER. That is & matter which is under the con-
sideration of the Government.

HUDSON BAY SALMON RIVERS.

Mr. ANYOT asked, Whether it is the intention of the
Government to lease out the splmon rivers emptying into
the Hudson Bay or in its vieinity ?

Sz HEcTor LANGEVIN.

Works for some years. I would be glad to see that the
Government wou'd deal with the matter without further
delay. Last sutumn some work was proposed to be done,
and I do not hesitate to say that the construction of a sub-
marine cable would be paid three times over by the cost of
the loss of property which takes place. When a wreck
takes place, the sending over to Windsor or some other
port, and the cost of telegraphing from that place to the
port where relief can be found causes a great deal of diffi-
culty before the relief can come to the vessel which requires
it, but if we have a submarine cable to the nearest wreck-
ing point, a great quantity of property will be saved by the
expedition with which the saving party will arrive at the
wreck. I urge this question on the favorable consideration
of the Government. It is not a local matter but it is a Do-
minion matter. It is & matter which should engage the
attention of the Government at once, and particularly in
view of the fact that the American Government are now
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improving at the rate of millions of dollars the navigation
of their waters and are building lighthouses. The whole
expense for the construction of this cable is a few thousand
dollars, and I believe it would be greatly appreciated by
our sailors and our fishermen, Just before I came here for
the Session, I had to receive a deputation of lake captains,
who urged me to bring this matter again before the Gov-
ernment, It has been brought before them from year to
yesr, and the persuasive style of the Minister of Public
Works has not been sufficient to catch the ear of his col-
leagues. It is possible that more experience in this matter
may enable him to obtain a favorable result this time.

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. This matter has gone be-
fore my colleagues, and I hope this time that their ears
will be opened.

Motion agreed to.
THE NORTHERN LIGAHT.
Mr. WELSH moved for:

Return of all correspondence, telegrams and reports upon the
Northern Light (including hull, machinery and boilers) for the year
1837, and from lst January to date; also,all correspondence, telegrams
and reports relative to the steamer Alert, and her fitness as a winter
boat in the Straits of 8t Lawrence ; also, all estimates and expenditure
propoted to be laid out in the attempt to fit Alert for the winter
crossing.

He said: I want to offer a suggestion to the hon. Minister
of Marine which will save him some trouble, Some time
about the 1st March, I moved:

For a return showing the names and salaries of all Captains in
charge of Government steamers, together witli the salaries and allow-
ances at present payable to and received by them, together with all
petiuions, correspondence, telegrams, &c., relative to the paying of the
Oaptain of the Northern Light since lst January, 1879 Also tor &
return showing the names and number of men employed in or about the
Northern Light during last summer, from the time she ceased running
in the spring of 1887, until she again resumed in the autumn ot the
BAmME year. ‘

Now, Mr. Speaker, I have to inform the Minister of Marine
that I hold in my hand the return to this motion, but it
does not contain the number of men employed about that
steamer since she was laid up last spring until the ensuing
fall. What is the meaning of sending in half a retarn when
this House ordered a full return ? I intend to have a tull
retarn, and if it is not brought down, if the Order of the
House is not attended to, I intend to make a motion for a
commission of enquiry in this matter. I can assure the
Minister of Marine that he will not ficd an hon, gentleman
;11111. the t;from; Government benches that will support him in
is act.

Mr. FOSTER. I instructed my officers to comply with
the Order of the House, and that report was handed in, and
I supposed it thoroughly complied with the Order of the
House. From the excited manner in which the hon. mem-
ber made his remarks to the House, I inferred that his chief
grievance was with reference to the number of men em-
ployefi. It may be that the number of men employed was
Dot given. If there is any omission it can be very easily
remedied, and could have been just as easily remedied if my
hon. friend had shown less feeling. I can assure him that
there is no intention of depriving the House of full infor-
mation. In fact, if my hon. friend will wait a little while
We may make him a present of the Northern Light.

Mr. WELSH. I know there was a great number of men
employed on the steamer last summer, making repairs, when
there was no captain in charge of her, and without any one
to superintend their work; and I wanted to know the num-
ber of men so employed, and the amount of money paid to
them, in order that the House might see the manner in
which the business of that department is conducted. That
Was my motive. There is no feeling in the matter, so far

as I am concerned ; although the matter may appear to
the hon. gentleman one to cause a little excitement., The
truth is, I feel sore about this matter, and if I don't get
this return, I will make the hon. gentleman feel sore, if I
am not very much mistaken.

Mr. FOSTER. That is undoubtedly the way in which
the mistake has arisen. My officers have given the number
of the crew and the officers of the ship that were employed,
and not the others.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). The hon. gentleman said that
if my hon. friend had a little patience, perhaps in a short
time they would make him & present of the Northern Light.
Is it the intention of the Government to supersede the
Northern Light with any other vessel ?

Mr. FOSTER. It is.

Mr, MILLS (Bothwell). Ifso, have arrangements been
made for the purchase of another vessel, and where and
when will they be earried out ?

Mr. FOSTER. It is the intention of the Government to
supersede the Northern Light by a new vessel, and arrange-
ments are now being made with that end in view. I will
be able to explain the matter more fully to the House later
on.

Motion agreed to.

WORKS FOR THE DESCENT OF TIMBER AND LOGS
ON THE OTTAWA RIVK..

Mr, AMYOT (Translation) moved for:

Statement setting forth the total cost of the construction of various
works for the deseent of t'mber and 8aw-logs onthe O:tawa River and its
tributaries, up to the 30.h June last ; also statement showing the yearly
expenditure for the maintenance of the aaid works for five years pre-
ceding the 30th June last, under the different heads of reconstruction,
repairs and cost of management, at each of the siations, with the
names of river or tributary where the same was expended ; likewise
copies of any or all applications, whether from 1ndividuals or chartered
companies, to acquire by purcLass or otherwise all or any portion of
said works and improvements on the said Ottawa River and tributaries
thereof,

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN, (Translation,) There are
one or two points of information demanded in this motion
which it will be difficult, if not impossible, to give. I shall
try, cevertheless, to supply them as nearly as possible.

Mr. AMYOT. (Translation.) Could the hon. Minister
give us an idea of the time that we could get these docu-
ments ? It would be an advantage to have them before the
discussion of a Bill which is now before the Railway Com-
mittee.

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. (Translation.) Ia that
cuse I judge that the report should be divided in two, for
the reason that I fear a certain portion of the documents
asked for by the hon, gentleman cannot be got ready in
time. I quite understand what the hon, gentleman means
by making this motion, and I thall do my utmost to for-
ward the hurrying down of the papers.

Motion agreed to.
PROHIBITION.

Mr. JAMIESON moved:
That, in the opinion of this House, it is expedient to prohibit the

manufacture, imporiation and sale of intoxieating liquors, except for
sacramental, medicinal, scientific and mechanical purposes. That the
erforcement of such prohibition, and such manufacture, importation
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and sale as may be allowed, shall be by the Dominion Government
through specially appointed officers.
He said: Mr. Speaker, a resolation in reference to the
prohibition of the traffic in intoxicating liquors has been
twice introduced into this House within the past few years,
and there has been a full discussion of the whole question
on each occasion. Consequently, I do not deem it advie-
able on the present ocoasion to make anything like an ex-
haustive address in support of the resolution. In fact, it
is not my intention to say more than a few words,
and I shall be perfectly satisfied, eo far as I am concerned,
if we can reach a vote on this question within the next
half hour. I think it will be advisable to dispose of the
resolution this afternoon, as I am informed and observe by
the Order paper—I was not here on Friday evening—that
if it is not disposed of by six o’clock, it will have {o pass
over in order that the arrangement in reference to resum-
ing the debate on the Fishery question this evening may be
carried out. I am not aware of anything new having come
up in the country on the question of the prohibition of the
traffic in intoxicating liquors since last Session, when I sub-
mitied to this House a resolution in similar terms to the
ove I have just proposed. I am not aware that the evils
flowing from the traffic in intoxicating liquors since that
time have abated in any way, and I am still as fully con-
vinced as I was on that occasion that it is the duty
of this House to provide by legislation, not for the
regulation, but for the entire prohibition of that traffic,
It may be eaid that we have a local option law,
and that it is the duty of those who are opposed to the
traffic in intoxicating liquors to try that law which is
already upon the Statute-book, Well, it is quite true that
we have a local option law, and it is also trne that that law,
10 & very large extent, has been laid hold of by the people,
and adopted in & large number of counties and cities in this
Dominion. But I have always contended, and I now con-
tend, that the Canada Temperance Aot is not a fair test of
the question of the prohibition of the liquor traffic. I am
not aware that either in this or any other country has any
law yet been passed which can be said to be a fair test of
prohibition. In the United States, I believe, several States
of the Union have passed a prohibitory liquor law, but their
power is limited, and, after all, it is only partial prohibition.
Although the sale and the manufactare is prohibited by
those States, it is beyond their power, as has recently
been held by the Supreme Court of the United States,
to prohibit the importation, inaémuch ae that would
be an interference with trade and commerce. Now, it
is well known that the Canada Temperance Act, in the
counties in which it is adopted, is only directed to prohibit
the sale of intoxicating liquors. Consequently, it is only
partial prohibition, 1 believe we shouid go further, and
enact a law which will not only prevent the sale, but get
at the root of the evil, by prohiﬁiting the importation and
manufacture of intoxicating liquors. We have dealt, since
this House assembled, with some very important questions
bearing upon the trade and commerce of the country, but
it is my contention that the question now before the
House, however lightly some members may be disposed to
treat it, is the most important question which has been
before the House since we have met this Session. I am not
sure that it is merely the duty of the representatives of the
people to deal with questions of trade and commerce alone,
or what may be called purely secular questions, I believe
it is the duty of the Parliament of this, and every other
country, to deal also with questions affecting the morals of
the people. I know of no traffic which, to the same extent,
affects the moral condition of the people as the liquor
traffic. Indiscussing this question, I am prepared to concede
that it has & very important beating upon some interests

in the country which are od as of very great im
tance, I am quite am% _mg‘u;zia th’olus:-’

Mr. Jamizson,

facture and sale of intoxicating liquors would be most
materially affected, were a prohibitory measure pass-
ed by this House, but in my judgment it is the duty of
Parliament to pass every law which it deems to be right,
and to have that law enforced in the interests of the people.
I am not now going to disouss the question as to whether it
would be right or not to grant compensation to those en-
gaged in the traffic, but will simply give expression to my
own opinion on that point, and that is that if the option
were given to me at the present moment of securing the
prohibition of the liquor traffic and doing away with the
great evils which flow from that traffic, 1 for one would be
repared to put my hands in my pocket, as a ratepayer of
tphis Dominion,and contribute my share in compensating these
parties, However, I am not prepared to admit that those en-
gaged in the traffic are entitled to compensation. Notice
after notice, intimation after intimation, has been given to
those parties, from time to time, that the traffic in intoxi-
cating liquors was considered by the people as inimical to
their interests, The passage of the Temperance Act of
1864 by the Parliament of Canada wasa notice, the pas-
sage of the Canada Temperance Act of 1878 was a notice
to those parties that the people and Parliament of this
country considered that the traffic was imimical to the
best interests of the country. Consequently, if parties,
since the passage of those Acts, have gone into the manu-
facture or into the traffic, or have taken up the selling
of intoxicating liquors in any way, they have domne so
with this notice to them upon the Statute-book of this coun-
try. Now, I trust that this resolution will receive very
careful consideration at the hands of the representatives of
the people. I know that those who are endeavoring to rid
the conntry of this great evil are not looked upon with
favor in certain quarters. I know they are regarded,
and sometimes spoken of, as cranks, and as parties
who want to destroy the peace of the country, and we are
told that we are endeavoring to entrench upon the liberty
of the subject by prescribing what men shall eat and drink.
I know that very serious objections are urged in certain
uarters to the passage of what are called sumptuary laws.
%ut I believe that those who are advocating the prohibition
and abolition of the liquor traffic are dcting, not only with.
in their rights as citizens, but in the best interests of the
conutry. It may be true that men have an abstract right
to eat and drink what they please and as they please, but
when men who drink intoxicating ‘liquors not only injure
themselves but injure those who are dependent upon them—
and it is not alone those who drink that suffer, but every
interest in the community suffers—I believe it to be the
duty of Parliament to step in and prohibit this traffic. I
believe that the pathway of this traffic is strewn with the
ruined lives and wrecked hopes of thousands and
tens of thousands of the best citizens of this
and every other country, It may be that Parliament is
not yet prepared to give its sanction to a prohibitory
liquor law, it may be possible that even the people of this
country are not yet prepared to carry out such a law, if it
were placed on the Statute-book, But I expect to live to
see the day, and I believe many other members of the
House will live to see the day when we shall have on the
Statute-book a law prohibiting the traffic in intoxicating
liquors ; that the people of this country, in consequenae of
the Ereat evils flowing from this traffic, will revolt against
it and will put the ban of the law upon it, Now, although I
have spoken much longer than I intended to in introducing
this resolution, I have a few more words to say. It may
be eaid, in reply to the remarks which I have made, and
the resolution which I have had the hotor of submitting to
this House, that it was emtirely unnecessary to sabmit
another resolution duriog the present Parliament; that, in
the first Session of this Parlisment, when it was
fresh from the people, we hsd & resolution on this
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subject submitted and we had the deliversmee of the !
House upon it, and that therefore it was unnecessary sgain !
during the continuance of the same Parliamert to submit !
another resolution on the same subject. I may say that,

when that resolution was presented last year, there wasa

very thin attendance of the House, and it was not & fair

expression of the views of the House. I may also say that,

since last Session there has been a serious change in the

personnel of the House in consequence of vacancies which

have taken place and have been filled by bye-elections, In

addition to that, it is the desire and it is the determination

of the promoters and friends of temperance in this country

to keep this question before the Parliament of Canada and

before the country at large. We are resolved that we will

keep the question to the front, that we will educate the

people und that we will agitate the people in regard to this

question, and will agitate in Parliament in reference to it

until we secure what we are striving to obtain, the entire

prohibition of the liquor traffic, = With these few re-

marks, I submit to the House the resolution which I have

proposed, and I trust that it will receive that attention from

the House which its merits demand.

Mr. MILLS (Botbwell). The hon. gentleran has
brought this motion forward for the second time. Of course,
if the hon. gentleman was prepared to propose a Bill to
carry out the motion which he has submitted to the House,
in case the majority supported him, there would be no ob-
jection to his putting a motion of this sort before the
House, but it is hardly consistent with parliamentary prac-
tice that the hon. gentleman should ask the House to asseLt
to this as an abstract proposition. The hon. gentleman has
had for some time a Bill before Parliament to amend the
Canada Temperance Act, but that is somewhat different in
principle from the motion which he has made now. The
principle of theCanada Temperance Act is very different
from the principle which is embodied in this resolution, or
in any Act which could be founded upon it if a majority of
the House was found to favor it. he principle of the
Canada Temperence Aet is the principle of local option. It
recognises that, in regard to any matter dealing with the
licensing laws, each locality should decide for itself. When
you come to legislate in regard to what may be regarded as
a sumptuary law, you find that it is wholly inoperative un-
less it is sustained by a majority of the people in & particu-
lar locality. The measure to which I have referred was
put on the Statute-book ten years ago by the Government
of the hon. member for East York (Mr. Mackenzie). That
Government assumed the responsibility of putting that Act
on the Btatute-book, and assuming that responsibility they
followed the principle which was laid down in a resolution
proposed by the leader of the present Government, that it
was the duty of the Government to assume the responsi-
bility. They did assume the responsibility. The question
whether we should place a prohigiotory law on the Statute-
book was made the subject of enquiry by the Government.
They enquired into the operation of the law in the State of
Michigan, and into the operation of the prohibitory law in
the State of Maine, and also in regard te tire operation of the
prohibition law which was put, at one time,on the Statute-book
in the Province of New Brunswick, ahd afterwards repealed,
and the Government came to the conclusion that it was in
the interest of temperance and in the interest of prohibition
to adopt the optional law and not to adopt the law looking
to total prohibition. I have myself always been in favor of
prohibition, but I have never been in favor of the adoption
of a moasure that the msajority of the people did not
sympathise with. That would be inoperative, that would
not in any degree suppress the habit of drinking, tirat would
leave that habit as much in foree as it was before, and
would tarn the sympathy of any district away from the
oause of temperance and lead it in s diveotion wheére it would

try 10 set the law at defiance, For that reason I did not sap-

rt the motion whieh the hon, gentleman proposed before.
teeoms to me that, before undertaking any legislation of this
gort, we should know the opinion of the country on this
question, and how are we to know whether the people in a
particular locality will squort the principle of prohibition
ornot? The hon, gentleman kpows, or at least I know,
that in my own constituency the Canada Temperance Act
is in operation, and that there is no measure which it is 8o
difficult to efficiently oarry out as a prohibitory measare;
and I know that, unless the overwhelming majority of a
people in the locality favor the measure, it will do as little
to suppress the habit of drinking to excess as if there was
no such law at all. What we want is that the public sen-
timent should be in favor of ﬁrohibition, and then to follow
it up by legislation which ean be efficiently carried
out. The Canada Temperance Aot leaves it to the
people in the locality itself to say whether - they
want prohibition or not. I know that in the rural
districts, where it is tried, it works admirably.
The farmers know that when their sons go out, they
are not gathered in a drinking hole, they are not acquiring
habits of dissipation, and that even those who are not total
abstainers are not violating the law in any respect. Bat
the towns and cities present a wholly different state of things.
I am not at all sure that if you were to-morrow to try a
measure of prohibition in any one of our cities, you would
have as little drinking as you would have under a striot
license law. Now, what the hon. gentleman ought to
desire, and what the House ought to desire, is not simply
and formally to put upon the Statute-book a law that is
never put into operation, or thatremains a dead letter, but it
should be to put upon the Statute-book such legislation that
the people tl‘;emselves will sustain and will carry into
operation, a law that is operative in favor of sobriety and
good order, and not a law that excites opposition in a very
considerable section of the community, the violation of which
the people wink at, that will rather tend to a demoralisa-
tion and to a want of respect for law, than to good order
and good habits in the commaunity. Sir, holding this view,
1 would not sapport the motion of the hon. gentleman, not
because I am not in favor of the principle of prohibition
wherever the people are willing to carry it out, but because
Iam not in favor of putting upon the Statute-book &
measure that would do away with existing restraints,
and that would leave a very considerable eection of
the country exactly in the position as if there was no
legislation at all. Now, when the hon. gentleman proposed
to amend the Canadian Temperance Act with a view to
making it more efficient, I think he was taking a step in
the right direction ; he was proposing to amend a law that
is based upon wholly different frincip es8 from the resolution
which he is now progosing. f, Sir, it were found that the
people throughout a Province generally favored prohibition,
1 think the measure ought to be carried in that Province;
if it were found to be g0 in several Provinces, then it would
be well it should be carried in those several Provinces; if
it should be found that the public seutiment of the entire
Dominion were in favor of the measure, then it should be
carried throughout the Dominion. Bat, 8ir, it does seem
to me that when in some of those localities in which the
measure has been optional, it has been carried and after-
wards repealed by & majority where it was formerly put
into operation by a majority, it is soarcely a fitting time
to propose to the House a measure of prohibition. This
whole subject is entirely in the hands of the people them-
selves. hy, Sir, we know that the bhon. gentleman
proposed here amendmiénts fo the Canada Temperance
Act, and they were kicked ont in the Semate. The hon.
entleman said: “I will vote for an elective Senate.”
ell, Sir, I proposed in this House a resolution in favor
of that view, and the hon, géiifesiinn helped to vote it
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down. Then, when the hon, gentleman saw that the Senate ]
was opposed to his measure, and when he saw that a majority
of the Senate held those views, and we proposed that the
Government, who can control the Senate, that exercises
a potent influence over the Senate, should assume the res
ponsibility of those amendments to the Canada Temperance
Act, and there was a chance, not only of carrying them
through this House, if the hon. gentleman had been in favor
of it, bat there was also & chance, upon that line, of carrying
them io the Senate—did the hon. gentleman support my
proposition ? No, Sir, he voted it down. And when last year
the hon. gentleman had a motion upon the paper, and it was
proposed to put it upon the Government Orders so as to
give an opportunity for legislation of the sort desired, what
did the hon. gentleman do? Why, Sir, he assured hon.
gentlemen on this side of the House that he did not want to
put it upon the Government Orders, that he was a Govern-
ment supporter first, and a temperance man afterwards.

Mr. JAMIESON. The hon. gentleman is stating what is
not irue—if 1 may s0 so.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). Did the hon. gentleman ap-
pear in his place.

Mr. JAMIESON. Whoever said that in reference to my
conduct last year, said what was not true.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). I put this question to the hon.
gentleman: Did he not know there was a proposal to be
made to put his motion apon the Government Orders 8o
that there would be an opportunity of reaching it ?

Mr. JAMIESON. T will explain to the hon. gentleman,
if he will permit mo. There was some conversation in
reforence to that matter, and the friends of prohibition on
both sides of the House were called together and the mat-
ter was submitted to them, and they decided not to foroe
the question in the manper indicated by the hon. gentle-
man, and I submitted to the action of that meeting.

Mr. MACKENZIE. Who were at the meeting ?

Mr. JAMIESON. The member for Broome (Mr, Fisher)
was one; there were about a dozen at the meeting, repre-
senting both parties in this Houase, all temperance men. 1
may suay that I never saw the hon. member for Bothwell,
(Mr. Mills) at apy meeting or on any occasion when it
was necessary to advocate temperance in this House,

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). I did not undertake to prosti-
tute my position as a8 member of Parliament by doing
what the hon. gentleman has done in this Honse upon that
question ; I did not profess to support 8 motion that I took
the earliest opportunity of opposing afterwards—that is
what the hon. gentleman has done, I do not profess to
give an opportunity to the Government to put it out of my
power to put & motion that I desire to make, or to decline
to allow a motion to be put upon the paper along with
Government Orders. That is what the hon, gentleman did
on that oceasion last year,

Mr. JAMIESON. I deny it again, and I insist that the
hon. member for Bothwell is wrong in the statement he
is making with reference to my conduct last year.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). Why, Sir, we know the hon-
gentleman,

Mr. JAMIESON. The House will remember that the
hon. gentleman was opposed to the present constitution of
the Senate, and on entering the Government, for five long
years, he never did anything towards reforming that body.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). The hon. gentleman says he
Dever saw me at one of those temperance meetings.

Mr. JAMIESON. No.
Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). No, Sir; he did not. ButI

the responsibility of patting the only measure upon the
Statute-book on this spbject that is to be found since the
Union, and Sir, we did not receive the support of the hon.
gentlemsan in that undertaking, we did not receive the
support of the hon. gentleman’s political allies in that un-
dertaking, I remember, Sir, that there was a prominent
temperance man, a member of the Government, that pre-
ceded us in office, the late Finance Minister, the Hon. Mr.
Tilley ; [ remember that he was seven years a8 member of
the Government, and never proposed leg:slation on the sub-
ject. I remember that the moment the Hon. Mr. Tilley re-
turned to office, the political associates of the hon. gentle-
man, and some of those who pose ss temperance men with
him, met Mr, Tilley here and complimented him upon the
progress of the temperance work—not work that had been
done by Mr, Tilley, or through his instrumentality, because
it was done by the Government of the hon. member for
East York (Mr. Mackenzie). Did they thank my hon.
friend for East York for what he did, for the sacrifices
which he made, the opposition which heincurred ? No, Sir,
nothing of the sort was done, Why, Sir, it is well known
that the hon, member and the hon. member for South Lan-
ark (Mr, Haggart) hunt in couples. The hon. member from
South Lanark appears here as an opponent of temperance,and
receives the support of the hon. member for North Lanark,
(Mr. Jamieson), who is the advocate par excellence of temper-
ance ; and so the one secures the liquor support for the tem-
perance candidate, and the other secures temperance support
for the liguor candidate; and we have the temperance
candidate for North Lanark and the anti temperance candi-
date for South Lanark. Well, Sir, the hon. gentleman will
find that that policy is pretty nearly played out in this House,
and he will find that it is very nearly played out in the
country. The hon. gentleman has appeared for two or
three Sessions as a legislator in favor of temperance; but he
has, instead, been its impeder, he has stood in the way of
legislation. The hon. gentleman forced himself to the
front in undertaking to amend a measure put upoa the
Statute-book by & Government that the hon. gentleman has
always opposed, while the hon. gentleman never dared to
ask the men who sit on the Treasury benches, whom he
hourly supports, to take up this question and to amend a
mesasure which a former Government put upon the Statute-
book. Sir, that is the position of the hon. gentleman.
And the public will thoroughly understand it. What does
the hon, gentleman do now ? He brings up his measare
within one hour of the adjournment when he knows that
another subject is to be taken up after recess, and that in
all probability his motion will not be reached again this
Session. He has taken precious good care not to permit
this measure to occupy a foremost place in the mnotices of
motion ; he took precious good care last year that his motion
should not occupy a foremost place, and the result was that
last year his motion was never reached, and a vote was never
taken on it, and 8o seeing how eminently succersful he was
last year in preventing legislation of & practical character,
giving the people an opportunity of acting in accordance
with their moral conviction, he comes here now, and leaves
the measure proposing to amend the law—it has not yet
been reached or dealt withb—and he proposes to take up an

abstract resolution which may secure him certain
temperance support in his constituency by those
who do not take the trouble to ascertain ex-
aotly how the business of the House is con-

ducted. I think the hon. gentleman has succeeded
eminently well in showing exactly where he stands upon
the temperance question. He has said that he is ready to
support & measure of prohibition. He proposes to ask the
House to vote on the subjeot of prohibition—certainly he
does. He says that when the people favor a measure we
place it on the Statute-book, So we do. When men sre

happened to be a member of & Government that
Mr, MiuLs (Buthwell), Pt that ssumed

guilty of forgery the public are ready to punish them, and
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so it is with regard to theft. Is such the case in regard to
the subject of prohibition ? Does not the hon. gentleman
know that it is not ? If he wishes a measure of prohibition
to be practical it must have the sympathy and support of
&t least a majority of the peeple in the locality where the
law is to be operated, and it is therefore unwise and highly
inexpedient in the interests of really genuine temperance
legislation to propose a measure with which public opinion
does net sympathise and which it will not support. We
bave on the Statute-book a mesasure of prohibition. There
is pothing to prevent the people from making it law
throughout the entire Dominion from one end to the other.
If there are defects in this measure let them be pointed
ont, and they can be corrected, and the people can be
given an opportunity of saying whether they will have
prohibition or not. Does the hon, gentleman propose to
force prohibition down the throats of those opposed to it ?
Does he suppose such a measure would be operative ? Does
he not know what is done up the Ottawa just beyond his
own constituency, where the Act was carried by a narrow
majority, and does he believe that in the large lumbering
districts where the vast majority of the men are opposed to
prohibition such & measure will be operative ? He knows
it will not. What the hon. gentleman proposes is merely
buncombe, and the reign of buncombe is over; it was a
reign of usurpation, and we trust this the last opportunity
in which any of its friends will exhibit themselves in this
House.

Mr. JAMIESON. AsI have aright toreply I will now
avail myself ot the opportunity to doso. I do not like to
appear before the House again so soon, bat the conduct of
the hon. member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) has been such as
to call upon me to reply. If the hon. gentleman had dis-
cussed the question on its merits I would not at this stage
of the debate have asked the privilege of again speaking in
regard to the question before the House. It seems to me
that the conduct of the hon. member for Bothwell (Mr.
Mills) is of & most extraordinary character. He, forsooth,
is the great champion of the cause of temperance, at least
he was a few days ago in this House when he sought to
embarrass not only the Government but the friends of the
Government, I am now glad, howewer, to find that he has
shown his hand, I think not only the members of this
House but the people of the whole Dominion will appreciate
at its trne worth the conduct of this new apostle of tempe-
rance in Parliament. The hon. gentleman has charged me
with bringing up this motion at an inopportune hour. Every
hon. member knows that this is the first opportunity I have
had since the Session opened to bring this question before the
House, and the hon. gentleman ought to remember that this
debate will close at six o'clock simply for the purpose of
giving the hon. member for Bothwell an opportunity to air his
eloquence upon a certain important question, If he con-
sidered this question so important as he would indicate by
his remarks, let him forego the opportunity of addressing
the House to-night on the other question, and let us have
this question discussed to the very bottom. I think it is
most unfair on the part of the hon. gentieman to attack me
for the manner in which this resolution has been brought
before the House, because it was utterly out of my power
to bring it forward at an earlier period of the Session, or on
any other occasion than the present; butIapprehend that it
I had refused to avail myself of the opportunity of bringing
the question before the House at the present time, the hon.
member for Bothwell would have been the first member to
have risen and charged me with endeavoring to shirk a
duty that had been placed in my hands by the Dominion
Alliance. The hon. gentleman has referred to the Canada
Temperance Act, which was placed upon the Statute-book
by the hon. member for East York (Mr. Mackenzie), when
he was at the head of the Government. I am quite pre-

pared to give the Government of that day due oredit for
anything they did in connection with the temperance ques-
tion,

Mr. MILLS. But you voted against them all the same,

Mr. JAMIESON. But the principle was admitted before
the Ganada Temperance Act became the law of this country,
In 1864 a Conservative Parliament placed on the Statute-
book of the country another measure, the Temperance Act
of 1864, which was the first measure ever introduced and
placed upon the Statute-book which conceded the prin-
siple of local option.  Although I am quite prepared to
admit that the Canada Temperance Act was an improve-
ment on the old Temperance Act of 1864, still the principle
of the two measures was identical, and I do not know that
the Government were entitled to so muoh credit for that
measure after all. I will tell the House why. In 1874 the
temperance people of the Dominion, representatives from
every Province of the Dominion, Prince Hdward Island,
New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Ontario, and I believe Mani-
toba, met in convention in the eity of Montreal in order to
devise the best means of promoting the canse of temper-
ance in the Dominion. They passed a resolution giving a
committee authority to approach the Government of that
day for the purpose of securing a measure under which a
popular vote would be taken upon the question. But when
the committee reported al a subsequent meeting that was
beld for the purpose of receiving that report, it was found
that the Premier of the Dominion at that time refused to
grant what the temperance people asked, & plebiscite on the
question, on the ground that there was no constitutional
precedent under the British Crown for such a procedure. So
that the Government of the hon., member for Hast York
(Mr. Mackenzie) did not concede to the temperance people
of the Dominion at that time what they asked ; they did
concede a half-way measure, the Canada Temperance Act,
and although we were thankful at the time to get it, still
it was not what we asked, and I would prefer to-day to
have this question submitted to the popular vote of the
Dominion rather than have the question tested by a measure
of partial prohibition which necessarily is unsatisfactory as
a proper test of the question. The hon. member for Both-
well (Mr. Mills) has attacked me for the course [ pursued
two years ago on the motion which he submitted to the
House in regard to the reformation in the constitution
of the Senate. Allow me for a few minutes to point
out the course of the hon. gentleman on that question a
few years ago. In 1874, when his friends were in power,
he submitted a resolation to the House with the same
object in view. Did he pursue the same course as he
pursued on the last occasion ? Not at all; the circumstances
were different, his own friends were in power, and instead
of moving his motion 88 an amendment to go into Com-
mittee of Supply, he moved it as a substantive motion.
Hansard will show that on the last occasion on which
that gentleman submitted that motion to this House I rose
and said that if the hon, gentleman would place the motion
before the House on that occasion in the same manuer in
which he did on a former occasion, I wounld support it; but
he did not do anything ot the kind, because on a former
oceasion his own friends were in power and he did not
want to embarrass them. On this occasion his political
opponents were in power and his action was for the purpose
ot embarrassing them and for nothing else.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). Does the hon. gentleman know
that the proper time for moving a motion relating to any
defect is when going into supply, and it is not regarded as
a vote of want of confidence ?

Mr. JAMIESON. Ifit were the proper time to take it
up why did not the hon. gentleman, on a former occasion,
bring it up in the same way? What is more, Sir, he
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obarges me with insincerity upon this question. It will be
recollected by every public man in this country that not-
withstanding the fact that the House gave assent to the
proposition which he submitted in 1874, to reform the con-
stitution of the Senate, that he not only did not take for
farther action on the matter but that he entered the Gov-
ernment of the day and remained a member of that Govern-
ment for four long years, and we heard no more about the
reform of the Senate, Let me ask what did the hon. gen-
tleman ever do with a view to carry out the spirit of the
motion which had received the sanction of this House ? I
do not desire to enter at any great length into this question
of his referencer to me. The hon. gentleman charges me
with insincerity because a few days ago 1 voted against a
motion which he submitted to this House. I think it is due
to myself and to the temperance Conservatives on this side
of the House, that I should enter into a further explanation
in reference to this matter and give to the House my rea-
sons for pursuing the course which I did. It is well known
that there is a body of temperance men in this country called
the Dominion Alliance for the suppression of the liquor traffic,
It is organised of non-partisan members, and Reformers and
Conservatives meet there on a common ground for the pur-
Eose of promoting the cause of temperance. I am and have
een for years 8 member of that Alliance, and it has been a
rinciple acted upon in that Alliance that any temperance
egislation to be brought before this House ought first
to receive the sanction of the Alliance; that every
movement in reference to the amendment of the Canada
Temperance Act, or with reference to the prohibition of the
liquor traffic, should originate with the Dominion Allience.
On the very day and up to the very hour that the hon,
gentleman made the motion to this House, I had been act-
ing in the Dominion Alliance in accord with the tem-
qurauce Liberal members on the other side of the House.
e had been sitting at a committee meeting around a
table that very day discussing questions in reference to the
action we would take in the House on the question, What
was my surprise to find the hon. gentleman who never yet
manifested any zeal for the cause of temperance, except on
an oocasion when it was likely to embarrass those who
were opposed to him, and who has never yet appeared at a
meeting of the Dominion Alliance, or any other organiza-
tion for the purpose of promoting the cause of temperance
in this country, get up 1n his pla:e and place a motion be-
fore this House under circumstances which he must have
known would call for & condemnation of the resolution at
the hands of the majority of the members of this House.

Mr. SOMERVILLE. Why so ?

Mr. JAMIESON. Because at the time he knew it would
be voted down by the members of this House, I did pot
vote against it simply because it was a vote of want of
oconfidence in the Government, but I voted against it because
it was a breach of the fundamental principles on which the
Dominion Alliance was organised.

Mr.SOMERVILLE. Nothing of the kind.

Mr. JAMIESON. It is of the kind, and not only have
the Liberal members of the Dominion Alliance who are not
represented in this House endorsed the course which I took
but they have eaid I could not take any other course.

Some hon. MEMBERS. Not they, Name.

Mr JAMIESON. Yes, among others Mr. Spence, the
secretary of the Dominion Alliance, who is &8 good & Liberal
as the member for Brant (Mr. Somerville) is. He saii the
resolution was an untimely ome to be submitted to the
House. The Montreal Witness whose sympathies are
altogether with the Liberal party condemmed the hon,
member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) for the eircumstances
under which he put that resolation to the House and every

Mr. Jamixsow,

fair-minded temperance man in this Dominion has taken
the ground which I took on the question.

Some hon. MEMBERS. No, no.

Mr. JAMIESON, Yes, they did; and I am prepared to
submit my conduet to the people of this Dominion on that
question, Ibelieve so far as this question is coucerned
that the people of this Dominion have more confidence in
myself as a representative than the member for Bothwell
(Mr. Mills). Iam bound to characterise the statement
made by the hon. member for Bothwell a few moments ago
in reference to my conduct last year as a—well—I do not
know how to charaocterise it 80 that it would be within the
rules of Parliament, but I will say it is a wrong statement
from beginning to end, and whoever gave that information
to him I have no doubt they were “guying” him because
they thought he would swallow it in the manner in which
hedid. There is not one word of truth in it from first to last.
When we found we could not get & measure before the
House last year——

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). Why ?

Mr, JAMIESON. An old parliamentarian asks why ?
On a former oocasion I forced the measure through this
House, but it was the cause of defeating several other mea-
sures. I am satisfied now that this is not a proper course
to pursue and that it is not & course which is recognised by
the House as a fair one, I do not know whether we could
have succeeded last yearin forcing the question through the
Hovuse or not., We called together the men from both sides
of the House; we called them to consult together, and
the question was submitted to them, and the deci-
sion of that committoe was that it was too late in
the Session to press temperance législation, and it would not
be fruitful of any good to us if we had pressed it, becanse
we would not be able to get the question disposed of in
such a manner as to have it complete.

Mr. MACKENZIE. Might I ask the hon. gentleman if
he notified all the temperance men of the House to go to
that meeeing ?

Mr. JAMIESON, No.
Mr. MACKENZIE, Who were selected ?

Mr. JAMIESON. The hon, member for Brome (Mr.
Fisher) undertook to notify the members favorable to tem-
perance on his side of the House and I undertook to notify
the members favorable to temperance on my side of the
House. In that way the meeting was brooght about.

Mr. FISHER. What meeting are you referring to ?

Mr. JAMIESON. The one that was called last year to
bring up this question. You recollect it ?

Mr. FISHER. I am not aware of any meeting at which
it was decided that we should not push the temperance
question as fast as we could,

Mr. JAMIESON, Well, I am, and I think there are
gentlemen in this House who were present at that meeting.

Mr. CHARLTON. I would like to ask the hon, member
how many members he invited from his own side of the
House to attend that meeting ?

Mr. JAMIESON. Iam not prepared to say at the pres-
ent moment, but possibly about a dozen were invited.
There are a certain number of gentlemen who are connected
with temperance movements and temperance organisations,
and who are favorable to prohibition, and we generally in-
vite them. I think the hon. member for North Norfolk
(Mr. Chartlon) has been invited, but I am not sure that he
ever attended. Now, I am sorry that this discussion has
assumed the charaoter that it has, bat I think the hon.
members of this House will at least excuse me for the conrse
I have taken.
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Mr. LANDERKIN. No, we will not.

Mr. JAMIESON. Then, I suppose you will sustain the
course pursued by the hon, member for Bothwell, who in-
stead of urging this question on its merits, used it as an
opportunity of making a personal attack on myself. Bat I
can say this—my own constituents, and I believe every
honest man in this Dominion, will give me credit for being
at least sincere on this question, and doing what I can for
the purpose of advancing this policy.

Mr. SCRIVER. It is now so nesr six o’clock, Mr, Speak-
er, that it is very evident that this question cannot be
disposed of before you leave the Chair; and, under the rules
of the House if the debate is not adjourned, the order will
disappear from the paper. Therefore, with the view of
keeping the question before the House, I would move the
adjournment of the debate.

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. Asthe House is very thin
this afternoon, and as the question has not come to a vote,
I think the debate should be adjourned, so that the House
may have an opportunity to consider the matter and deal
with it as they think proper.

Motion agreed to, and debate adjourned.

CLAIM OF WARREN ALLEN.
Mr. DAVIES (P.E.L.) moved for:

Return of all papers and correspoudence relating to claim for com-
pensation by Warren Allen for an'ice-boat barnt to save the lives of the
crews and pissengers of the ice-boats, in the month of January, 1885,
while crossing from Prince Edward Island to New Brunswick ; and also
fl':):.tge use of an ice-boat and a crew, engaged in search of the missing
He said: As the hon, gentleman will see, I am making a
motion in relation to the claim preferred by one of the ice.
boat men, who, during the year 1835, lost his boat in a
storm. It will be remembered that one of the members of
this House was among the passengers on that unfortunate
occasion, and although this man was not in the employ of
the Government in any sense of the word, but was the
owner of a volunteer boat which was making crossings at
the time, still the circumstances strongly favor his claim
The Government boats carrying Her Majesty’s mails
and a number of passengers were caught in this awful
storm, and Mr. Allan’s boat was accompanying
them. In order to save the mails and the lives of
the passengers, the boat, in the last extremity, was
broken up and burnt. No doubt the heat thus obtained
wase the means of saving the lives of the passengers and of
saving the mail, I think altogether the claim is a very
good one, and is based on the highest grounds. Mr,
Allan’s property was burnt for the preservation of Her
Majesty’s mails,and also for the preservation of the lives of
the ucfortunate passengers. I do not know whether the
hon. member for King’s County is in his seat or not, but I
know that he was one of the passengers, and he can bear
personal testimony to the facts I have stated, My hon.
friend’s life was in danger, and he was many months recov-
ering from the effects of the trip, I am aware that the
Government were not themselves in charge of the boat, and
the only ground on which I recommend this claim is that
this boat was burnt in order to afford warmth to the pas-
sengers and crew, and thus enable them to weather the
storm. 1 think, therefore, the olaim, small as it is,
should re;ommend itself to the just consideration of my
hon, friend, and I sincerely hope he will see itin his power
to ratisfy it. Ibave heard this claim urged by a great
many gentlemen irrespective of politics. 1 do not know
what are Mr. Allan’s politics. In fact he is not a consti-
tuent of mine at all, but is a resident on the other side.
Everybody speaks favorably of the claim, and I sincerely
hope the hon. gentleman will give it his attention,

105

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. I will let the hon. the
Minister of Marine and Fisheries know what the hon.
gentleman has said about the case. The hon. gentleman is
perfectly right in saying that this is not a question of poli-
tics, There cannot be any politios in & matter of this kind,
that of saving the lives of the passengers and the mails. I
am gure my hon. friend will consider the case it he has not
already done so,

Motion agreed to.
It being six o’clock, the Speaker left the Chair.

After Recess.
FISHERIES TREATY.

House resumed adjourned debate on the proposed
motion of Sir Charles Tapper for second reading of Bill
(No. 65) respecting a certain Treaty be'ween Her Britannic
Masjesty and the President of the United States.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). The subject which the House
has under consideration this evening is one of unusaal
importance. In matters which concern ourselves and our-
selves alone, if we make a mistake, it is possible for us to
retrace our steps. Our blunders may impede our progress
for the time being, but they cannot put uitimately any
obstacles ip our way. But that observatiod will not apply
to the Bill which is now under consideration, Every step
we take is a step in & direction from which there is no
returning. Every act that we do is final, And if a blunder
is made, if we do something that is dotrimental to the
interests of the country, it will wholly be beyond our power
to correct the errors into which we have fallen or the
mistakes we have made. It 18 theorefors of very great
importance that we should carefully consider the subjeet now
before us. It is importantthat weshould not bastily come to
the conclusion, and I confess that I am wholiy uanable to
understand the extreme haste with which the hon. the
Minister of Finance and his chief are disposed to press for-
ward a matter of such vital importance to the country,
We know that the concessions we are called upon to make
are of very great magnitude. We know that the conces-
sions are wholly upon the one side; we know that we are
not in this matter standing as the aggrieved party, The
complainant is the United States, Iv1s the conutry to the
south of us that has demanded concessions from us, and we,
at all events, before we are called upon to approve of what
has been done by those who claim to represent us—we
ought to know whether they are prepared to accept the
extraordinary concessions which have been made or not.
Now, I understand that within twenty-four hours this sub-
Jject is, in all probability, likely to be dealt with at the capi-
tal of the neighboring Kepublic. In all probability, within
the next twenty-four hours, the Senate of the United
States will either postpone or reject the treaty that
has been negotiated. @ Why, then, are the Govern.
ment so anxious? Why is the Government so anxious
to press this to a conclusion? Why should we commit
ourselves to a proposition, which, if rejected, will simply
be made the starting point for further concessions at a future
period ? 1f this question were allowed to stand over, if Par-
liament were not called upon to commit itself on it at this
moment, shouid the Senate of the United States within the
next twenty-four hours rej:ct the treaty we would then be
as free to start again trom the point at which the hon,
gentleman started a few months ago as he was at that time.
sut if this House, representing the entire country, is called
upon at this moment to approve and does approve of what
has been done, and if what has been done should be rejected
by the party to whom the concessions are made, why, when
we start again t0 negotiate with our neighbors to the south
of us, we will have to start from where we left off in this
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Parliament at this moment. We cannot, onoe the House
bas committed itself to the provisions of the treaty, take
exception to anything therein conceded, A new embassy
would say naturally : You, the representatives of the
pation to the north—those for whom you speak have
already sagreed to concede what you now object to.
This we knew you were ready to concede without hesita-
tion, and we expect something more at your hands. And
80 the hon, gentlemen seem not to be satisfied with the
bumiliation which they have brought upon themselves and
the humiliation they have brought upon the country by
the propositions which are now before us for ratification,
but, before they are at all sure, or, as I believe, when they
are very sure, that these propositions will not be accepted
by the Senate of the United States, they seek to commit
this House to them. Why this indecent haste to commit
this Parliament to the propositions of the Minister of
Finance before we know whetber the neighboring Republic,
or those who represent the neighboring Republic, accept
these concessions at our hands ? Has Lord Salisbury
importuned this Government to hurry the matter in this
way? Is he afraid that the headland question may be
raised again by the people of Canada? Is he afraid
that these questions between the two countries may
be again raised in conscquence of the exasperaling
regulations in, regard to customs, and in connection
with the Department of Marine and Fisheries ? Why
do hon. gentlemen opposite press us to give an answer
or to give an opinion on this subject before we know what
opinion will be expressed by the Semate of the United
States ? We have everything to gain by awaiting the ac-
tion of the Senate of the United States, and we have a great
deal 10 lose if they should reject this treaty after we have
affirmed it., What does the Minister of Finance hope to
gain by this House affirming that treaty? Does he pro-
pose, or is it his desire, to convince an exasperated nation
that those who represented them on this Commission made
& bad bargain, and thut the arrangement which was made
is so satisfactory to the people of Canada that they have
not hesitated to accept it immediately and without dispute?
That is to call upon us to make an affirmation which we
know to be false. We know what our position is. We
know that it s one of humiliation, and we ought to be
spared the further humiliation of having these extraordi-
nary concessions rejected by those to whom they have been
made, The Minister of Finance has told us in his speech
that the protection of the fisheries has never been made a
party question. 1 believe that is true,
protection of the fisheries was earnestly desired by both
sides of the House, but the protection of the fisheries and
the concession to another country of the sovereignty over
our fisheries, or & common right to our fisheries, is &
wholly different thing, and when the hon. gentleman speaks
of the protection ot the fisheries and then refers to the
provisions of this treaty, he is referring to two things as
far apart as they can be. This treaty does not provide for
protection ; it is a surrender. The conditions in this treaty
which, possibly within the next twenty-four hours, the
United States will either have postponed or rejected, are
not provisions by which proper protection is to be given to
our fisheries, but is & concession of more than half of the
area which we claim to be within the jurisdiction of this
country. There are many thousands of square miles, which
we claim to be under Canadian jurisdiction or under the
juriediction of Newfoundland, which are proposed to be sur-
rendered to the United States under this treaty. Two years
8go we were promised a vigorous police policy to protect
our fisheries. That policy, we were told, was supplemental
to the so-called National Policy. It was on the same lines,
it was for the same purpose, itinvolved the same principles,
it professed to be intended for the interests of the people of
this country, but it proved to be anything but that, It was
Mr. MiLLs (Bothwell).

1 believe that the !

inefficient, it was exasperating. Why, we had before us last
year abundant evidence, furnished by the senior member
for Halifax (Mr. Jones) and the hon. member for Queen’s,
P. E. I. (Mr. Davies) showing that hundreds of
vessels from the United States engaged in fishing within
the three mile limit ; and that, while harsh custome regula-
tions were in force, and while harsh and unjust police
regulations were carried out, so as to irritate the
people of the mneighboring Republic and to give them an
opportunity of exciting the resentment of their fellow coun-
trymen, there was really nothing done to protect our own
fishermen. Two years before the Washington Treaty was
denounced by the United States, this Government were
notified, and they were advised that it would be well, before
that provision of the Washington Treaty came to an end,
to enter at that time into negotiations with the United
States, so that there would be no worrying police regula-
tions, because at that time those fishermen had still the
right to engage in fishing in our waters with the fishermen
of this country. The same view was taken by Lord Derby,
who was then Secretary of State for the Colonies. That
nobleman addressed three communications to the Govern-
ment of this country without receiving any response. It
was not until he sent the fourth that they gave him any
answer and the concluding words of that fourth despatch
were :

¢ In the face of these circumstances, my Government doesnot congider
that it would be consistent with the respect which it owes to itself to
appear as & guitor for concessions at the hands of the United States.”
It was not necessary that the Government should appear in
the position which they seemed to have considered it neces-
sary for them to appesr, as suppliants, It was only meces-
sary for them to invite communication and negotiation ; but
hon. gentlemen upon the Treasury benches had a high
idea of their own dignity, and one would suppose from the
observations which I have read, that they had studied the
diplomatic negotiations which were carried on two cen-
turies 8go, when the treaties of Osnabruck and Westphalia
and Madrid were negotiated, when the ambassadors took
different sides of the room, and watched each others’ legs
when anyone moved, because the man who stepped first was
supposed to be sacrificing his sovereign’s dignity. Ia one
place, there was a special building put up for the ambassa-
dors to assemble in, and in that there were as many doors
as there were ambassadors, so that no one could have
precedence of another; and there was also a round table
provided at which they might sit so that no question of
distinction might arise when their negotiations were being
carried on. It seems to me that it is in this spirit that
the hon. gentlemen occupying the Treasury benches
have approached a great question affecting the friendly
relations between this oountry and the neighboring
Republic, a question of the most vital consequence to this
country, whatever it might be to the country to the South
of us. We find in the history of hon. gentlemen opposite
a continuation of these lofty pretensions and this proud
reserve, We find that they have passed these officious
cnstoms regulations which could not help us, but must
exasperate the feelings of our neighbors to the South. Then,
we have the fisheries regulations which in some cases were
cruel and unjust as well as unwise and unnecessary. See
what were the means employed by these hon. gentlemen to
promote the well-beiug of this country and to secure friendly
relations with those of the neighboring Republic? First, Sir,
they proposed to be extremely generous ; they said to the
people of the United States when it was too late to carry
on negotiations, when Congress had no longer an opportunity
of expressing an opinion upon the subject, or of agreeing
to any proposition that might be made: You may have
free use of our fisheries for a season, if the President will
gzrmxt' fish to be carried free into the neighboring

public.  Well, B8ir, the President informed these
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gentlemen of what they ought to have known before,
that he had no power to make any such concession, that
he had no power to repeal an Act of Congress, that
the proposition ought to have been made while Con-
gress was in session, 80 that they would have had
an opportunity of considering it. And so the American
fishermen were ‘given the use of our fisheries for a season
without any compensation, and without any reserve. Then
we were told that they cared nothing for the generosity
that we had extended to them, that they were in no mood
to make any concession, that the Gloucester fishermen
were still opposed to the free admission of Canadian fish to
the American market; and so they were to be taught by a
policy of retaliation the power which this country possessed.
Sir, we were told that Canada was the great maritime state of
the new world, that our fleet was almost as large as that of
the neighboring republic,and that while we did not want to
quarrel with them, while we did not want to adopt a policy
of exclusion, while we were ready to trade with them if
they were disposed to trade, we were quite able to live
without them, and that we were quite able to show them
that we were capable of protecting the fisheries that wo
ggssessed on our coast, and so the policy of Jingoism was
un,
g ¢ We don’t want to fight,

But, by Jingo | if we do,

We've got the men, we’ve got the ships,

We've got the meney, too.”
It was in that spirit that the hon. gentlemen entered upon
the consideration of this question. Sir, what defence did
the hon, Minister of Marine and Fisheries make the other
night? Why, it is that we were standing upon our legal
rights, that what we did was within the undoubted rights
that Canada possessed under the Treaty of 1818. He told
us that he had not strictly enforced the provisions of that
treaty ; he said there were mapy cases in which the fisher-
men of the United States were allowed in our waters, privi
leges which they had no right to claim under the treaty.
Woell, Sir, the hon. gentleman’s policy was vacillating, it
was capricious, it was arbitrary. It may have been that in
every instance that he mentioned he made the concessions
which he speaks of ; but, Sir, there were many instances in
which he did not make coneessions. And what defence does
the hon. gentleman make when it is complained that his
conduct was occasionally arbitrary, vexatious and upjust ?
Why, Sir, he says: It is not in the bond; I tomplied with
the law ; I kept within our rights; I did not do to you any
thing that the law did not authorise me to do; and so,
because I did not violate the treaty of obligations
between the two countries, you have nothing of
which to complain, Well, Sir, I deny altogether that
position. I say it was the duty of the hon. gentleman to
act in accordance with the principle of humanity and of
modern civilisation. It was his duty to do no harm, to put
no impediment in the way of the fishermen of & friendly
power, as long as he was not giving them faeilities for
violating the law of the land. Now, Sir, the hon, gentle-
man, [ say, in many instances, did that which was alto-
gother unjustifiable. I hold in my hand a report of some
of the complaints of some of those fishermen, and I will
read a few with reference to the action of the officers under
the charge of the Department of Marine and Fisheries.
There was the case of the Sarak B. Putman, of Beverly, Mass.,
which was driven from the harbor of Pabnico, in a storm,
27th March, 1886, That was the complaint. Now, the hon,
gentleman will not say that the Treaty of 1818 gave his
officers a right to force a vessel to leave the harbor in &
storm,

Mr, FOSTER., How do you krow ?

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell), I am pointing out the charges
that have been made by the people of the United States
"againgt the Government of whioch he was a member,

Mr. FOSTER, By whom was that charge made?

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). Well, I will, by-and-bye ; answer
the hon. gentleman:

Mr. FOSTER. Please answer now.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). No, I will not. T puarpose to
make my own speech in my own way. Wo know that
those hon. gentlemen on the Treasury benches are the last
parties who will submit to interruption, and I will, in this
speech, follow their example. Now, I will say this.
1t does not matter whether that statement was well or ill
founded. It was the kind of statement that was made to
the American people, it was published abroad in their
newspapers, it was that which formed public opinion in the
United States, and it was that which compelled those gen-
tlemen to make the discreditable surrender which we are
this evening considering; and what I complain is that
these hon. gentlemen, knowing the country with which
they had to deal, knowing the jealousy with which they
guard the interests of their fishermen, were not sufficiently
careful to give them no eause of complaint, and were not
sufficiently caretul to see that when a complaint was
made, it should be redressed, or answered at the
time, if untrue. Now, there was another oase, the
Rattler, which was a ship from Gloucester, It is
complained that she was warned off at Canso, N. 8, in
June, 1886; that she was detained in the port of Shelburne,
where she entered seeking shelter, and thay she was ordered
out from that port. Then again there was the case of the
Caroline Vought. She was from Booth Bay, in the State of
Maine, and was warned off at Paspébiac, N.B., and was
refased an opportunity of taking water on board: Now,
Sir, the right to take water is one of the rights under the
treaty, and what I am reading at this moment are com-
plaints of American fishsrmen, not that the Government
had acted in & narrow and inhospitable spirit, but that they
had acted illegally and contrary to the provisions of the
treaty by which their rights were secured. Then again I
will take a few cases of the next year. There was the case
of the Christina Ellsworth, a schooner of Eastport, in Maine,
The complaint of her master was that in every harbour
she entered she was refused the privilege of buying
anything, that she was compelled to enter at every
custom Louse, that she found that the customs
charges at every place, almost, were different from what
they were at the preceding place. Then there was the case
of the Stowell Sherman. She was ordered, in distress of
weather, out of Casoumpec Harbor, P.E.I., after having
entered it in a storm, Then there was the Walter L. Rich,
a schooner of Wellsfleet, Mass. She was ordered out of
Malpeque Harbor, P.E.L, in unsuitable weather, for fishing,
and was compelled to retarn to her own port without hav-
ing an opportunity of fishing, in consequence of the refusal
of shelter by the Canadian authorities. Then the Newell B.
Howes, that made harbor at Shelburne, N.8, she was
ordered out at 6 o'clock in the evening, in the face
of astorm. Her commander refused to go, and at 7
o'clock the next morning she was ordered out to
sea although there was a dense fog which made it
quite impossible that she could leave the port safely.
Then there was the Helen F. Frederick, of Cape Porpoise,
Maine. She wus ordered out of Port Latour, U.S., where
she had gone for shelter and water, Now if those repre-
sentations are all well fonnded, then all of those cases men-
tioned were in violation of the rights secured by the treaty.
There are many other cases which show harsh and unne-
cessary police regulations, but I mention these that were
brought under the attention of the Government of the United
States and made the subject of diplomatic discussion between
the Governments of the United States and Great Britain in
consequence of the complaints set forth. Then there was
another class. There are four purposes for whieh fishing
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vessels of the United States may enter the harbors of Canada
There are other purposes that have grown up since for
which they might fairly be allowed to enter without doing
any injury to our fishermen, without in any way affecting
them as competitors in the markets of the world. One of
those is the occasional taking on board persons as
mariners. In some cases where mariners were sick,
where parties were disposed 10 leave the fi-hing vessels,
where arrangements had been made for taking others on
board, they were not allowed to ship seamen in ports of
Nova Scotia, and the vessels were obliged to retarn to
American ports and those who had engaged as fishermen
or mariners on those vessels were compeiled to take rail and
go to some port in the United States before they could go
on board and enter American service. The vessels that
made complaint on this score were Wiltiam Keene,
Pleiades and Margaret S. Smith. Then there was a third
class, such as the case of the INeponset. She was a
schooner from Boston, On 27th August, 1886, she was
apchored in Port Hawkesbury, Cape Breton, and immedi-
ately reported at the custom house. Being short of pro-
visions her master asked the collector for permission to buy
more food, but he was twice refused. He then expresced
his intention of seeing the Uunited States’ consul at Port
Hood three miles away. The custom house officer forbade
his landing at that port to see the consul ; but he did so in
spite of the prohibition of the custom house officer. He
saw the conrul, and was informed that if he attempted to
buy provisions in all probability his vessel would be seized.
He asked permission, as he was sick, to return 1o his own
country; that wasrefused, and he travelled through the woods
1o a station where Lie boarded a train in order that he might,
contrary to the customs and police regulations of Canada in
those matters, return to his own country for medical assist-
ance. It is almost impossible to read these statements
without feelings of indignation. Itis a discredit to any
Government to deal with fishermen of a neighboring
country in so harsh and 8o cruel a way as those parties
were dealt with under the vexatious regulations made

We know what the consequence has been., 1t has been, as
the Minister of Finance has said, the union of 60,000,000
of people against this country. What is the testimony of
the Minister of Finance on this subject? His hon. friends
adopted their National Policy nine years ago. It has had
nine years’ operation on land, and it bas been tried two
years at sea, and we know the result, We have the testi-
mony of the hon. gentleman himself. The hon. gentleman,
in this discussion, said :

Y Yesterday we stood face to face with a non-intereourse Bill, sus-
tained by the united action of the Senate and House of Representatives,
sustained by almost the whole political parties, Republican and Demo-
eratic, of the United States, sustained with few exceptions by a preju-
d}cedh)rrmted and exasperated people of 60,000,000 lying to the South
of us.

How was it those people were so united, irrespective of
gu-ty, againet this country ? How was it that the two

oures of Congress, the press of the United States, the peo-
ple of the United States entertained such feelings of hosti-
lity to this country ? It was in cousequence of the regula.
tions those hon. gentlemen made and which they attempted
to enforce. It was intended to force the United States to
come to terms, it was attempted to deal otherwise than on
principles of common sense with those who controlled the
Government of the neighboring Republic. The Minister of
Finance has changed his position. He was at one time
hostile 1o the present policy, and that not long ago. The
Finance Minister perhaps had as much as any hon. geutle.
man opposite to do with the framing of the policy that has
resulted in these disasters. Since the hon. gentleman visi-
ted Washington his opicions have undergone a change, and
be has come back entertaining views much more in accord
with those of hon. gentlemen on this side of the House

Mr. MiLLs (Bothwell),

than we have for a long time heard expressed by those
occupying the Treasury benches. We remember that
a few years ago the Finance Minister declared him-
gelf a free trader. He told us he was mnot a
ore-sided free trader. He declared that in order to bring
about free trade we must do the people of the United States
the credit of imitating them, we must adopt their policy.
We know thst Sir Francis Hincks when he held the position

| occupied by the hon. gentleman, came down one afternoon
| with a certain policy set out in his Budget speech, and, at

eight o’clock, after being subjected to the pressure of the
hon. gentleman, receded from that position and adopted a
policy quite different. The hon, gentleman approved it and
defended it in this House. It was adopted; it continued
twelve montbs and then met its death at the hands of its
friends. The hon, gentleman at that timesaid : ¢ Why, you
see the very moment we propose to put & duty on coal the
Congress of the United States removed their duty ; you see
what an extraordinary effect ean be produced by imitating
the United States in their fiscal regulations.” 1t happened
as was pointed out, that this action ef the United States
Congress was prior, in point of time, to the action cf the
Dominion Parliament, and could not, therefore, have been
influenced by their actions, but although that was explained
at the time it did not prevent the hon. gentleman from pur-
suing this argument. The hon gentleman’s visit to Wash-
ington has had a remarkably sobering effect, it has worked
wonders in his political sentiments. He has come back en-
tertaining wholly different views of the rituation from those
he entertained twelve months ago. The hon. gentleman,
twelve months a8go, was confident that if the United States
adopted & non-intercourse Bill, if they carried out the policy
to that effect, it would not, after all, do us great harm. It
is true he deprecated the policy, hut he told us some extra-
ordinary advantages that we would derive if such a policy
were adopted. I will read what the hon, gentleman said, so
that it cannot be alleged that I have misrepresented him:

“ Deeply as we would deplore so mad, so unjustifiable an act on the
part of a great country like this great Republic of the United States,
adopting such a barbarous policy as that of non-intercourse with a{riendly
power, we stand in the proud position of knowing that if that policy
were adopted to-morrow, we have perfected our lines of communication,
and have the most complete means of communication from the furthest
and most remote Section of our country down to the sea. As [ said be-
fore this cloud, this only cloud has a silver lining. I would deeply de-
plore it ; every membsr of the House, and every intelligent Canadian
would deeply deplore any interruption of the commerciil relations
which exist between this country and the United States, but [ cannot
forget that, if the policy of non-intercourse were adopted, it would lead
to the development of those channels of communication between our-
selves, and that the commerce of Uanada which to-day is building up
New York—I am speaking of the shrough traffic—which to-day is build-
ing up Boston and Portland, would be carried through exclusively Can-
adian channels to Canadian ports, and would build up Montreal, Quebee,
St Andrews, St John aaud Halifax with & rapidity which the people of
this conntry can scarcely understand.”

Now, Sir, I do not know whether the Grand Trunk Railway,
the Canadian Pacific Railway or the Canada Southern Rail-
way would quite agree with the views of the hon. gentle-
man. I do pot know what the traffic of those roads would
in a large degree consist of if the policy of non-intercourse
had been carried out. I do not know what traffic would
have reached those cities of which the hon. gentleman
speaks if there were to be no traffic from the United States
passing through Canada. Bat, Sir, I am not going to stop
to discuss that question, because it is only remotely con-
nected with the subject in hand. The hon. gentleman went
on to say that :

‘¢ That policy [referring to this policy of threatened retaliation] has
only to be carried a very short step further to lead Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment to the conclurion that they would owe it to Oanada and to them-
selves, as being the power under which Capada is happy to serve to
meet that policy of non-intercourse by such a different mode of treating
the grain from ths United States of America and the grain grown in
Oanada, as would vivity the industries of this country, eapecially the
farming industries of this country, to an extent which would make the
most marvellous change ef this Dominion.” '
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Now, Sir, the hon. gentleman threatened the Government
of the United States and the people of the United States
not merely with a retaliatory policy on the part of Canada
but with a retaliatory policy on the part of the United
Kingdom. Was the hon. gentleman authorised to make
that threat ? Had he any communication from the Govern-
ment of Lord Salisbury intimating to him that if the United
States adopted a policy of non-intercourse—a policy of
g:'iscrimination such as they here shadowed out they would

Opt e

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. If the hon. gentleman will
read the passage that preceded that which he has read, he
will see it does not stand in the light he has piaced it at all.
I gave my reason.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). Yes, he gave his reason but he
told the House and the country that if the United States
adopted such a policy that the Government of the United
Kingdom would retaliate,

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. I did not, and the hon. gen-
tleman will see I did not when he reads the whole passage.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). I have read enough to show—

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. You garbled the passage in
such a way as to make it say what I did not say.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). The hon. gentleman has said
what is not a faet, '

Some hon. MEMBERS. Read.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). I have read what I have here.
If the hon. gentieman sends out and gets the Hansard I am
ready to read it. I say that neither the beginning, the end,
nor the middle nor any other part of the speech can alter
the statement he has made here and I would like to know
whether His Excellency the Governor General received any
communication from the other side of the water in referenee
to this matter. I wounld like to know on what authority
the hon. gentleman threatened the great Republic to the
Bouth with the indigation and wrath of the Government of
the United Kingdom. The hon. gentleman was fond of
using high sounding phrases and he may have thought after
his retarn from the United Kingdom that he had something
to do with the Government of that great country as well as
with the Government of Canada. I will venture to say that
the hon. gentleman had no authority to make that state-
ment. I venture to say he had no authority to hold out
such a hope or to make such a threat. We know the views
the hon. gentleman has expressed in that passage are views
as foreign as any well can be to those held by any political
man of standing on either side of politics in the United
Kingdom. Then, Sir, the hon, gentleman has told us the
consequence of the policy that he and his colleagues have
pursued. What did he find the state of things at Washing-
ton? He said in this debate:

‘¢ Yesterday westood face to face with a Non-intercourse Bill, sustain-
ed by the united action of the Senate and House of Representatives, sus-
tained by almost the whole press—Republican and vemocratic—of the
States, sustained with few exceptions by a prejudiced, irritated and ex-
asperated people numbering 60,000,000 lying to the South of us.”

That is the statement of the case as it now stands, and I
ask the hon, gentleman to contrast what he said twelve
months ago with what he said here last week. I ask the
hon. gentleman to contrast the policy he shadowed out
twelve months ago with the policy he is supporting to-day.
I congratalate the hon, gentleman on his progress. I con-
gratulate him on the progress which he has forced his chief
and those associated with him to make in connection with
that question, 8ir, the Minister of Finance last year pro-

fessed to stand by the Minister of Justice and the Minister |

of Marine and Fisheries; to-day, Sir, in that paragraph
which T have read the hon. gentleman stands by neither of
his colleagues, but he stands by Mr, Phelps. ~Mr, Phelps

said the policy of Canada in reference to her fishery and
custom house regulations was barbarous, harsh, inhospitable,
contrary to common law, contrary to common justice, and
that it produced such a state of irritation on the other side
that however anxious the President and his colleagues
might be to carry out negotiations with Canada, the state
of exasperation was such that is was quite impossible such
negotiations could be successfully entered into. That was
the exasperation produced twelve months ago by the course
pursued by the Government. What does the Finance
Minister now ssy on this question? I.et me read the
observations which the hon, gentleman made in his speech.
He rays :

¢ But what would be thought of Oanada if a vessel of the United
States loaded with mackerel or fish of any other description were dri-
ven by stress of weather and perhaps in a sinking condition compelled
to resort to a Canadian port, and if initead of allowing her to tranship
her cargo or sell it on paying duty and go to a marine yard for repairs :
We said no, you must throw overboard the whole of your cargo becanse
we find you are not allowed to bring your fish into Canada under the
Treaty of 1818 7”
That, Sir, is the question put by the hon. gentleman, I ask
whether any hon. gentleman on this side of the House has
pronounced a more severe censure on the colleagues of the
Minister of Finance than the hon. gentleman has himself
pronounced. This is the very thing that was complained of
in the case of the Eliza 4. Thomus. The Minister of Marine
justifies himself by saying : Such are the provisions of the
Treaty of 1818, and the Minister of Finance justifies the
provisions made in the treaty that is submitted to us for
consideration by saying : That those are fair and proper
provisions and that to have acted on different principles
would have been harsh and ungenerous and would be con-
trary to the principle of natural justice. Sir, it did not re-
quire a treaty to enable the peopie of this country to act on
the principle of nataral justice. We did not requnire to bind
ourselves by a formal document that we might act on the
principles of humanity and common sense, We did not
require to bind ourselves by a treaty to say to the American
people that if a vessel is wrecked on our shores, her cargo may
be saved, her fish may be put on board another thip or on
board & railway car and sent to the neighboring Republic.
That was possible without a treaty quite as well as with a
treaty, and it was in consequence of the inhuman and the
impotent regnlations made by the hon. gentlemen opposite
that this state of things was brought abont, Sir, there is
this very extraordinary thing connected with those negotia-
tions, Article 10 of the treaty provides that the fishermen
of the United States may enter our harbors, that they may
do so under certain conditions to tranship their fish, that
they may do so to purchase certain supplies that they
may do so without reporting every time if it were half a
dozen times a day to the customs. And what did the
Minister of Jastice say in defence of these strict regula-
tions in the memorandum which he prepared ? Why, Sir,
he said this:

‘¢ It is impossible to enforce the fishery laws for the protection of our
fisheries without a strict enforcement of these customs regulations.”

That is what the hon. gentleman said last year.
The hon. Minister of Finance in this treaty says it is
not necessary, He says these concessions may be safely
made, He says it is possible to protect onr fisheries effi-
ciently, and prevent them being poached upon by tke fish-
ermen of the United States without any of those strict regu-
lations which the Minister of Justice said were absolutely
necessary for their protection. Well, Sir, who is right ; the
Minister of Justiee in his memorandum, or the Minister of
Finance in article 10 of the treaty? Now, 8ir, I am in-
clined to think that the strict regulations were not 8o neces-
sary as the Minister of Justice supposed, I am inclined to
think that the Government had other objects in view than
the protection of those regulations. The Government, find-
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ing that they were ot 80 very successful by the policy of
delsy in securing terms with the United States, thought
they would see what they could do with a policy of vexa-
tion. Well, they succeeded admirably ; they succeeded in
exasperating 60,000,000 of people, and in being forced
to concede what under other circumstances would never
have been demanded. Sir, the hon. gentleman told us
that he had not met anybody at Washington who did not
say that the Treaty of 1854 was wutually advantageous to
both countries. He said that everyone he had met and
conversed with on this subject entertained the same opinion
88 to the mutual advantages that were conferrel by that
treaty ; and the treaty was repealed, not because it was
not commercially seatisfactory, but because of political
irritation that existed between the two countries. Well,
Sir, the bon. gentleman would have led the House to
believe that the political irritation to which he referred was
due to the depredations committed by the 4labama. Sir,
that wax not the case. The treaty was repealed in conse-
quence of the action of the Tory party in this country.
Why, Sir, we know how the defeat of Pope was ridiculed.
The hon. gentleman who now leads the Government led
the Government at the time of the oivil war. We know
that when Parliament met at Quebec the hon. gentleman
and his colleagues rose and cheered and sang * Dixie ”
when it was reporied that Hooker was defeated at Chan-
cellorsville. No American came to Canada and met the
hon. gentleman or any of his supporters, who did not feel
that he was in a country that was controlled by those who
were hostile to him. So the Awmerican people took the
first opportunity of putting an end to a treaty that was
commercially satis{actory to both countries, in consequence
of the avowed sympathies of hon. gentlemen opposite for the
sonth. Why, Sir, we know the sentiments that were
expressed at that time. Those hon. gentlemen told us that
demooracy was a failure, that the people were not capable
of governing themselves, that they required an aristocra-
tical or monarchical element as ballast for the political
ship in order that it might sail safely for any length of
time ; and so they rejoiced at what reemed the disruption
of the American republic. Not because the people of that
republic had done them any wrong, but because they were
hostile to a free government, and were anxious that their
predictions as to its failure should be, as they apparently
were, confirmed. Now, Sir, we have had a second exhibi-
tion of hostility, which had its origin in the policy of
fetaliation, of which I believe the hon, gentleman claims to
have been the author ; at all events, so far as I know, he
was the first to suggest it. Well, Sir, ] am glad the hon.
gentleman has made progress ; I am rejoiced to see that he
now entertains views of a different character. The hon,
gentleman is now inclined to balieve that freer intercourse
with the neighboring republic would be of advantage
to this country.  But the hon. gontleman told us that the
Treaty of Washington was a wise treaty—that everybody
now praised it, although we on this side atthe time were
violently opposed to it. I would like anyone to mention a
single clause of that treaty which is now approved of to
which we were opposed at that time. Thers is not one.
We were opposed to the free navigation of the St. Law-
rence being granted to the Americans without our consent
and without our receiving anything in return. There is no
river in Europe that is made navigable to those high up
the stream through to the sea, that is not also navigable to
those at the mouth as far up as the river is used for navi-
gation. The same is true of every river in South Ameries ;
but that was not the rule secured to us by the Washington
Treaty. The people of Chicago have a right to use the
8t. Lawrence for all time to come for going to the sea and
returning to Chicago; but we are not free to navigate
Leke Michigan or to go to Chicago. He knows that we
did not secure the free navigation of the River Columbia
Mr. MiuLs (Bothwell).

or the rivers of Alaska. He knows that we surrendered
the use of our canals without getting anything in retarn.
There is not a provision of the Treaty of 1871 of which
we complained then that we do not complain of to-day.
The hon. gentleman has told us that we do Mr, Chamber-
lain an injustice in holding him responsible for the conces-
sions that were made. I believe, Sir, that is true., I
believe Mr. Chamberlain was not more anxious to make
concessions to the United States than was the hon. gentle-
man himself or the hon. gentleman who sits beside him.
Mr, Chamberlain recently said, in addressing the people of
Birmingham :

¢ The Canadian Government and its representatives were most de-
sirous of terminating & state of irritation dangerous in its possible con-
sequence to Canada.”
Mr, Chamberlain says the hon. gentleman was anxious to
terminate this state of irritation, but how came there to be
a state of irritation ? It is a mistake to suppose that in this
case concessions wero made simply at the demand of the
Government of Great Britain. The hon. gentleman knows
the state of exasperation in which he found the public sen.
timent in the United States; and knowing that it was
dangerous to this country, knowing that the American Gov-
ernment could do us immensely more mischief than we could
do them by a policy of non-intercourse, he was anxious to
come to terms at any price; he was just as anxious to make
concessions as Mr. Chamberlain. Mr. Chamberlain visited
this city ; he saw the Prime Minister and no doubt learned
the sitnation. He ascertained the views of the First Min-
ister quite as well as the Minister of Finance, knowing that
he and his colleagnes were responsible for the condition of
things that existed in the United States, 1 have no doubt
was quite as anxious to make concessions as was the British
representative who came from Birmingham. The hon.
Minister of Finance devoted a great deal of time in praising
the commissioners ; but there is one thing which he did
not explain to us, but which he will perhaps explain
before the debate closes, that is, how Mr. Bayard
came t0 name him as the British commissioner. The
hon. gentleman knows that in Mr. Bayard’s letters, Mr.
Bayard expresses, not only his readiness to enter into nego-
tiations with the Government of the United Kingdom, with
the view of coming to & better understanding, but also names
the hon. gentleman as the British commissioner he was most
anxious shoald carry on the negotiations. At whose sug-
gestion was the hon. gentleman named ? It would seem,
from his statement, that the Imperial Government was
rather inclined to name his colleague, Sir John A. Mac-
donald, but that hon gentleman, with that modesty for which
he is distingunished, gave up his right to the honor, and al-
lowed it to be conferred, in acoordance with Mr. Bayard’s
suggestion, upon his eolleague the Min:ster of Finance. The
hon. gentleman says that we owe a great deal to the right
arm of Great Britain in this controversy. I do not think
that the military power or the diplomatic resources of Eng-
land were of the slightest use to us. On the contrary, I balieve
they have done us much mischief. I believe that the hon.
gentlemen on the Treasury benches would scarcely have ven-
tared to enter upon their policy so impudent, so offensive
to the people of the United States, and 80 mischievous and
disastrous in its cousequences to the people of this country,
if they had not supposed the Government of England would
have helped them through the difficult erisis upon which
they had entered. What has happened forces us to recog-
nige the fact that the 60,000,000 of people to the south of us
are supreme on this continent, that the Munroe doctrine, on
the whole, is pretty w.il established on this continent, and
that while the Government of the United Kingdom are
ready to aid us by any amount of good advice, they will
never be disposed to sid us with anything which can” be of
more offect. They recognise the fact that the Government
of the United States is supreme, that whatever power or
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liberty we possess, we enjoy in a large degree by saiferance,
and that it is necessary we should act with great care and
prudence in order that we may tide over the difficulties by
which we are surrounded in consequence of the action of
hon. gentlemen on the Treasury benches. They point out
the necessity of making & new departure, of establishing
new relations, of altering the course upon which we have
entered, and adopting one more in consonance with the
circumstances and facts with which we are surrounded. The
hon. the Minister of Finance has told us that he made a
proposition in favor of unrestrioted reciprocity, that he
proposed toleave the fishery question in abeyanoce by making
other provisions by a collateral arrangement such as that
which existed before. I have no reason to question the
sceuracy of the hon. gentleman’s statement. But what
puzzles me is this, The hon, gentleman's chief at Washing-
ton, Mr., Chamberlain, deelared himself against such a
policy before he left the United Kingdom. The hon.
gentieman’s chief who sits beside him (Sir John A. Mao-
donald) declared himself against such a policy some time
ago, Now, how was it that the hon. gentleman, in spite of
the avowed declaration of Mr., Chamberlain in England,
and in spite of the avowed declarations of the hon, First
Minister here, offered unrestricted reciprocity to the
United States ? Supposing the American Government
had taken up that proposition and accepted it. Sap-
posing they had said: You have offered us unre-
stricted reciprocity, we are ready to accept it and to
enter into negotiations on that basis. Was the hon. gen-
tleman prepared to stand by his policy? Was. Mr. Cham-
berlain, notwithstanding his declaration on the other side of
the Atlantic, prepared to stand by his policy ? 1 would like
to know. There are a great many people in this House and
on both sides of the Atlantic who would like to have a solu-
tion of this question. The right hon. the First Minister did
not seom fully-to realise the extraordinary change that had
taken place. The hon, gentleman has been saying for a
long time * heads up.” But the hon. the Minister of Finance
came back from Washington and said: * tails up’’; and it
was a most disagreeable position for the First Minister as
well as for those who sit around him, I would like to know
how it was the hon. gentleman obtained the consent of the
First Minister to the policy that he did not seem altogether
1o realise, even after the hon, gentleman’s return and after
he had entered into these negotiations. I am rather in-
clined to think that the hon. gentleman had the assent of the
First Minister to a proposition of the sort, but I am inclined
to think the First Minister was disposed to give that asseat,
knowing the Americans desired that interpretation
of the treaty, with a view of checkmating hon. gentlemen
on this side. Let him take this side of the House for one
moment into his confidence, and tell us whether he does
think that the hon, Minister, who sits beside him, in mak-
ing that proposition with his assent, did not, after all, bun-
gle it a little, and prodnce an impression different from that
which the First Minister intended to produce. 1 am sure
if the hon. gentleman would make a clean breast of it, I am
sure if he would freely avow the sentiments he entertained,
I am sure if he would tell us what he instructed his Minis-
ter to do, and how far afield he was in following strictly
those instructions, we would have a considerable amount of
light thrown upon this proposition of unrestricted recipro-
city by the hon, the Minister of Finance—the more especi-
ally that the hon. the Minister of Finance said it would be
just as foolish to propose unrestricted reciprocity to ths
United States as it would be to undertake to construct a
railway to the moon. Yet, notwithstanding the folly of the
. proposition, the hon. gentleman made it. Now, I shall ask
the attention of the House for a few minutes to some of
the provisions of this treaty.

8ir JOHN A, MACDONALD. It is time.

Mr, MILLS (Bothwell). Well, I think that the time I
have oecupied, I have applied to the discussion of somse of
the features of this question, which were brought under the
attention of the House by the hon. gentleman’s colleague,

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. Certainly,

Mr, MILLS (Bothwell). The most important provision
of this treaty is that relating to the surrender of our
sovereignty over a large area of water, an ares which must
embrace in the neighborhood of 20,000 square miles, The
hon. gentleman has but to look at the map to see what an
extraordinary area of what we suppossd to be a part of our
Dominion, and in that I include Newfoundland as well, we
have given up. I wish to call the attention of the House to
the position taken by the United States on this head-
land question, The United States have never main-
tained that the contention we have putforward with regard
to the bays and headlands is peculiar to the Con-
vention of 1818. On the contrary, they admit that
the Convention of 1818, in laying down the shore line,
simply followed the rules of international law,—that, in
fact, if there had been no treaty at all, and we had exclusive
dominion over our waters, the same question would have
been raised as has been raised in this treaty. The hon,
gentleman shakes his head, but I say that would be so.
That conteuntion, again and again, has been put forward by
the United States. The United States insisted upon the
maintenance of these rules, that is the rules relating to the
headland question, believing them to conform to the well
established principles of international law.They believed them
to conform to the law of nations which treats of the mari-
time boundary of States as being three miles from any shore,
bay, creek, river, &ec., precisely as does the Treaty of 1818.
The Convention of 1818 did nothing more than lay down
the rule of international law in this particular. If tbat is
80, and they themselves state that in the case and argue
it before the Halifax Commission, what is our posi-
tion? It is exactly the position of the United States.
Whatever right they bave over the bays on their coaste, we
have over the bays on our coaste, The maximum size of &
bay in any other country capnot be greater than that in our
own country. What have the Supreme Court of the United
States and their Attorney General and the district courts
decided in regard to the bays on their coasts? They have
decided that the bays belong to the States in which they
are situated, or are in common to the States which they may
divide, Justice Story, in a very important case, held that
the Bay of Delaware was not & part of the high seas be-
cause, as he said, it was between the jaws of the land and
was therefore a part of the land. That same rule has been
recognised in the opinion of their Attorney General, and
does anyone suppoae that, if the Minister ot Finance had said
to the American representatives, if you dispute our preten-
sions in regard to our bays upon our cosets
we must refer this to an international commission, and
the rule on our coasts is precisely the same as
the rule in regard to bays on your coasts, in regard
for instance, to the Bay of Delaware, which is 15 miles
wide, to Chesapeake Bay, which is 12 miles wide, to Massa.
chusetts Bay, which is 40 miles wide, and we claim the
same right to go into those bays as you claim to come
into onr bays, and if there is a dispute, it must be sub-
mitted to arbitration, and it will apply to your bays as
well as to ours—doos #uy one suppose that the American
Government would, in face of the decision of their own
courts, and the opinion of their own law officers, have in-
sisted against us that our conmteution was erronecus? I
believe it was in the power of the British commissioneis
to dictate their own terms on that matter, and that the
Americans, anxious as they are to enter into our waters for
fishing pu s, wounld never surrender their rights over
their own E:ys in order to secure that; and it was impos-
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sible, after the line which they had taken before the Hali-
fax Commission, for them to have successfully contended
against us if we chose to stand out against their contention.
Then I call attention to the decision which was given by
the Queen’s Bench in England. There was a case of murder
which took place in the Bristol Cbaurel, which is more
like one of our bays than any other arm of the sea in the
United Kingdom, I think it is 20 miles wide at the mouth,
but it was decided by the Court of Quaeen’s Bench that it
was not part of the high seas, but was a part of the counties
between which it ran. Then there is a decision of the
Judicial Committee of the Privy Courcil as to the dispute
which took place between two cable companies as to Concep-
tion Bay on the east coast of Newfoundland, which is 20 miles
wide. It was beld that that was part of the island and not
part of the high seas. In view of the decision of the Privy
Council, in view of the decision of the Queen's Bench in
Ergland, in view of the decision of the Supreme Court of
the United States, the district courts and law officers of
the United States, in favor of the contention which we have
always put forward, 1 say that it was only necessary to say
to the people of the United States or to the negotiators on
their behalf: If you dispute our contention, the whole
question of tho bays on your coast as well as the bays on
ours must be referred to some impartial tribunal, and we
are ready to abide by that; and I have no doubt whatever
as to what would have been the result, It is utterly im-
possible that the American commissioners could have con-
tended for a different rule being applied to Canada if our
case had been fair(y put on the impregnable grounds which
were open to those Canadian commissioners, if they had
seen proper to insist upon those grounds. We have heard
a reference made to the North Sea Treaty, for the
purpose of defending the concessions which have been
made jn this treaty in regard to bays and headlands.
There is no analogy between the North Sea Treaty and
the treaty which is now spread before us. In the North
Sea Treaty there were half a dozen parties concerned.
There were Norway, Denmark, Germany, Holland, Bel-
gium, France and the United Kingdom. They were all
interested. There were bays extending into the territories
of each of these powers, and there was a provision agreed to
that ary bay which was more than ten miles wide at its
mouth should be common property for fishing purposes.
That provision was made because it was a matter of com-
mon convenience, because each party to the agreement had
something to concede, and each had sometbing to gain.
The rule which was adopted was one Which is not applicable
to our case. It was not a treaty made under =ny rule
of international law, but for the convenience of each, and
for the benefit of the fishermen of each of the different coun-
tries which were interested. Is that our position ? What
bays on the other side have been thrown open to us ? What
bays more than ten miles wide on the American coast
have we obtained any right to enter? From the first to
the last this has been & concession on our part. There
was no analogy betwen thie case, this treaty which we have
tiow before us for consideration, and the treaty which has
been referred to in regard to the North Sea. I would
like to ask the House tor a moment to look at Articles 3,
4 and 6. Article 3 declares that all bays less than ten
miles wide are to remain the exclusive property of Canada,
that bays more than ten miles wide are common fishing
property until you reach a point where the bay is less than
ten miies wide, and then the line is drawn. Article 4

specifies certain bays which are more than ten miles wide, |

Which are to remain the exclusive property of Canada, but

there are many bays which are omitted, such as Placentia

Bay, Hare Bay, Bonaventure Bay, Ccnception Bay, St,

George Bay, and other bays on the shores of Newfoundland

which were formerly regarded as the exclusive property of
Mr. MiLus (Bothwell),

the Crown and are now made the common property of all
nations. I asked the hon. gentlemanto give an explanat.xon
of Article 5. He did not give an explanation of the article
but he gave an example of a bay which would come within
the provisions of that article, That is onl_y one case, 'I
think Article 6 will come within & construction which will
limit the provisions contained in Article 3. It is negative
in its provisions. It simply says:

“ Nothing in this treaty shall be comstrued to include within the
common waters such any interior portions of any bays, creeks or har-
bors as cannot bs reached from the gea without passing within three
marine miles mentioned in Article 1 of the Convention of October 20,
1818.”

Now, the hon, the Ministeggave us an instance where there
were two or three islands scattered in the month of a bay,
and he said that, where that was more than six miles wide,
that would be common fishing ground. Bat that does not
appear in this clause, which says that “nothing in this
treaty shall be construed to include within the common
waters any such interior portions of any bay, &ec., as can-
not be reached from the sea without passing within the
three marine miles mentioned in Article 1.” Take the
Bay of Mines, that is twenty miles across, that has an en-
trance eight miles wide—does the hon. gentleman say that
you could exclude American fishermen from that bay?
I say that it is as clear as mnoon day that they are
admitted under the provisions of that article. If a
bay is more than six miles between headlands, and
it widens out into a basin more than ten miles
wide, then it becomes common fishing ground as long as
the parties keep more than three miles from the coast. It
is clear that under that article, the American contention of
the Treaty of 1818, is allowed to operate in the case of a
large number of bays upon the coast of Nova Scotia, and
upon the coasts of Newfoundland, Now, that being the case,
the hon, gentleman will see that, in the first place, he has
restricted our contention by thesurrender of a large number
of bays, by far the greater number, that are over ten miles
wide, and then he has further restricted it by surrendering
all those that are more than gix miles between the head-
lands, if they widen out into basins more than ten miles
wide. [ say it is as clear as anything can be that that is
the constraction which will be put upon that article, and it
seems to me that must have been the constraction that was
intended. With no negative provisions such as are con-
tained in that article, it iz quite impossible that the hon.
geutleman and those who advised him, could have failed to
understand the scope of its provisions. I have sometimes
seen it stated in the press which supportis the hon. gentle-
men, that it would be no use to raise the question as to the
rights of the Americans to bays upon their coasts, becanse
there are no fish in them. Well, Sir, this is not a peddlar’s
question, it is a question of sovereignty ; and there are
other considerations besides merely the right of fishing, or
the use of those bays for fishing purposes, to beborne in mind..
We cannot expect always to be at peace, we cannot expect
always to be just in the circumstances in which we are
placed now, and it is of the utmost consequence to us that
those large bodies of water upon our coasts which we have
hitherto claimed to bea portion of our territory, should have
remained such that our sovereignty over them should be
maintained. Why, Sir, if the United States, in bays and
haibors in which there are no fish, which have no value for
fishing purposes, so tenaciously uphold their pretensions,
of how much greater consequence is it to us to uphold and
maintain our rights in the bays upon our coasts, when they
are valuable for other than maritime purposes, and those of
defence. Yet, the hon. gentleman has mnot in a single
instance, so far as we know, raised the question of the pre-
tensions of the United States. Sir, we know what the
Americans are &t this moment maintaining with regard to
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Behring's Sea. Here is & sea nearly 2,000 miles in length
and more than 2,000 miles in width, of which they claim
dominion to one-half; and at the very time when they aro
claiming dominion over a sea which, from point to point, is
more than 2,000 miles across, they are denying to us our
sovereignty and dominion over bays that are more than ten
miles across, and that concession the hon. gentleman,
by this treaty, bhas made. 1 do not pretend to
say that the hon. gentleman, in conceding some of the
pretensions with regard to commercial intercourse, has
made provisions that are detrimental to the interests of
this country. I think that these might well have been
conceded, I think they ought to have been conceded with-
out a treaty atall. I thiok it was unfortunate for this
country that these questions were raised. It was the meddle-
some oversight of the Minister of Marine and Fisheries and
the Micister of Customs that raised these questions. I do
not eay that the responsibility wholly rests with them,
for I have no doubt whatever that in this matter they had
the support and approval of their colieagues ; but I say that
the exasperation which the hon. gentleman says he has
done so much to allay, the irritation which he says, and
which we saw from the negotiations, stood in the way of
all negotiations for a time, the exasperation and irritation
which the hon. gentleman makes the justification of the
unnecessary concession he has made, are due to the action
of those hon. gentlemen with reference to their commercial
policy upon our coasts. [f the hon. gentleman had not
adopted his fishing regulations, if he had not undertaken
vexatiously to worry and annoy American fishermen, if the
hon. gentleman had not made vexations customs regulations,
which the Minister of Justice said were absolutely necessary
for the protection of our fisheries, but which the Minister
of Finance, with his new experience, declares were wholly
unnecessary, and may be safely conceded, and are con-
ceded by this treaty. I say it is unfortunate they were
raised at all, because by raising them, they had not
only eonceded what onght never to have been denied, but
they have also conceded that which was absolutely neces-
sary to the due proteciion of this country in case of diffi-
culty and of danger, 8ir, the hon. gentlemen, while pro-
fessing to foel great interest in the fisheries, have done
little or nothing to furnish adeguate harbor accommodation
and protection to the fishing vessels which are engaged in the
deep sea fiskery. We know that is where the real dificuity
exists, and from this treaty we know, if we did not know
before, that it is the deep-sea fisheries which the Americans
regard as of the utmost consequence to them. The hon,
gentleman has proposed negotiations for our inshore fizher-
les. Have the Americans accepted the offer of the hon.
gentleman? They tell us that they are very valuable, they
are growing more and more valuable from day to day. Bat
that is not the opinion of the American fishermen, because
they have refused to negotiate for them, they consider them
of no consequence; what they regard of consequence are
facilities for engaging in the deep sea fisheries, and the hon.
gentleman has adopted a policy which has provoked retalia-
tion and brought about concessions that will go a long way
to put American fishermen in a better position for
engaging in the deep-sea fisheries than they ever were
before. What now does he propose to do? To cqualise
the condition of things and to improve the position of
the deep sea fisheries of the Maritime Provinces? The
hon. gentleman has proposed nothing, he has suggested
rothing, he has left those fishermen to take care of them-
sclves. He first exasperated, then he conceded to the Ameri-
can fishermen what was necessary to sllay their exaspera-
tion. And 80 we are in the humiliating position of being
called upon here to-night to ratify what these hon, gentle-
men have done in sacrificing a large portion of the terri-
tories of this country, of our sovereignty over that terri-
wry,lv:;tchont at all being aware that those sacrifices and

concessions will satisfv the people of the United States.
Why, Sir, it would at least have been dignified if the hon,
gontleman had waited a short time to see whether the
Amerioan people would approve of what has been done.
The hon, gentleman knows that to-morrow his treaty will
be postponed or rejected, and before it is postponed or
rejected he wauts to commit this House to this proposition
80 that it mast be made the starting point in all futare
negotiations. The hon. gentleman feels that the position of
the Government is one of hamiliation and that the Parlia-
ment of this country ought to be made sharers in the dis-
credit of the work that has been done,

Mr. WELDON (Albert), The hon. member for South
Ocxford (Sir Richard Cartwright) at the close of the debate
on the fisheries treaty on Friday night or Saturday moro-
ing when discusring with the Finance Minister the reasons
why there had been a miscarriage of some arrangement for
the closing of the debate during that sitting of the House,
took occasion to administer a rebuke to those members of
the House who were not sworn of the Privy Council or who
had not special acquaintance with the fisheries question,
because they had ventured, among the number being my
hon. friend the junior member for Halifax (Mr. Kinney),
the hon. member for Lunenburg (Mr. Eisenhauer) and the
hon. member for Shelburne (General Laurie) to take
part in this debate. There are eighty odd young mem-
bers of this House, and I think it did not well become
a Liberal leader to express this illiberal sentiment.
Those of us who represent maritime constitnenocies,
however young we are in Parliament and how ever
unable we may be to debate those questions with older and
stronger men, yet feel it to be our duty and our right to
speak on these questions as well as we may. I must to-night in
coming to the fishery question compliment the Minister of
Marine who has for two and a-half years now held that
portfolio on the happy termination of the long and arduous
straggle in which he has been engaged. Last summer in
the city of St. John, the right hon. the First Minister took
oceasion - to pay a splendid compliment to his young ocol-
league, in view of the courage and patience and the cour-
tesy which he bad shown in his most difficult duties during
tho:e two years, which more than, or certainly as much as,
any two previous years since Confederation, called for the
exercise of the very highest qualities in the administration
of the department ; and that compliment found an echo
all through New Brunswick. The hon. member for Both-
well (Mr. Mills) opened his speech to-night by asking why
it was that the Administration was in so great a hurry, why
they were bound to close this debate, why they must come
to a conclusion before we know what action had been taken
by the American Senate. But here is a bargain, and if it
is to be ultimately ratified by the Imperial Parliament, by
the Dominion Parliament, by the Newfoundland Legislature
and by the American Senate it will never be carried out if
each one is waiting for the other, for some one must begin.
We have had the present Bill on our Order Paper and we
have commencel; and what could be more business.like
and proper than that having begun we should conclude the
matter? The hon. member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) says
the treaty will be rejected, or he thinks the treaty will be
rejected. He seems to share that feeling. Why will the
Americans reject the treaty if it is on the part of Canada
such a base and abject surrender, as the hon. gentleman
says it is? There is scarcely an offensive adjective in the
English language that the hon. gentleman has not applied
to this treaty. The old ground has been travelled again.
The hon, gentleman has repeated the old charges that we
were harsh, exasperating, impolitic, irritating, in the
administration of oar laws for the last two years.

Mr, MILLS (Bothwell). The Minister of Marine says 0.
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. Mr, WELDON (Albert). I will notsay, as the right hon.
gentleman who leads this tHouse said with respect to another
Opporition member, that the hon. member for Bothwell (Mr.
Mills) is & perfect Bourbon, forgets nothing and learne
nothing. The hon. gentleman is an imperfect Bourbon, he
learns nothing, but he forgets everything. He forgets, if
be was present in the House, the adequate answer which
the Minister of Marine and Fisheries gave to those charges.
He has not in substance made a new charge, but he has
given the appearance of novelty to old statements by giving
the names of five or six new vessels, and he has taken the
responsibility, as & member of the Canadian Parliament,
sreaking to five millions of people and beyond, to say what
the responsible Ministers of the Unpited S.ates never
said and npever dared to say, namely, that ia the case
of the vessels Rattler, Caroline Vought, Sarah B.
Puinam, Newell B. Hawes, Stowell, and Sherman we
were guilty of ornelty and inhumanity. Let ms go into
this mattor a little more fully, The facts are that specific
oharges of inhumanity against the Canadian Government in
regard to those fishing vessels were actualiy distributed
through the American press. What was the origin of 1he
distribution of that news, what did it begin with, whence
did it all come? It came from this. The American Senate
appointed a committee to tuke evidence as to the extent of
those illeged inhumanities on the pari of the Caradian Gov-
erument. Their commissioner, the late Spencer F, Baird,
sent out & circular letter, which I will read to substantiate
what I said :

¢ Unirep 8TaTES CoMMissioN OF Fisu AND FisHeriks,
¢ WasninaroM, D, 0., 5th February, 1887.

‘81r : I forward herewith for your information a copy of a communica-
tion from Mr. R, Edward Earle, in charge of the division of fisheries of
this commission, accompanied by a list of New Hngland fishing vessels
which have been inconvenienced in their fishing operations by the Can-
dian authorities during the past geason; these being in addition to the
vessels mentioned in the reviged listof vessels involved in the contru-
wversy with the Canadian aunthorities farnished to your committea on the
26th January by the Secretary of State.

‘“The papers containing the statements were received from the
owners, masters, or agents of the vessels concerned, and though not
ascompanied by affidavits are believed to be correct.

“SPENCER F. BAIRD,

¢ Commissioner.
# Hon. Groran F. Kpunxps,”
“ Ohairman Oommittee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate.”

1 .have, here the letter of Mr. Earle, to whom Mr. Baird’s
letter was written, After siating :

‘“Some time sinoe, at your request, I mailed ocirculars to owners or
sgenta of all New Eagland vessels employed in the food-fish fisheries *’

He saye, as follows, in the concluding sentence :—

‘‘1 enclose for your consideration a list of these vessels, together with
s brief abstract of the statemenis of the owners or masters regarding the
treatment received. The statements were not accompanied by affi-
davits but are believed to be entirely reliable.’’

Evidence was not taken, witnesses were not examined or
orose-oxamined, and there were none of the guarantees
which the British law (throws around evidence to prevent
lmpogition, but, on the coutrary, those unsupported,
unsworn statements were sent throughout the United States,
but I am proud to say the Secretary of State would not take
%% biumeelf the responsibiiity which the hon. member for
Bothwell (Mr, Mills), has taken tc-day of distributing those
infamous falsehoods broadcast thioughout the whole
country. To come to the question proper: 1t was to all of
us  feeling of reliet when we learced that the Finauce
Minister and his confréres had returned from Washington
with & treaty. The one disturbing element in the relations
of the two great powers, Great Britain and the United
States, for & hundred years has been this fishery question.
?‘hat was the devil, so to say, which the diplomatists would
ay for a time but never exorcise. We adopted & measure
Mr, WxLpon (Albert).

in 1818, we obtained a temporary adjustment in
1854, we had a temporary adjustment 1in 1871, but
we have before us in the schedule of the Bill
the draft of a treaty which, if ratified, will put
an end forever to those quarrels of a century’s
standing. Let us very briefly clear our minds of all matters
of detail and once more very rapidly turn our attention to
the muin substantial outlines of this matter, In all our
fishery negotiations with the United States we have held in
our bands three properties, and it is desirable that in consi-
dering this question we should keep them distinct. First
we bave exclusive fishing in the three-mile limit, and our
legal right in this matter has never been contested. We
have, secondly, our exclusive fishery in the territorial bays
or in the words of the old treaty, ¢ British bays,” and, thirdly,
we have the advantages of neighborhood to the fishing
grounds. How are we to deal with these, one after the
other, in this treaty ? The policy of 1854 was to sell ourrights
in that matter for a market and we sold the rights of our
fishermen in the inshore fisheries for a market, a market for
our fishermen it is true, a market for the farmers, a market
for the miners and a market for the lumbermen, You may say
that was *“ robbing Peter to pay Paul ” and the friends of the
fishermen 30 years ago felt that way about it, but
there is the fact. I will not dwell as the hon. member for
Bothwell (Mr. Mills) did on the cause of the termination of
that treaty. No doubt he was in part right when he
attributed the abrogation of the Eigin Treaty to the ill
will between the northern States and ourselves. But that
is not a fair statement of the entire cause in my judgment.
1 think the material reason why the Elgin Treaty ot 1854
was abrogated in 1866, was that there was a profourd
jealousy in the city of New York, and among the carrying
companies west of New York, of the St. Lawrence route
and the St. Lawrence cities. That had eomething to do
with the abrogation of the Treaty of 1£66, Under the
Eigin Treaty we sold our inshore fisheries for a market,
In'1871, we sold them for gold. The hon. membsr for
Bothwell (Mr. Mills% said that every view he had in respect
to the Washington Treaty of 1871 he held to-night. 1 say
again he is not correct and that he has & bad memory. I1f
he will look back on & speech he made in 1871 he will find
some predictions .of his that certainly have not - been
verified. The hon. gentleman is much more sucecessful in
his historical than his prophetic utterances. The role of a
prophet is dangerous to all men, and they who prophesy
least bave least to take back. At the time of the
Halifax Commission the hon. gentleman made a speech
in which he said it was uiterly imp.ssiblo for a commis-
sion to decide on the relative value of Canadian and Ameri-
can fisheries, leading us to suppose we could get nothing
out of that commission, ,Wel‘l), we did get something out
of the commission. We got & round five and a half million
do'lare, It may have been a small sum altogether, but it
was quite a respeetable sum and enough to falsify this

rophe.y so confidentially mede by the hon. member for

othwell {(Mr. Miils). %Vhat is our policy in this treaty
with respect to the inehore fisheries? One statement was
made the other night by the hon. the Minister of Justice,
in his encounter with the hon, member for Queen’s, P.E.l,
(Mr. Davies), and a statement which got a quicker response
from this House than any other statement made, and than
which, in my judgment, there was no more statesmanlike
remark made in the course of this debate—I refer to the
statement that it was # wise policy for the Canadian people,
looking to their future, to hold those inshore fisheries and
to preserve the fisheries within this three mile limit,
and that we have pursued a wiser course here than we
did in 1864 or 1870, Those marginal seas, as we call
them, are, so to speak, the ﬁsEerman’s farm, Oaur
fishermen leave the shore at early morning before daylight,
take their boats, lines and nets and go to their farms on the
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sea and return with the fruits of their labor at night.
Our farmers in the same way go oat in the early morning
to their fields and bring in their harvest in the harvest time
at night. If we preserve this policy whioh is embodjed in
the Treaty of 1888, the resalt will be, Mr, Speaker, that we
wil! keep our fishermen at home, that we will make our
fisheries & groduc,tive and a permanent indasiry in the
oountry, and when by-and-bye the day will come when we
will bave, as all growing people must have, to raise a navy
and sapport a navy for her own defence we have there the
nuclens of a fine body of men out of which a navy can be
made. It is a statesmanlike principle to guard our tisheries
for our own people, and just as necessary as to gnard our
forests, onr mining area or our marsh lands and not sell
them en bloc to a stranger. The hon. memb:r for B thwell
(Mr. Mills) said that the headland question was the great
question, and I quite agree with him. It has been
the material cause of the quarrel between the two
peoples. It has been in coutroversy since 1818, and I agree
with him that the difficulty, however, is largely a difficulty
a8 to a principle of law, for the words of the treaty are
reasonably clear, Hopn, members all know very well the
several contentions on this question. The rule, of courso,
is that the high seas are free from the dominion of any one
and that tho property in the fish there is free to all. Every-
one understands that some small bays are part and parcel
of the State that bas its headlands and strand lying between
them, but the controversy lics as to how large a bay must
be befcre it may properly be called part of the high ses.
When the plenipotentiaries met last November in Wash-
ington, they had before them the old Treaty of 1818, which
simply says:

. “ Whereby American fishermen renounce forever their right to come
into British seas.”

The word “ British” is not defined and the whole juestion
has been how are we to come to the meaning of ¢ British "
or to its equivalent word “ territorial?” The hon, gentle-
man said that in our negotiating this treaty we had gone
to the American Government in a spirit of 200 years ago
and that our diplomacy was a medizval one. I tell the hon.
member for Bothwell (Mr, Mills) that his law is medimval
law, and that he has quoted to this House on this subject
exploded authorities of the last century. He has quoted
here the opinions of Judge Story, » hich are opinions given
many years ago., 1 wonder why he did not quote Chaun-

cellor Kent, who was an authority on this subject many |

years ago. With his permission 1 will quote from Woolsey
who has reviewed the opinions of those men who held that
bays stretching from 'quite distant headlands, sach as from
Cape Ann to Cape Cod, and from Nantucket to Montank
Point, apd from that point to the Capes of the Delaware,
and from the South Cape of Florida to the Mississippi, were
within the limit. Woolsey holds that those are not territo-
rial waters and he says:

‘¢ But guch broad claims have not it is believed been much nrgzd sad
they are out of character for & uation that has ever asssrted the freedom
tzif g::’l)’tfql waters a3 well as contrary to the spirit of more recent
The hon. memher for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) quoted the
Attorney General of the United States, but he did not do ns
the favor to say what Attorney General. He did not tell
us, and the opinion may be a8 old and obsolete as the
opinion of Judge Story. The hon. gentleman proposed

js not determined by a uniform rule.”

10 deal with the opinions of the nglish courts on this matter. !
He said the common law courts in Bngland dealt with this'
matter and he spoke of a ease where the English court
claimed to have jurisdiction over a vessel in the Bristol
Channel. That particalar point of the Bristol Channel isin
the county of Glamorganshire in Wales aad the channel is
properly speaking but the mouth of the river and bears no
analogy whatever to asy of the waters in controversy in
this country, for example the Bay des Chaleurs. He dealy

more fairly and stated more appositely the case when he
dealt with a decision of tho Privy Usuneil in the Conceptiéh
Bay case, in which the question was raised as to the atithey-
ity of the Newfoundland Logislatare over a poiat of 1aad
four miles from the inner part of Concention Bay, wheré'd
cable company had placed & buoy. Tha hoh. gentléman
misled this House. I do not say that he'deliberitely ' and
intentionally misled the House but he led us'to understand
that the Boglish court in that case proceeded upoa a file
of law, that a point four miles from th> shore of Oouceptio
Bay was a part of the high seas. I say that i notthe ’rn\‘iig
of the court in this case snd the ruling af the court is'quith
the contrary, They said that the Br tish Parlidmont” had
declarel that Conoeption Bay was part of the British wateés
and a British court is boand by the words of an Imperial
statute whatover their opinion of tho law may bs, I wif{
read what Lord Blackbarn said in giving jidgment on thiy
Conception Bay case. Lord Blackburn had not made up
his mind on this point, but the hon. member for Bothwetl
g\lr. Mills) seems to have made up his mind on it if Lord

lackburn did not: ‘ ’

‘It does not appear to their lordships that jurists aud text-writers
are agreed what were the rules as to dimensions and configuration,
whieh, apart from other eonsiderations, woull lead to the sonclusion
that a bay is or is not a part of the territory of the State pssessing the

adjoining coasts, and it has never, that they can find, been made the
ground of judicial determination.” =

The hon. gentleman said that there had been judgment in
different oourts on this rule of law. Lord Blackburo says
there has been no judgment with which he is sequainted.
1t it were neccssary in this case to lay down a rule, the difficulty of
the task would not deter their Lordships from attempting to falfil is,
But in their opinion it is not necessary to do so. It sesms to them
that, in point of fact, the British Government has for a long period ex-
ercised dominion over this bay, and that their claim has been aequi
in by other nations, so as to show that the bay has been for a long time
occupied exelusively by Great Britain, a circumstance which, in the
tribuaals of any country, would be very important. And, moreover
(which in a British tribunal is eonclusive), the British Legislatare hwe
by Acts of Parliament declared it to be i“t of the British nmtm'{. and
part of the country made subject to the Liegislature of Newfoun tland.!”

I think, Mr. Speaker, that this effectnally disposes of thaé
aspect of the case. By ths law of nations, what aro our
rights in land-locked bays, like the ray of Chaleurs? We
can only find the law of nations from two sources—the
opinions of the great text-writers and the courts, and the
hstory and practice of nations. I do not know uny subject
in international law about which there is so much contro-
versy, disagreement and confusion, as the subject of the
jurisdiction of nations in land-locked bays. 1 have obtained
in the library the opinions of all the authorities on this sub-
jeot that I could find, leavirg out English and Amerioan
authorities, and I will venture to give them to the House.
Azuni, Vol. I, p. 46, after asking the question: How
wide at the mont’Es bay must ba before the State which
owns the two defining headlands and theintervening strand
loses exclusive dominion over such bay, answers: * Never-
theless, there is no consensus of opiaion, and no accord in
national practice, respecting the extent of this sovereignty.”
Biuntschli, gt section 309 of his book on International Law,
says, “ Whore the width is but small.” Reyneval, in his
law of Nature and Nations, Vol. I, p. 299, says that there
is great uncertainty, *“but the extent of this property
Prof. De
Mariens states that there are conflicting theories, and
seems to favor the range of a double-cannon shot, so
that the bay could be defended from both sides,
Fiore, Vol. 1, p. 374,says: *We speak of bays of small
extent, not those a great width.” Do Hautefeuille, Vol. T,
page 93,says: ¢ The authors, unanimous upon the prin-
ciple of sovereignty, over the torritorial sea, are far from
agreed as 0 jt8 oxtent”’ Some say * 100 miles, some sa
60, some 3 milos, and some the horjzon.” Vattel, a etand-
ard author of not so many years ago, expresses himself in
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similar terms. In the light of these opinions, who can say
that the great writors on the law of pations are agreed.
The hon, gentleman says there is a definite rule, but they
#ay there is not a definite rule, and that in the absence of
public law, you are utterly at sea as to what your rights
are in these land-locked bays, Passing away from the writ-
ers, we have but one other means of determining what are
our rights, that is the practice of nations, The hon. gentle-
man has undertaken to deal with these matters, but [ may
be pardoned if I remind him that the practice of nations is
reasonably definite and clear. We are pot alone in our fish-
ery troubles. The fisheries on the North Atlantic coast are
not the only fisheries in which England has been iate-
rested. There are extensive fisheries on the eastern side of
the British Islands, and there are fisheries in the North
Sea, with reference to which Eugland has a treaty with
France, made in 1839, Io determining with Fraocce what
shounld be regarded as the maximum limit of jurisdictional
bays, England in that treaty had agroed to the ten
mile rule. In 1868 in a treaty with Germany with
reference to the fisheries in the North German
Ocean, she has also agreed to the ten mile rule.
Then there is the Treaty of 1862, to which the bhon, Min-
ister of Finance alluded, in which the same rule was fol.
lowed. I call the attention of the House to these facts, in
order to show that while there is no consensus of opinion
in the writers on international law, there is & uniformity in
the praotice of the great nations of Europe; and I do not
see how our negotiators could have expected to obtain more
tban the ten mile rule; yet Article 3 closes all the small
bays by the ten mile rule, and Article 4 closes all the large
ones by individual delimitation, Hon. gentlemen claim
that Canadian fishermen have under this treaty been de-
prived of their lawful fishing grounds, but the only possible
ones are the Gulf of St, Lawrence and the Bay of Fundy,
The hon. member for Northumberland stated the case fairly
the other night when he stated that all parties are agreed
that the Bay of Fundy is regarded as part of the high
sens, partly because of the great width of the bay, and
partly because the northern headland is in the United
States. The hon. member for Queen’s, P. E. I. (Mr. Duvies)
delivered a very interesting speech, a speech very highly
prized by this House, not altogether becanse of its own in-
herent merits, but also because of the very spirited rejoinder
which it provoked from the hon. Minister of Justice, I
thirk, if the hon. member for Queen’s would speak frankly
to-night as to his feelings when the Minister of Justice had
dope with him, he would say, with Sir Andrew Aguecheek,
“Plague on it! had I known him valiant and so cunning in
fence, 1 would have seen him damned before I challenged
him.” The hon, senior member for Halifax (Mr Jones)
took & high patriotic ground that was delightful to see. We
know the hon. gentleman and respect him highly, but the
patriatic role is not his normal role; and when he said
that, as & Cunadian, he was prepared to make sacrifices for
the sako cf the Ewmpire, I was astonished. He takes the
ground that this treaty and the interests of Canada have
been sacriticed by the excrcise of Imperial pressure and the
sane positiou was taken, and more strongly taken, by the
hon. member for Northumberland, Bat, Idesire to impress
this point on hon. members: that Great Britain, in nego-
tiating this treaty for her Canadian people, has preserved
to them the ten mile rule, and has held for them bays much
wider than ten miles, while in negotiating with reference
to the rights of her own inglish people in the German
Ocean she has no. gone 8o far or secured such great rights,
She has held out more strongly and stubbornly to protect
us than she has done to proteot her people at home., Mr.
Speaker, I must apologise for occupying the time of the
Hounse 80 long. I shall it down by saying that I share in
all sincerity the feelinys of the hon. member for Halifax,
whon he said he was glad to see a cause of quarrel between
Mr. WeLpon (Albert),

the two nations removed. I think we all express the hope
that this treaty will be ratified, we cherish the belief that
this treaty will be ratified by the Canadian Parliament, and I
cherish the hope that this treaty, in which undoubtedly we
have made concessions, will be ratified by the Americans.
it is a treaty that undoubtedly comes long below what we
argued for; it is undoubtedly a treaty of concession. We hope
the Americauns will ratify it, and thus remove the cause of
iil-will which has been standing for many years, But if they
should not ratify it, our labor would not be in vain. Here is
a treaty endorsed by an overwhelming majority of the
Cavadian Parliament ani people, and the responsibility of
putting it through their Senate has been accepted by
the American executive. 1t commands the support of one
powerful party in the United States, and with that enor-
mous weight of opinion at its back, whether it be rejected
or accepted, it will establish the rule that will hereafter
control the conduct of both nations.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. I hardly think the
hon. gentleman who has jus’ taken his seat was quite jasti-
fied in insinuating that I was desirous of stopping the
discussion the other night. On the contrary, we were
anxious to prolong it, and to give himself and other hon,
gontlemen on that side, as well as ourselves, an opportunity
of expressing their views. It was his own leaders who were
most desirous of shutting off that discussion on that occasion,
and depriving us of the pleasure of listening to the hon.
genileman. It appears to me there is really some little
inconvenience in this present dootrine of dual sovereignty
which appears to be exemplified on the other side of the
Honse. No doubt there have been occasions in our own
hirtory, in the old relations between the two Canadas, when
it was found convenient to have two heads to the Govern-
ment; and, in older times, there were two consuls in Rome,
but really on the present occasion it must be admitted this
arrangement comes rather hard, particnlarly on what I may
call, I hope without offence, the inferior members of the
Ministry. These hon. gentlemen are, I am sure, desirous,
as they ought to be, of keeping in accord with the
powers that be; but, Sir, it is very hard indeed for even
political Vicars of Bray to render proper obedience to the
powers that be, when the powers that be do not know their
own minds from week to week, and do not appear to agree
with each other as they ought to do. 8ir, 1 think that
the First Minister in particular, ought to consider the
feelings of his colleagues. He has been accused on various
occasions of looking on most of his colleagues as his
clerks rather than his colleagues. It is not for us to say
how far that suspicion is correct, but I am bound to say
that some of his proceedings of late do appear to give it a
good deal of color. In the present instance, take the case
of the hon, the Minister of the Iuterior, who, I am sorry
not to see in his place. How hard & case was his. He was
called upon to reply 1o myself on a recent occasion; and
after he replied, we find the Minister of Finance
coming down and riding ruthlessly over all his argamenta.
Well, perhaps the hon. the Minister of Finance may plead
there was not much argument to ride over. Indeed, I
virtually agree with him there; but that made it noue the
easier for the hon, the Minister of the Interior, Then theio
is the case of the Minister of Justice.. The Minister of
Justice was called upon to back up his leader in response
to the attack made on the Government by the hon.
member for Northumberland (Mr. Mitchell), and he rose
equal to the ocoasion. He not only expounded the law on
the occasion, but he declared, with his hand on his heart,
that he would be a traitor to the best interests of
his country if he advised, or the Government advised,
that we should bend to the caprice and suit our policy to
the dictation of any petty demagogue in the United Siates
Congresa. I submit that after those patriotic sentiments, it
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was oruel to the Minister of Justice, who depends on his
character to a great extent, that within a week he should
be compelled to draft a proclamation (and draft it very
badly) granting reciprocity in these identical articles which,
but a week before, he declarod could not be let in without
treason to the constitution, I do not koow how this con-
stant diet of humble pie may agree with houn. gentlemen
opposite. I am bound to eay, as regards the hon. Minister
of Justice, that it does seem to agree with him ; but it must
be a bard thing to have to swallow it all the time, and all I
can say with respect to these hon. gentlemen, is that it
ought to be considered in their wages.

“ Mr. MILLS (Bothwell), He is the master of Dotheboys
all,

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. I am certain of this:
I have known men occupying that position who would not
have consented to play such a part for seven times $7,000 a
year—aye, or for seventy-seven times $7,000. Now, we
bhave again the case of the hon, the Minister of Marine and
Fisheries, He was obliged, like his colleagues, to devote
great labor and great toil to compiling despatches, in which
he set out at great iength, and with very considerable foree,
how imperative it was for us to do all these things which he
did, for the purpose of maintaining our fisheries. He
showed ut that our fisheries were perfectly worthless unless
those customs regulations were enforced ; and how com-
pletely their value would be destroyed if these 1dentical
privileges which we are now asked to concede were
conceded to the American fishermen. The disavowal of
all this by the Minister of Finance  was very hard
on the Minister of Marine and Fisheries. I think the hon,
gentieman really ought not to call spon his colleagues, at
any rate at such very short notice, to swallow their own
words in this perfectly reckless fashion. I listened with
some altention to the hon. Minister of Marine and Fisheries
the other evening, and I must say that his arguments
savored strongiy of his department. They were of the
tish—fishy. There is no doubt, however, that the hon.
gentleman, however well he may have succeeded in
pleasing his friends on the other side, failed entirely
to account for the langmage which he and the hon.
the Minister of Justice had seen fit to use on a pre
vious occasion with respect to these idertical privileges
which they now agreed to concede. I think there is
no man here who has taken the trouble to examine those
minutes and despatches which those hop. gentlemen laid on
the Table, and to compare them, line by line, with the
treaty which we are now called upon to adopt, who will not
agree with me in saying that it is practically impossible for
us, or for any men, to declare that this is a treaty we oan
be proud of. It may be a necessary dose to be swallowed,
we will discnss that presently, but most assuredly, after the
stand which was taken by the hon. gentleman & year ago
and two years ago, no human being can say that any Cauna-
dian can be proud of the attitnde in which this country finds
itself tc-day. Now, my main reason for desiring to speak
to-night is that on the oceasion of a recent debate, to which
I msy be pardoned for alluding, I called the attention of
hon. gentlemen and their colleagues, and this House, to
the fact that there was practically no argument which they
could bring forward to induce us to adopt this fishery treaty,
which would uot also most fally justify me in the arguments
that [ then brought forward in dyefence of the right
of Canada to make her own treaties and her
own terms with the people of the United States.
Let me for one moment recall to the attention of the House
‘the argument which I then addressed to them. I pointed
out, in the first place, that the position of Canada,in regard
to the United, States, was entirely exceptional. I pointed

out that strict right, strict legal right, must yield to the

good of the Empire at large, and I pointed out that the Em-

pire itself had adopted atotally different rale as regarded the
United States from that which it had adopted with regard to
any other country under the sun, and therefore I drew the
conclusion that uorestricted reciprocity, though an un-
precedented, was an oxceptional thing, and was not
contrsry to the general good. What has been the
argument advanced by the Minister of Fisheries ? Why,
point by point, step by step, that hon. gentleman has
explained to this House that the position of Canada, as
regards the United States, is wholly exceptional, he has
explained to us that our strict legal rights must yield to
the general good of the whole Empire, that the English
Governmont have, and bave for good reasons I doubt not,
adopted a totally different rule in dealing with the United
States from that which they have adopted in dealing with
any other country, and, therefore, he drew the deduction
that these unexampled concessions, as he rightly called
them, might be expedient in this cass. It followed, as I
had warned the hon. gentleman and his followers that it
would have to follow, that he bas established, by his
own precedent, that unusual and unexampled concessions
might be made in the case of the United States, It
is rather remarkable—~I do not mean to say for & mo-
ment that it is to his discredit—to obaerve the isolation in
which the hon. gentleman appears to stand in the present
Cabinet. The hon. gentleman’s arguments are not the
arguments of his colleagues, the hon. gentleman’s language
is not the language of his colleagues, the hou. gentleman’s
ways are not the ways of his colleagues, and the resolution
which he arrives at differs very widely from theirs, I ob-
serve that the hon. gentleman declares, and declared cor-
rectly in this particular instance, that the Capadians pay
the duty, which is rather different from the doctrine which
has been avowed by his colleagues, and not only by his col-
leagues but by nearly overyone who supports him on that
side, He dwelt-—and there I am in accord with him—
upon the immense importance of the friendship of the peo-
ple of the United States to the people Canada and the peo-
ple of England. There again he was right, and it would
be well if some of his colleagues had shown a greater appre-
ciation of that great fact. The hon. gentleman told us,
and he told us truly, that a non aterconrse Bill, or a Re-
taliatory Bill, whatever it might be called, wonld be
a great injury to the people of Canads, though I do not
hear that he took his colleagnes to task, when they pro-
claimed the opposite. The hon. gentleman told us that he
undertook to attempt to obtain unrestricted reciprocity,
but that the Americans wounld not accept it. The hon. gen-
tleman may or may not deserve well of his countrymen,
There may be a difference of opinion in regard to that, But
I will pay that he has deserved exceedingly well of the
party with which he is connected, There can be no doubs
that he, and he sloue, saved them in 1887, and I believe that
he has saved them again in this negotiation from the conse-
quence of their own ill-judged folly in very nearly dragging
us into a ocollision with the people of the United States. My
hon, friend who last spoke was quite right in saying that it
was a very dubious question whether or not it was wise for
us to proceed now to the ratification of this treaty, There
are many reasons why we should not. There may be also
something to be said in favor of our doing so; but in any
case the Government must bear the responsibility. I have
dounbts whether we are doing a wise thing in ratifying this
treaty at this moment, but I am aware of the differences
which exist in the political constitutions of ourselves
auod the people of the United States; and it may be, as
we are constituted, that we are nearly as much committed
to tho action of our Government now as the United States
would be by the action of their Sesate, so I am disposed to
place the whole responsibility on tho Goverrment. They
may be acting under pressure from the Imperial Govero-
ment, or they may be acting under pressure from the Gov-
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ernment of the United States, with whom they came to
this arrangement. I am not gxoing to press them for an
answer in regard to that. The matter is one of grave donbt,
and I am going to leave the responsibility resting upon
them, But there are other matters of grave moment which
are involved. TFirst, it is better, on the whole, for us to
make these conocessions, and, in the next plage, how far
has the action of the present Government deserved the
approbation or the censure of the House? As to the first
point, no one can dispute the fact which the Minister him-
self has admitted, almost in so many words, in his speech,
that, by some misfortune or some blundering, call it
what you will, this negotiation was entered into at
a time which wasas inopportunein the interests of Canada as
it could be, I said, and I notice the hon, gentleman has re-
echoed what I said, that yon could not have entered into a
negotiation for the settlement of our fishery disputes
at & more unpropitious time than just before & presi-
dential election in the United States, and I think the
Government were to blame for allowing the matter to
drift so long instead of entering into the negotiation
at a more opportune time. Then, in the second place, 1
believe, whatever quibbles may be used, that all the con-
cessions are on the side of Canada. I have been unable to
see from any statement which has been made by hon. gentle-
men, that they have gained one single thing for which they
have contended. Still further, I notice that all matters
favoring Canada were carefully eliminated from the second
Treaty of Washington as they woere from the first. There
were other matters affocting our fisheries which «hould have
been dealt with on the north-west coasts of this Dominion
a8 well as on the north-east, and, in dealing with any other
power than the United States. the British Government would
‘have insisted that the negotiations should have included all
the fishery matters in dispute, including the fisheries action
of the United States officers in the Behring’s Sea, of which
we have as much reason to complain, at least, as the United
States have to complain of the action of our officers in re-
gard to their fishermen in the north-eastern corner of the
-Dominion. Why was not that allowed to be made a part of
the discussion by the commissioners? I am afraid that it
was eliminated for the same reasons for which the un
doubted wrongs of Cunada were passed over and were
unnoticed in 1871, becsusv it was not convenient for the
-American Governmuut to be called upon 1o enter into that
question at that time, because every argument which they
ocould use in favor of the action of their officers in the Behring’s
8ea wonld bave been in antagonism with their contentionsin
to the St. Lawrence and the Atlantic fisheries. I
fail to see where we have obtained any support from the
British authorities on this subject. Uyndoubtedly, dealing
with any other power, the British authorities would
have insisted that the »negotiations should cover these
-points, bat in our case these points were eliminated from
the disoussion, and even Mr. Chsmberlain himself stated
that our legal rights in Canads were sarrendered in this
matter, and he justified that setion on the gronnd of
the vast importance of the friendship ot the American peo-
le to the people of England. Sir, under these sircumstances,
it is utterly impossible for us to pretend that we had
any substantial assistance whatever from the presence of
the English plenipotentiaries ; and I heartily endorse the
statement of the hon. member for Northumberland (Mr.
Mitchell) that the intereste of Canada would have been much
more likely to have been attended to sucoessfully if
wo bad, in a matter which conceraed us chiefly, been
allowed to name our own negiotiators and conduct our own
negotiatious, and until we have the power to do that, I do not
believe, for my part, that we have any very great chance

of carrying such negoiiations to a successtul tcrmination. '

Then my hon. friend from Prince Eiward Island (Mr. Davies)
called attention to the fact—Ighave as yet beard no answer
Sie RioHARD CARTWRIGHT, ‘

whatever to his argument—that there would be very grea$
practical difficulty in eoforcing thia agreement. He called
attention to this fact: Now that you have admitted the
Americans to traverse the three mile belt, practically at
their own pleasure, uoless you maintain an enarmons flsst
of cruisers at almost ecery poiut frequented by thaese fisher-
men, you will find it entirely impossible to pravent them,
whenever they get an opportunity, from exercising their
craft. The Minister of Finance himself admitted in so many
words that the fishermen were an uncontrollable and intract-
able cla-s of men, in other words, that if they get an
opportunity of catching a few hundred barrels of mackeral
within the three mile limit, they were perfectly certaiu to
nse it unless a cruiser were alongside. That, Sir, I take it,
vou will find to be the actual state of the case. You will
tind that, under one pretence or another, American fisher-
men will traverse this belt at their own pleasure and will,
as it was contenled & year ago, under those circumstances,
and fully enjoy all the rights and privileges of the inshore
fisheries which the last speaker declared he was so
anxious to preserve. Lastly, Sir, I point out that this
is wholly and entirely at variance, be it right or be it
wrong, with the pretensions which the Goverument
advanced bat a year ago. This treaty may be an
honorable treaty or it may be a dishonorable one, but
one thing is sure, that if it be right to make it now,
the conduct of hon. gentlemen a yecar ago was the
maddest folly, inasmuch as rather than yield concesa
sions which they say now they can honorably yield, they
persisted, as the Minister of Finance has told us, in exay

perating & people whose friendship he rightly declared to
be of the vastest importance, not ouly to us, but to the
people of England as well. Well, Sir, what was the answer
of the Minister of Finance to all this? Practically he ad-
mitted it all. He admitted, as I have said, that the treaty
was negotiated at a very unfavorable time, but he went on to
tell us that we must bow to the logic of facts, we must look
at the sitaation, the hon, gentleman said, all round. It was
a great mistake, the Minister of Finance thought, that we
should have exasperated the Americans, He dwelt upon
that rejcatedly. He called attention again and again
to the fact that our policy had beoa such as to exasperate:
the .\ mericans, He declared that it could rot be too often
emphasised, that in the minds of the English people
the {riendship of the United States was of immense
importance to us and to the Empire, and he practi-
cally told us that on mature reflection—and I dare say
he was quite right—he bad come to the conclasion we
could not long resist a non-interconrse Bill. Last year he
did not think go, but this year, after a visit to Washington,
he has grown considerably wiger. I think that hon. gentle.
man, when he was brought face to face with the difficulties
of the situation, showed hirpself superior in judgment to his
colleagues, and recognised that they had made a tremendous
mistake, and he prepared to exegute his strategic movement
to the rear at the earliest possible moment. Sir, he recog-
nised, and we have got to recognise, that in matters of this
kind, to & very great extent, owing, no doubt, to their
position &8 an Huropean and Indian power, the English
peopte are, to a great degree, powerless to assist us, and that
being so, for peace’s sake, as the hon. gentleman traly aid,
we of Canada must bs prepared to give up our rights. Now,
Sir, I am not disposed to contrivene the positioun of the
bon, Minister of Finance altogether, but what I desire to
point out here, and what I shall poiot out elsewhere, is
that from the whole tone and tenor of his apology for
this fishery treaty we are now discussing, you must draw
of necessity these two inferences: first of all, that the posi-
tion of Canada toward the United States is taken wholly
and entirely out of all ordinary categories. 8Sir, we have

' got the right to deal with the United States as we have the

right to deal with no other nation. The plain truth of the
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matter is this, and it is time, and it is right, that that
truth should be known, the suzerain state cannot protect us
a8 against the United States, and, therefore, that suzerain
state has no right, as far as the United States are concerred,
to clasim from us that obediende which she would have a
right to claim if she was ablé and willing 10 protect us, as
Mr. Chamberlain put it, in our admitted legal rights. Sir,
we knew this before. Those of us who were not blind and
deaf to the whole sitnation, saw that this was the case the
moment the first Treaty of Washington was concluded, and
the rhoment Great Britain ififormed us that she was unable
to obtain compensation for Canada for the wrong which
had been admittedly perpetrated on our territory by Ameri-
can citizens, although it was as clear as daylight that the
Americans could advanée no argument which would justify
them, or justify any arbitrators in admitting their
claims for dumages in the ¢ase of the Alabamua and her con-
sorts, which did not go with tenfold more force to justify
the people of Canada in demanding that their claims should
be considered for wrongs done them in time of peace by
Fenian marauders on our shores, Sir, I say that was clear
from 1871, I say that is now beyond atl possibility of dis-
pute. I say that it follows, therefore, that the hon. gentle-
man is quite right, and that I am quite right, in saying that
we must make, from this time forth, the best bargain we can
with the United States, and that we must do it alone. Mr,
Speuker, it is worth while, in this connection, to call atten-
tion to a very remarkable document which wus laid upon
the Table of the House, that is, the personal &ind unofficial
lotter written by Mr. Bayard to Sir Charles Tupper, under
dato, Washington, 31st May, 1887, I think, Sir, that this
House will do well to ponder on what Mr. Bayard has therc

said:
# WasHingToxN, D.C., 318t May, 1887,

¢ My Dzam Sir CuHaBLES,—The delay in writing you has been un-
avoidable, In the very short interview afforded by your visit I referred
to the embarrassment arising out of the gradual practical emancipation
of Canada from the contrul of the mother country and the consequent
assumption by that community of attributes of autonomousaud seperate
sovereignty, not, however, distinct from the Empire of Great Britain.
The awkwardne:s of this imperfectly developed sovereignty is felt most
m-ongly by the United States, which cannot have formal relations with
Canada, except directly and a8 a colonial dependency of ths British
Orown, and nothing could beiter illustrate the embarragsment arising
from this amorphous condition of things than by the volumes of corres-
onience published severally this year relating to the fisheries by 1he
I()Jnit,ed States, Great Briiain, and the Governmeént of the Domizion.
7 he time lost in this circumlooution, although often most regrettable, was
the least part of the difficulty, and the indirectness of appeal and repiy
was the most serious feature, ending, as it did, very uneatisfactolelg. .
*¢ 1t ig evident that the commercial intercourse between the inhabi-
tants of Canada ard those of the United States has grown into too vast
proportions to be exposed much longer to this wordy triangular duel,
and more direct and responsible methods shoald be resorted to.’’

1 say that is plain common sense on the part of Mr,Bayard,
who thoroughly well understood the position of Canada
toward the United States and towards Hogland; and 1
regretted to find that the Minister of Finance,whom I thought
would have been disposed, fis he appeared to be in his reply
to Mr. Bayard, to have accepted aud endorsed Mr. Bayard's
statement, should, on the ottier haud, have declared that he
thought it was infinitely more desirable for us to deal
with the Unpited States under the mgis and protection
of Great Britain, 1, for one, wholly and eatirely repu-
diate that part of the coutention of the Minister of
Finance, 1 suy that Canada has grown to that siature
that in dealipg with the United States she ought to
be alluw.d to desl directly; and 1 say it will be ten
fold more to the interests of the pvople of Carada
that we should deal directly with the Uuited States,
without reference to Downingstreet or the British
ambassador at Washington either. There is another
injerence that must be drawn trom 'he very siriking
language that the Minister of Finance has used, aod that is
this: 1t appears to me to be only too clear that Canada
loat, and the Government lost, & very great opportunity in

this matter, It dppecars to me the Government, besidea
losing a great opportunity, placed us in B most
humilidting position, and they ran a very great risk,
When I come to examine this correspondence which passed
between Mr. Bayard and the hon, gentleman cpposite, [
cannot but feel that in all human probability, if we could
pierce through the diplomatic secresy which inevitably eu-
shrouds these negotiations, the House would find that when
the hon. Minister met Mr. Bayard, as I think he did in
Easter, 1£€87—1 think I am correct in that—several weeks
before these letters were written, when the hon. genileman
was brought face to face with Mr, Bayard, when he realised
where we were and whither we were drifting, he and Mr,
Bayard must then have come to the conclusion, which Mr,
Bayard aonounces in his letter, that the real and true means
for the extrication of Canada from all these difficulties was
a treaty of unrestricted reciprocity almost identically on
the line: that I myself have proposed. Why, this is what
Mr. Bayard indioates. Does any one suppose that Mr.
Bayerd oun 31st May, 188%, five or six weeks after he had
conferred with the hon. gentleman, would have made that
proposition unless he had some goid roason to suppose
that it would be accoptable to the Minister of Finance at
all events ? Sir, I believe that the Minister of Finance in
that respect was decidedly in advance of his colleagues, and
that if they had given him a free hand, if they had ellowed
him in 1887, in April or May, when he met Mr, Bayard,
to reply to the invitation which Mr. Bayard gave in that
paper, we might have had unrestricted reciproeity to-day,
and I believe that would have suited the hon. gentleman,
who had, at all events, inclination enongh, and who had
intelligence enough to understacd how vastly superior such
a mode of settlir g the difficulty would have been to the one
to which we have had recourse. But that oy portunily
passed, that oppo:tunity was lost; and when later on, just
on the eve of the presidential election, the hon. gentleman
did then malko a sort of proposition in that direction, thew,
of courte, we could not be surprized that the American au-
thorities should tell him under those circumstances they
were not at liberty to undertake negotiations which they
might have undertaken and might have sucsessfully carried
out some eighteen months ago. I have said this country is
humbled. I do not mean to say that this country is neces-
sarily humbled from corcluding this treaty, but this country
i8 humbied in this: 'I'bat its 1ecognised Government has
advanced pretensions, has made declarationr, has done aots
which are wholly and utterly inconsistent with the line
that they now oall upon Parliament to take. Why, in the
outset ot the papers submitted we are told :

“ The fisheries conld not be preserved to our people if every oue of
the United Statrs fishing vessels that were accustomed to swirm along
our coasts could claim the right to enter our harbors, to post a letter

or gend & telegram or buy a newl‘):por, to obtain a &1 yaician in case ot
¢

iliness or » surgeon in tase of accident, to land or brifig bff » phisenger,

or even to lend asmistanee to the inhabitants in fire, flood or pestilente.
or to buy medicine or to purchase a new rope.’’

In other words, if American vessels were allowed to enter
the three-mile limit the Minister of Justice declared that odr
fisheries could not be preserved and orr inshore fisheries
would be worthless. And then the hon. géntléman gots
on to state on snother ocoasion :

“Buch a surrender on the part of Oanada would involve the abandon.
ment of a valusble portion of the national inheritance of the Ontia-
dian people, who would eertainly visit with just reprobatien those who
v;ere guiity of 8o serious a neglest of the trusts committed to their
charge.”’

I might go on and multiply these quotations ad nauseam,
but these are enough to show clearly and distinctly that the
hon, gentleman took, daring the negotiations, an entirely
different position from that which the Government occupied
twelve months ago. They have done the very things which
they declared they eould not do without surrendering the
national inberitance of Canada, Aceorditg to their own
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statements they have done those very things which they
said would destroy the whole value of our inshore fisheries
and, more than that, they have, as the Minister of Finance
told ue in 80 many words, performed thissurrender and bhu-
miliation after first of all exasperating a very powerful
neiihbor, whom the Finance Minister tells us it is in the
highest degroe in our interest to conciliate and to keep on
good terms. Sir, among other things the hon. gentleman
gave us a very curious bit of secret history. It appears—
and it was a very remarkable admission, although it was
only fair on the part of the Minister of Iinance to
make it—that this famous visit of Haster, 1887, made to Mr.
Bayard, did not originate from the Minister’s own seeking, It
appearsthere was a go-between, there wasa third ambassador
concerned ; it appears thut the Governmont of Cavada and
the Minister of Finance were indebted to the friend!y inter-
vention of Mr. Erastns Wiman for bringing the Secretary
of State and the Minister of Finance together. Now, 1 am
bound to say that I believe in so doing Mr. Wiman rendered
this country a very valuable service. I have no doubt what-
ever from what has travspired that had not Mr. Wiman
g:oposed and arranged that interview, had not the Finance

inister gone down to Washington or New York whichever
it might be and interviewed Mr, Bayard, I have no doubt
from the dangoers which menaced Canada, from the danger-
ous complications that were ahead, & very perilous state of
things might have ensued. I think it is only due to a man
who has been much abused and much vilified by the hon.
gentleman’s colleagues, by his supporters and the press
supporting those hon. gentlemen, that attention should be
drawn here, and in the most public manner, to the ser-
vice that Mr. Wiman rendered to his native country on
that occasion, and I trust both the hon. gentleman
and his colleagues and supporters and the press, now
that the Minister of Finance has practically recognised
ihis great service on the part of Mr. Wiman, will speak of
that gentleman in tuture with the respect due to one who
has rendered a very important service to his country. I
believe myself the hon. Minister of Finance likewise ren-
dered a valuable service in this, that although like his col-
leagues he had been misled into a very vicious policy,
when he was brought face to face with the rituation he
then understood how critical it had become, and from that
time he applied himself seriously and in earnest to extri-
cate us from the dilemma in which we had been placed. 1
cannot but bolieve that the hon. gentleman in his heart of
hearts bad desired—and as I sai1 L think there is no use
in disguiting the fact after what Mr. Bayard has said —
that he at any rate informally acquiesced 1n the proposal
which Mr. Bayard made to us, to close this (Fiﬁiculty
on lines closely akin to unrestricted reciprocity. Sir,
the hon. gentleman, in the course of his epeech, made
a very remarkable allagsion indeed, and one to which 1
wish to call the special attention of this House, to the
subject of commercial union. The hon, gentleman told
us that he did not meet a man of any party
among American statesmen who would not hold up
both hands for commercial union with Canada, but he also
told us that “ the proposition of unrestricted reciprocity ”—
and mark those words—* of free trade with the United
States, with the privilege to make our own tariff with the
rest of the world,” he says, “ I did not meet & man with an
intelligent head oo his shoulders who would talk ubout such
& thing for & moment. Sir, they treated that proposition

with scorn.” What was the proposition that thuse gentle- |

men treated with scorn, and what was it that the hon.
entleman had suggested to them as unrestrioted reciprocity ?
he hon. gentleman continues: * They said: Do you sap-
pose that we intend to make a free trade arrangement with
Canada, to adopt free trade with England and to destroy the
position, that we occupy in relation to all the vast industries
of the country.” Sir, does the hon. gentleman suppose that
Sir RicHARD CARTWRIGHT,

any man on this side of the House, or any sane individual,
would be idiotic enough to sappose that the Americans
would consent at the present moment to enter into an
arrangement with Caneda which involved free trade with
England and all the world. Does not the hon. gentleman
know perfectly well ihat if that was the construction he
placed on unrestricted reciproocity, if, as appears from the
very words he has quoted, he gave those Awmerican
statesmen to understand that unrestricted reeiprocity with
Canada meant free trade with England and practically
therefore with all the rest of the world of course they would
refuse it. Sir, that is not unrestricted reciprocity. We
koow very well, and I was at pains to make it manifest,
that if we get unrestricted reciprocity with the United
States we must discriminate in a great number of articles
against the mother country. Sir, I say that the hon. gentle-
man has shown conclusively by this very passage that no
American statesman, not one of all those he met on the
other side, had said the least thing in opposition to such a
scheme of unrestricted reciprocity as was proposed from
this side of the House, or as any man here has supposed
possible, What they declared, as appears from the hon.
geotleman’s own language in the clearest terms was, that
they were not prepared for free trade with England, and
consequently, as I have said, with the rest of the world. I
am a little at a loss to understand how the hon. gentleman
could have so misrepresented the case as it is apparent from
his own words he did misrepresent it. He must have done
this I think for the express purpose of getting a refusal,
and of being able to tell the House that he offersd unre-
stricted reciprocity and that all American statesmen had
refused it. He must have desired to obtain that reply, or
otherwise those men would never have replied to him as
be states they have done, They did not reply : We cannot
make a free trade arrangement with Canada; but they did
say: We cannot make a free trade arrangement with
Canada if that means that we must adopt free trade with
England, for we cannot destroy the position we occupy in
relation to the vast industries of this country. I have
further {0 say that the speech of the Minister of Finance
shows in the clearest possible manner the insincerity, to
say the least of it, of the attacks that were made irom
that side of the House on the gentlemen on this side
with respect to this question of unrestricted reciprocity.
If it was 8o disloyal, if it was 80 unreasonable, and if it
was 80 treasonable, how was it in the name of wonder that
the hon. gentleman could have come to enter into these
negotiations with Mr, Bayard, or to make a proposition
which he himself says amounted to unrestricted reciprocity.
Sir, the practical fact of the matter is that the Government
has been at sea on this guestion, as it has been at sea on
almost every other question connected with our relations
with the United States, Apparently the Government of
Canada have adopted this one guiding rule, and this one
only, to brag and bluster and bally, and then when you are
confronted with & determined foe haul down your flag. That
appears to be the policy of the Government and nothing else,
That was the polioy pursued with the Province of Manitoba.
Have we forgotten, Sir, how a year ago this House re-
eshoed with denunciations of the gentlemen on this side
becanse they propose a course in accordance with right and
justice to Manitoba. Sir, the concession was not mado in
answer to remonstrances, the concession was made in answer
to threats, and not until those threats had assumed the most
formidable proportions did hon, geatlemen relax their
tyranupical interference with the rights of our sister Pro-
vince. So, Sir, has it been in the case with those fisheries.
There was bully, and bluster, and brag, and various vexatious
customs relations, which irritated and exasperated the
Americans, as my hon, friend told us, and then, Sir, when
they are brought face to face with the results of their own
conduct, and when they iound there was serious peril, they
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hauled down their flag and we are compelled to make this
capitulation, for it is nothing else, and this surrender of our
admitted legal rights. S> it was, Sir, a week ago with
respect to that statutory proposal which the Minister of
Justice and the First Minister declared could not be granted
without treason to the rights of the peopie of this country.
A week after when a retaliatory Bill was put on the Table of
Congress we found those gentlemen issuing a proclamation
granting the very concessions which they declared eould not
be made without treason to the country. Sir, I venture to say
that perhaps within twelve months, at all events within no
very distant period, it will be found —if those hon. gentle-
men remain where they are—that they will also deal with
the proposal I had the duty to submit the other night, I
have this one thing to say to them : I fear it will be found
in that case, as it has been found in many others, and as is
apt to be found in all such cases, that the longer they wait
the worse the bargain will be. This is a simple repetition
of the case of the Sybil's books. The longer you delay
coming to a fair understanding the higher the price you
will have to pay, and the worse your bargain will be. 1 am
not going to detain the House any longer ; I thank the
hon. members for the patience with which they have
listened to me, and I have only to say in conclusion that if
any future difficulties of a similar character should again
ocour, I trust that the hon. gentlemen who have found
themselves in such a position as this will in fature bear in
mind the humiliation they are now inflicting upon the
people of Canada. and will conduct the controversy in such
a manuver that if they are finally obliged to recede, they
may not be confronted with their own declarations that to
recede as they now propose to do is treasonable and con-
trary to the best interests of the country.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, the hon.
gentleman who has just taken his seat with his usual style
has varied the discassion by forgetting the subject
before him and attacking those who sit opposite him.
He describes the policy of the present Government as a
policy of brag and bluster. Has he not described exactly
his own attitude at the time he made that speech ? Was his
speech anything from beginning to end but an exhibition
of brag and bluster ? He says the Government have also
been at sea with their policy—they have had no guiding
line, Mr. Speaker, we have been at sea three times, and
we came safely to land each time The hon, gentleman
was at sea t0o, but he suffered shipwreck ; that is the
difference between the policy of the Government and the
policy of the Opposition, Thera is no pleasing hon. gentle-
men opposite, We cannot know what their line of opposi-
tion is, because there are so many lines. The hon. gentle-
man who spoke last says that he does not think there was
much humiliation in making the treaty, but the humilia-
tion was in the pretences of the Government—in their
various despatches of & year ago. The hon. member for
Bothwell (Mr, Mills) says it was one vast surrender, one
vast humiliation. The hon. member for Queen’s, P.EL
(Mr. Davies) says that it was no humiliation—that those
concessions ought to have been made two years ago. How
are we to find out where we are wrong ? We can justify
ourselves by the views of any one member of the Opposi-
tion by quoting the speech of some ether member of the
Opposition. The hon. member for Sonth Oxford (Sir
Richard Cartwright) commenced his attack by repeating
his s'atement, that he made a little while ago, that among
the greatest blunder we had ever committed was having
taken this inauspicions moment for attempting to
make this treaty. But, Sir, the treaty is the
consequence of the communication that passed a year
ago between my hon. friend and Mr, Bayard. The hon.
gentleman, after stating that it was the most inanapicious
blunder that was ever committed by a government, com-
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mends Mr. Wiman, and says he conferred a great benefit on
Canada by asking my hon. friend to go down and commence
the negotiations which ended in this treaty. After the nego-
tiations commenced a year ago, were we to stop them ? We
were either right or wrong. In following up the lead or
the hint which had been given by Mr. Wiman, which
resulted first in this semi-offieial communication between
those two gentlemen, which was followed up in England,
and which after long ocorrespondence and long diplomatic
delays culminated in this treaty—after the negotiations
were once commenced, we should have been guilty of a
great rudeness in the firat place, and a great diplomatic
blunder in the second place, if we had taken any step either
by laches or by positive refusal, to break off the negotia-
tions which we had to a certain degree created under the
wise instigation and advice of Mr. Wiman. Bat it is very
singular, Mr. Speaker, that the hon. gentleman thinks it
was a great blunder and stupidity for us to attempt to make
a treaty in the immediate proximity of a presidential elec-
tion; and yet, if you look at the hon. gentleman’s own
resolution, which we voted down the other day, you will
find that he, in the immediate proximity of a presidential
election, rays :

¢ It ig further expedient that the Government of the Dominion should
take steps at an early date to ascertain on what terms and conditions
arrangements can be effocted with the United States for the purpose of
gecuring full and unrestricted trade therswith.”
The hon. gentleman actually lays it down as our duty to
open negotiations at this moment, the most inauspicious
time, just before the presidential election, when party strife
and party rivalries would prevent any successful negotia-
tions. It was all wrong in us to make any proposition a
year ago and attempt to carry it out; it is all very right in
the hon. gentleman to suggest that now we should com-
mence de novo negotiations for a treaty. How does the hon.
gentleman reconcile the position ? I am sure he cannot.

8ir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT, Yes, I can.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. He might try, but his
success would be jnst as dubious as was the success of the
whole resolution the moment before the vote was taken
upon it. The hon. gentleman, wandering away from the
subjsct, takes up the old cry that we should make our own
treaties, and he says that England dare not back us—that
England would sapport her colonies against any other na-
tion, but would not venture to do so sgainst the United
States. The hon. gentleman has read very carefully the
speech of my hon, friend the Minister of Finance, and he
knows everything that is contained in it. My hon. friend
took the opportuuity of stating that he had received fall
support from the representatives especially chosen by Eng-
land—to use a phrase fashionable now-a-days, unrestricted
support from Mr. Chamberlain, the British ambassador—
aye, and from the British Government that stood behind
all three; and if there is anything wrong in that treaty, if
there is any humiliation concerned in it, that hamiliation
has not been forced upon Canada by the British Govern-
ment, or the British plenipotentiaries associated with my
hon. friend. My hon. friend takes the whole responsibility,
or shares the responsibility, of having made that treaty.
After my hon, friend made that statement, there was no
appropriateness in the hon. gentleman bringing in the old
cry that Canada should make her own treaties. In effect,
Canada has made her own treaties of late years, and will in
future make her own troaties ——

Mr. MITCHELL. Not much,

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. And she will have this
advantage, that when those treaties require to be enforced,
she will have not only the moral, but the material support
of the mother country at her back. The hon, member for
Bothwell (Mr, Mills) was exceedingly severe in his attack,
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first upon the conduct of the Government in the last two
or three years, and then equally severe upon their abandon-
ment of that course. The hon. gentleman quoted, with
approbation apparently, the statement made by fishermen
who are caught in the act of poaching, in the act of break-
ing the law, and who of course at once complain to their
Government, Why, Mr. Speaker, the smuggler who is
caught in the act and whose goods are seized, always com-
plains against the officer who seizes the goods. So the
trespasser ou our waters, who is caught preparing to fish
or with a cargo of fish which he has just taken, always
complains to his Government ; and it is a mistake, and a mis-
take and a misfortune, in the practice of the American Gov-
ernment, that they do not do as England does and as Canada
has always done—before they communicate the unauthenti-
cated charge of the poacher, or trespasser, or smuggler,—
enquire into the facts ; but they assume it to be trne with or
without proof, they make it a matter of diplomatic corres-

ndence, and send a complaint to the British ambassadors,

ngland will not take that course, Canada will not take
that course. Whenever a Canadian makes a charge of being
ill used by the American Government or officials, before we
formulate the complaint, before we forward it to Her
Majesty’s Government or representatives, we take care to
collect the evidence. We make sure that we have proof of
the case before annoying the American Government by
transmitting the complaint and claim for damages under it.
We ascertain by a reasonable amount of evidence that there
is & primd facie case before we formulate the charge or
claim any damages. The American Government takes the
other and the more unfortunate and more unwise course,
and hence all this irritation. Every man, every rascal, who
has wilfully broken the law, who has been breaking the
law with the knowledge and the desire to break it, makes,
when he is caught in the act, his complaint; that complaint
is published in the next newspaper, and the American
Government without enquiry sends it on to the British
ambassador. Thus these complaints are sent to Canada
and we have looked into them, and the hon, Minister of
Marine and Fisheries has shown how utterly devoid of all
semblance of truth these complaints are, in ninety-nine cases
out of 8 hundred. The hon. member for South Oxford (Sir
Richard Cartwright) has, as I have already said, stated he
does not see there is so much huniliation in the treaty
iteelf ; that it is a concession we ought not to be proud of,
perhaps, but which we were compelled to accept. It was
said of the Treaty of Amiens, between England and the first
Napoleon, that it was a treaty everybody was glad of but
nobody was proud of. The hon. gentleman, I suppose,
considers this treaty as being in the same category. The
Treaty of Amiens was, however, a treaty of peace, it was a
treaty that gave Ergland an opportunivy to rest, and it wa-
a treaty that enabled Ergland to prepare and carry out
successfully the more fierce contest that afterwurds arose.
However, this treaty is one that we may fairly congratulate
ourselves upon. It is a treaty of mutual concessions. It is
& treaty of peace; it is a harbinger, to be hoped,
of years and years of peace, of friendly intercourse,
of increasing trade, of developing commerce, and
of friendly and social as well as commercial increase.
It is emphatically a treaty of peace made between two
peoples speaking the same language, and having the same
principles of government, and the same principles of civili-
sation and of social intercourse and social position. If, at
any rate, it be considered only as a treaty of peace, it is of
the highest value, and we would have the right to be proud
of such a treaty if it bring in all those results, unless thers
were any unworthy concessions in the arrangement which
brought about those results. ls there anything unworthy
in this treaty ? It is one of mutual consent. Hon. gentle-
men opposite say it is one of unconditional surrender, and
that there is no concession on the part of the United States.

St JoEN A, MACDONALD.

In the first place, with respect to the question of the head-
land, that has been disposed of by the hon, member for
Albert (Mr. Weldon), When you find that the ten miles
span between the headlunds has been adopted by so many
nations, there ean be no humiliation in our adopting the
same measure. The hon. gentleman says we ought not to
have yielded, that we ought to have left it to arbitration,
and that we shonld have succeeded in our extreme preten-
sions, Sir, the rystem of arbitration is preferable to war;
but I do not think Canada or England has found great ad:
vantage by those arbitrations, that the hon. gentleman
advocates for the first time.

Mr, MILLS (Bothwell). 1 did not say that.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. My hon, friend said cer-
tainly that it ought to be left to a tribunal, and that a tri.
bunal could not find otherwise than that our pretemsions
were well founded. We have had several arbitrations, and
the complaint of Canada has been that they were unsuccess-
ful. We would have to leave this question to be settled by
some friendly power. What chance would we have to get
justice against the United States and against this pro-
vision in & treaty among any of the nations, most of whom
have already adopted the ten miles distance as the measure
of the bays which belong to a country ? Leave it to France,
Belginm, Holland, Germany, which have already agreed
that that is a reasonable provision and sufficiently indieates
those bays that ought to be considered as belonging exclu-
sively to the nation of whose country they form indents,
and we would not have the slightest chance of getting a
favorable ruling against a provision and contention of that
kind. The hon, gentleman says we have raceived no con-
cessions, If the hon. gentleman will read those despatches
that he speaks of carefully, he will find that the United
States contended that, notwithstanding the Treaty of
1818, notwithstanding the restrictions of that convention,
subsequent commercial treaties with England had so
widened the principles of trade intercourse that those
restrictions, held originally with respect to the conventisn
of 1818, were swept away. You will find Mr. Bayard con-
tends that under the various commercial arrangements and
treaties between Eugland and the United States, the United
States had a right to buy bait. You will find that conten-
tion in every one of his despatches. That contertion wus
opprsed in the correspondence of Canada, and in the
varjous minutes prepared by the Minister ot Justice acd the
Miuvister of Marine and Fisheries. They also conciuded
that, under a fair reading of the Washington Treaty of 1871,
under the binding clause, they had acquired the r:ght of
transshiproent of their fish, That was resisted and properly
resisted by Canada. :hey had no such rights as :hey con-
tended they h i ; the treaty arraugements between England
and the United Siutes had in 1o degree affect.d the con-
struction of the convention of 1818 and the restrictions
in that convention, Those were the contentions of my hon.
friend, and those two poirnts have been conceded by the
United States. No concession, the hun, gentleman
has said, has been made by the United States, but
everything has been surrendered by Canada. The
United Siates have had everything asked for. They
contended that they had a right to buy bait, and that
the refussl of the Lanadian authorities to allow the fishing
vessels to buy bait was an infringement of the tr-aties be-
tween England and the United States for which they claim-
ed redress. You find in this treaty that they give up that
whole point, that they agree that ne vessel can bay bait
except by a license from Ganada, and, if the vessel does not
get that license it is liable to all penalties of a breach of
the law, Is that not a concession ? Then, they cannot
get the right to buy it uzless they give our fishermen the
right to sell their fish in the Urited States. There was no
concession in regard to the tramsshipment either, If you
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read the letter and the despatches of Mr. Bayard, you will
find that the Americans claimed that they had a right to
transship under the treaty between the two nations, and
they claimed that this was not only a hardship but an irre-
gularity, that we should refuse them the right to transship
their fish, having adopted the bonding system. Now,
under the treaty, they give up that system, and they
ask us, and we give them the right to transship their
fish 80 soon as we have the right to sell our fish to
them. In fact, this is a treaty of mutual concession,
It is a fair treaty and a just treaty, a treaty which
is honorable to both parties. = The hon. gentleman
says, why did you make such extreme pretensions if you
were not going to carry them out? Are there any of these
pretensions that the hon. gentlemen do not say now are
legal? Do hon. gentlemen opposite say we were not justi-
fied in making thess pretensions ? Is not the charge now
made that we have given away our just pretensions ? Then,
if that be g0, we cannot be charged with acting with brag
and bluster in making those pretensions which the hon.
gentlemen opposite are obliged to admit were justifiable by
the law of nations anl by the treaties themselves. You
will remember that there was a special reason why the
pretensions or these claims of right, because they are not
only pretensions but they are claims of right, were made.
They were made at the initiation of this correspondence,
at the initiation of these attempts to bring on negotiations
and carry them to a successful result, At the time those
negotiations were commenced, it was supposed by Canada,
and it was in fact supposed by the United States as well,
that the question of the fisheries would arise, and certainly
when Canada was asserting all her rights, she asserted
these extreme pretensions that the hon. gentleman speaks
of, because it was supposed that the Americans
would ask for the right to the inshore fisher-
ies. We supposed, when negotiations were com-
menced, that, as in 1854, and as in 1871, the
right to fish within the three mile limit would be asked for
by the Americans. How we were to be compensated, whether
by an extension of trade or by a money payment, wasin the
future of uncertainty, but we supposed that would be one of
the demands which the Americans weuld make. In that
cage, it was necessary for us to hold out the utmost of our
claims against the possibility of their desiring to get the
three mile inshore fisheries, and to insist that these inshore
fisheries shounld be protected under the strict terms of the
convention of 1818, The hon. member for Bothwell (Mr.
Mills) spoke about the humiliation of our giving away the
territorial rights of Canada for money in 1871, Iremember
very well when that treaty was discussed in this House.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). If the hon. gentleman will allow
me, I said nothing about giving away territorial rights in
1871, I simply spoke in reference to the territorial rights
under the treaty which is now under consideration. I spoke
of certain sacrifices which were made by the Treaty of 1871,
but I said nothing whatever about the territorial rights.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. The hon. gentleman spoke
about his objections to giving away the inshore fisheries for
money.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). No, I did not.

Sir JOON A. MACDONALD. Then I am much mis-
taken. Perhaps this is caused by the recollection of the
fierce attacks which were made upon me in 1872 by the
hon, gentleman and those who surround him, when I was
calied Judas Iscariot, when I was told that I had sold the
territorial rights of Canada for thirty pieces of silver, Ido
vot know whether some hon, gentlemen did not say that I
was Benedict Arnold. At any rate I remember that the
hon, gentleman’s leader, who, I regret to see, is not now in
his place, Mr, Mackenzie, declared that he looked with

loathing upon that portion of the treaty which provided
for an arbitration under which the Americans were to pay
a money consideration for the difference between the value
of our fisheries and theirs, That idea was rung all through
the country, and I had some fear for my personal safety
when I returned from Washington, because of the sacrifice
which I had made of the honor of Canada, according to the
statements of these gentlemen; but, after we went out of
power, and those hon. gentlemen oame in, their views
changed, they carried to successful completion that arrange-
ment, and the then Minister of Marine and Fisheries, who
is now no more (Sir Albert Smith) got his title for carryin,
to successful completion the sacrifice which they said I ha:
been guilty of. That hon. gentleman got that honor for the
work which was done, in fact, by the hon. member for North-
umberland (Mr. Mitchell). The whole treaty at present is,
as I have stated, honorable to both sides, There are mutual
concessions on both sides. In the first {)laoe, in reference
to the headlands, there is & reasonable arrangement, be-
cause all civilised nations have accepted the same limita-
tion. Then, as respects bait, we have agreed to give bait
to the American fishermen, if they allow our fish in. Of
course, we give them all other supplies, We have allowed
them to come into our ports and purchase supplies, also for
their homeward voyage. That is a kindly and a humane
thing to do, that, if a fishing vessel has exhausted its sup-
plies, it shounld be allowed to come into our ports and pur-
chase its supplies; and, on the other hand, we gain for our
traders and merchants the sale of those supplies. It is the
same thing in regard to transshipment. Itis of great advan-
tage to the fishermen to be able to transship their catch by
our railways, instead of being compelled to go far away
from their fishing ground. On the other hand, our rail-
ways get the advantage of that transshipment, and a
very considerable item it was in the receipts of the
Intercolonial Railway before it was stopped. So, Sir,
you can go on with every one of the items of this
treaty, and you will find that it is governed by a spirit of
mutual concession, by a spirit of give and take. It is
honorable to both nations, it is honorable to all parties, and
above all things, it is beneficial to all parties, as it puts an
end to all this irritation, it puts an end to all these quarrels
and it makes us good neighbors instead of bad neighbors;
and my hon. friend and the plenipotentiaries who acted
with him, and the msjority of this House, I am sure, will
gee, and justly see, the blessings that will be given to
peacemakers.

Mr. LAURIER, 1 do not rise with the intention of ad-
ding to this already lengthy discussion. I frankly admit
that upon this question I have not made such a study as
would enable me to discuss it adequately. I rise simply for
the purpose of stating for the fourth or fifth time, since it
is not yet understood on the other side, what is the policy
of the Opposition upon this question, Sir, in the course of
a long parliamentary career the hon. leader of the Gov-
ernment has had to meet many different accusations.
He has just told us that he has been compared
to Judas Iscariot, he has just told us that he has
been accused of being another Benedict Arnold. There
is one thing, however, which the right hon. gentleman
has never been ocharged with-—he has never been
charged with dulness of intellect; and I am surprised,
knowing his qualities as we see them exemplified in this
House, that, after having heard the speeches which have
been delivered on this side of the House on this question,
he does not yet understand the policy of the Opposition in
regard to it. Sir, it has already been explained by my hon,
friend from Prince Edward Island (Mr. Davies), by
my hon. friend from Halifax (Mr, Jones), by my hon,
friend from Bothwell (Mr. Mills), and lastly, by my hon.
friend from ©xford (8ir Richard Cartwright), and I tell him
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for the fourth or fifth time now that the policy of the Oppo-
sition upon this question is simply this : That, while assert-
ing that the treaty is a surrender of most valuable rights
that belong to Canada, still, it is the duty of Canadians to
adopt this treaty, because it will put an end to a most dan-
gerous state of things. That is the only reason we have to
advance for the course which we propose to take on this
occasion. The treaty is a concession of rights that belong to
us, that should have been retained to us; but still, Sir, in face
of the dangerous aspect which events have taken, it is better
to adopt the treaty and have this vexed question settled
forever. We agree altogether on this side of the House
with the statements which were made the other day by the
Minister of Finance when introducing this question, that
the groeatest calamity which could befall the civilised world
would be an armed collision between the two great branches
of the Anglo-Saxon race, When we consider that England
and the United States to-day are the two foremost among
oivilised nations, that their trade exceeds the trade of all
other nations, we are appalled at the results that would fol-
low an armed collision between those two nations. [ say
further, it would not only be a fratricidal war, but it would
be almost as criminal and as guilty as a civil war. There
is no reason whatever why the two branches of the English-
speaking race, the United States and Canada and England,
should ever come to war, and if such an event were ever 1o
take place I would look upon it, and everybody would look
upon it, a8 the greatest catastrophe which conld befall the
civilised world. The position of things in reterence to this
question was such that an actual war between England and
the United States was neither a remote nor an impossible
contingency. Mueh more, Mr. Speaker, we were already
threatened with imminent commercial war. A Bill had
been passed by the American Congress which empowered
the President at any moment to close all commercial rela-
tions between the United States and Canada, We all agree
with the language of the Minister of Finance upon this
question when, speaking upon the probable result of such a
commercial war, he said :

“Ineed not tell you that that Bill meant commercial war, that it
meant not only the ordinary suspension of friendly feeling and inter-
course between two countries, but that it announced much more than
that. If that Bill had beea brought into operation by the proclamation
of the President of the United States, [ have no hesitation in saying that
we stood in a relation to that great country of commercial war, and the
line is very narrow which se?arates & commercial war between two
countries from an actual war.’

That was the position with which we were face to face and
that is the position which this treaty would put an end to.
Now, Sir, what was the cause of that unfortunate condition
of things, that prospect of war between the two nations ?
The cause was po other than the harassing policy which had
been followed by the present Government with regard to
American fishermen. There was no other causo. It is to be
noted that the American Government did not contend for
an extension of their powers under the treaty. The hon.
gentleman said & moment ago that the American Govern-
ment had advanced contentions from which they have
receded under the present treaty, that they had contended
under the treaty for the right te purch:se bait. Nothing
of the kind, I take direct issue with the right hon. gentle-

man, and I say unhesitatingly that the American Govern-

ment never contended that under the treaty they had a
right to purchase bait, and that point eannot be made
clearer than by the language of the President himself when
trgéxsmitting the treaty to the Senate. This is what he
said:

¢ The right of our fishermen under the Treaty of 1818 did not extend
to the procurement of distinctive fishery supplies in Canadian purts and
harbors ; and one item supposed to be essential, to wit, bait, was plainly
denied them by the explicit and definite words of the Treaty of 1818, em-
phasised t;i the course of the negotiations and expressed decisions which
preveded the conclusion of that treaty.”

Mr. LausiEs,

So, Mr. Speaker, the statement of the right hon. gentleman
that the Americans, under the treaty, yield any of their
former pretensions, falls to the ground. They get every-
thing, we receive nothing in exchange. As I eaid, the
cause which produced this unfriendly feeling between the
two countries, the cause which threatened us with retaliation
was the policy followed by the present Government with
regard to American fishermen. We have been told to-day
that the American fishermen were not subjected to any
harassing process, that it was only the smuggler, only the
poacher who complained and who was ever complaining
under such circaumstances. Bat that is not the view taken
by the American Government. The American Government
did not take the view that it was only the poacher and
the smuggler that were barassed by the regulations of the
Goverument; on the contrary they took the ground that
the policy of the Canadian Government had been harassing
in every instance. Again I cite from the Message of the
President:

‘¢ The history of events in the last two years show that no feature of

Canadian administration was more harassing amd injurious than the
compulsion upon our fishing vesssls to make formal entry and clearance
on every ocecasion of temporarily seeking sholter in Canadian ports ard
harbors. ”
It was these customs regulations touching American fishing
vessels, compelling them to make entries and clearances
on every occasion, which harassed the American fishermen.
and created intense indignation, that resulted at length in
the retaliation Bill. Take the Bill itself, What is the ground
of the Bill? The ground is that American fishermen are
harassed and oppressed by Canadian authorities, and the
ground upon which the President was authorised to close
commercial intercourse between the United States and
Canada was simply this fact, that American fishermen were
harassed and oppressed by Canadian authorities. The
language of the Bill mukes this very clear. It states:

“ That whenever the President of the United States shall be satisfied
that American fishermen are visiting or being in the waters or at any
ports or places of the British dominions of North America, are or then
lately have been denied or abridged in the enjoyment of any rights
secured to them by treaty or law, or are or they lately have been
unjustly vexed or harassed in the enjoyment of such righte, or subjected
to unressonable restrictions, regulations or requirements in respect to
suchrights; or otuerwise unjustly vexed or harassed in said waters,
ports or places, or whenever the President of the United States shall be
satisfied that any such fishing vessels or fishermen baving a permit
under the laws of the United States to touch and trade at any port or
ports, place or places, in the British dominions of North America, are
or then lately have been denied the privilege of entering such port or
ports, place or places, in the same manner and under the same regula-
tions as may exist therein applicable to trading vesselz of the most
fuvored nations, or shall be unjuetly vexed or harassed in respect
thereof, or otherwise be unjustly vexed or harassed therein, or shall
be prevented from purchasing such supplies as may there be lawfully
8old to trading vessels of the most favored nation; or whenever the
President of the United States shall be satisfied that any other vessels
ot the United States, their masters or crews go arriving at or being in
such British waters or ports or places in the British dominions of North
America, are or then lately have been denied any of the privileges therein
accorded to the vessels, their masters or crews of the most favored nation
or unjustly vexed or harassed in respect of the same, or unjustly vexed
or'harassed therein by the authorities thereof, then, and in either or all
of such cases it shall be lawful and it shall be the duty of the President
of the United States in his discretion.”

This is the whole tenor of the Bill ; there is no other ground
for authorising the President 1o come to that upfortunate
conclusion except this one fact, that American fishermen
had been lately harassed by Canadian authorities. The
retaliation Bill was passed, and then we had to face that '
most deplorable condition that perhaps at any moment the
President would issue a proslamation which at once would
close our ports to all trade between the two nations. The
prospects were simply alarming when we consider the
amount of trade done day after day between the two na-
tions, a trade involving millions and millions of dollars for
exports and imports, and we can well conceive that if that
proclamation had been putin force by the President its
effect would have reached every Canadian family and per-
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son in the country. The Government at last were alarmed,
and as my hon. friend to my left (Sir Richard Cartwright)
has said, upon this ocoasion the Government did what they
ever do—they always refuse to listen to representations,
arguments and remonstrances, but they always yield to
threats of violence. In the case of Manitoba not more
than a week or two ago they yielded to threats of
violence; and we had a very ocelebrated case three
years ago when the half-breeds, who for seven years
petitioned for redress and for seven years never received
an answer. At last, when they not only threatened but
resorted to violence, they obtained from the Government
what the Government refused to grant them during seven
long years, In this instance, I venture to say, that if the
United States Congress had not adopted this retaliation
Bill, we would not have to-day a treaty, but the question
would still be in the same position it occupied in
1885-%6; but when Congress adopted a retaliation Bill at
once, the Government saw they had gone far enough and
the time to yield had come. As the Finance Minister has
said, they were glad to avail themselves of the services ot
the gentleman who has been attacked during the last six or
eight monthas asg a traitor to his native land. Mr. Wiman
has received an ample answer to all the charges made
against him by the Conservative press. During the whole
summer he was assailed and now he has his answer, and that
from the Finance Minister himself; and the Finance Minis-
ter has shown that Mr. Wiman has always remembered the
interests of this his native country, and though he resides
in a foreign country, his heart is always with Canada,
After the mediation of Mr. Wiman, there was
an interview between the Finance Minister and the
Secretary of State of the United States, That interview
was followed by correspondence, a correspondence of a
most striking character. It was hoped that after the cor-
respondence the question would be settled in a manner
most honorable to this country and most satisfactory t» the
two nations, that is to say, by an extension of the trade re-
lations between the two countries. The correspondence
which has taken place between Sir Charles Tupper and
Mr. Bayard has often been quoted, but it can bear to be
quoted again in the present discussion, in view of the posi-
tion that the Opposition have taken, and still intend to take,
on this question. Mr. Bayard, writing to Sir Charles
Tupper, said:

“ The immediate difficulty to be settled is found in the Treaty of 1818
between the United States and Great Britain, which has been guestio
vezata ever since it was concluded, and to-day is suffered to interfere
with and seriously embarrass the good understanding of both coun-
tries in the important commercial relations and interests which have
come into being since its ratification, and for the adjustment of which
it is wholly inadequate, as has been unhappily proved by the events of
the past twoyears. 1am confident we both seek to at.ain a just and
permament setitlement—and there ia but one way to procure it—and

that is by a straightforward treatment on a liberal and statesmanlike
plan of the entire commercial relations of the two countries.”

8ir Charles Tupper replied in a similar strain, saying :

I entirely concur in your statement that we both seek to attain &
just and permanent settlement—and that there is but one way to procure
it—and tbat i8 by a atraightforward treatment on a liberal and states-
manlike plan of the entire commercial relations of the two countries.’’
The plenipotentiaries met, and no doubt the Canadian
plenipotentiary had his correspondence in mind. He made
& proposition upon this question, and the hon, gentleman
has stated to the House that the offer he made to the Ame-
rican plenipotentiaries was an offer of unrestricted recipro-
city. The language used by the hon, gentleman the other
day was as follows : .

¢ The hon. gentleman says the offer is unrestricted, and I intended it
should be so. [ intended to give the Government of the United States

the fullest opportunity of stating just how far they were prepared to go
in reciprocal trade to Oanada.”

I am sure every one was delighted to hear that the Finance
Minister, when acting as a British plenipotentiary, had

offered to settle this question in the direction of unrestricted
reciprocity ; that he wanted to enter into negotiations with
the American plenipotentiaries to ascertain how far they
would go in the direction of reciprocity. He had a right
to expect, in view of the correspoudenrce which had taken
place with Mr. Bayard, an answer of the same naturs. The
Amerioan plenipotentiaries made an answer. We do not
know what it was, and I will not discuss it; but we have it
in the language of the Minister the other day that the
American plenipotentiaries receded altogether from the
position which had been assumed by Mr. Bayard in the cor-
respondence. Mr. Bayard l'ad expressed his willingness
and his desirs to settle this question upon a broad basis
and discuss the whole commercial relations between
the two nations, The hon. gentleman has said that
the Americans receded altogether from the position
then assumed by Mr, Bayard. They receded, however,
only from the position and not from the principle.
Asl understood the Minister, he simply said that the
American plenipotentiaries considered—and this is what
we would infer from the protocol laid betore the House—
that the time was not opportune or the oceasion fitting to
discuss that question, that the fishery dispute had to be
settled by itself and that the question of commercial relations
had to be settled by itself, and that the present ocecasion
was not fitting to dircuss tho latter, leaving it open, there-
fore for other negotiations to follow regarding the commer-
cial relations of the two countries as a question by itself.
Well, Mr. Speaker, this is the very proposal which my hon,
friend the member for South Oxford (Sir Richard Cart-
wright) has made, what he wishes the Canadian Govern-
ment to do, The language of my hon. friend in substance
is this: Since you have not been able to settle the question
in regard to more extended commercial relations bLetween
the two countries in connection with the negotiation re-
specting the fishery dispute, I ask you to send a commis.
sioner t0 Washington in order to open up these vory
negotiations, And this, Mr, Speaker, is the policy which
we intend to pursae. We want to sanction the treaty and
we give it our support, not because we approve of the treaty
and think it is a good ome, but because it puts an end
to a vexed question between the two countries and
that it will pave the way for entering into faurther negotia-
tions to obtain reciprocal trade relatio .s as we all desire,
Now we are in the face it is true of a presidential elcction,
but we have the fact that the most influential statesman in
the democratic party; a man who no doubt speaks not
only for himsslf but for the President and a large section of
the party, is already committed to that proposition and in
favor of it. Theretore, I think that the occasion is most
fitting to do the very thing which was moved the other day
by my hon. friend ; that is to say, the Canadian Govern-
ment should &t an early day send a commissioner to
Washington to meet Mr. Buyard on the terms as laid
down in his letter to Sir Charles Tupper and discuss the
question of more extended trade relations between the two
countries and ascertain how far they are disposed to go in
that direction. The occasion is most fitting and I invite
the serious attentivn of the Government to this I know it
will not carry. The hon. gentleman has said that my
friend made his motion in view of the presidential election.
It is trae, but my friend knew the Government would not
agree to that motion.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. Or he wonld not have
made it.

Mr. LAURIER. He would have made it, and be will make
it next year and the year after. We are entering into that
war pow. The hon. gentleman did well know, from his
experience in the past, that his motion would not carry the
first time. 8ir, it 18 not in the nature of things and accord.
ing to our experience that reform should carry a first
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time. The battle has to be waged more than once before

to go on with their fishing in Canadian waters for six

the principles we contend for are carried. This time we months, in order that both nations might find time, either
made that motion knowing that defeat was staring us in the | to appoint a commission or to adopt some means of reach-
face, at least so fur as this House was concerned, but we |ing a satisfactory settlement of this question. But the

are determined to proceed, determined to proceed even if it
were defeated next year, and even if it were defeated year
after year until this motion is carried, as it is sare to be
carried some day. To make a resumé of the policy of the
Opposition it is this: We will adopt this treaty because it
is the best thing which can be obtained under the circum-
stances, because it puts an end to tho state of things which
had been created by the policy of gentlemen on the other
side, and because it paves the way to obtain those trade
relations which the whole people of Capada desire, although
the Canadian Parliament may have voted it down for the
present time.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. The hon. gentleman
denied the statements that the Americans had set up any
claim to bait, and he quoted me as having said that the
President sent a Messago after the treaty was made. I did
not say anything about the President. I said Mr. Bayard
claimed it. If he refers to the papers he will see that Mr,
Bayard claimed it in the strongest manuer, and so did Mr.
Phelps in his representation to the Government in Eng-
land.

Mr. JONCAS. (Travslation.) Mr, Speaker, after the
masterly speeches delivored on the subject before us; after
the eloquent pleas which we have heard from both sides of
the House, in favor of tne treaty which we are acked to
ratily, or against the treaty, it were perhaps presumption in
mo to rise in the House and take part in the dobate. Bat,
Mr, Speaker, 1 represent, if not the only maritime county
in the Piovince of Quecbec, at least that which is most
deeply interested in the satisfactory settlement of this
fisheries question, and I should judge myself wanting in duty
if I did not impart to this honorable House my views on the
subject. 1 shall be briet, as the arguments in favor of the
treaty have been already exhausted by those who have gone
before me. Still, one thing struck me in the debate which
I bave listened to: that the hon. members on this side of
the House, who engaged in thedebate, took pains, as it were,
not to touch the que-tion iice.{ which forms the very svb-
jeet of discnstion.  Thiy epoko of everything else
vxcept tko Tieaiy. They went even so far as to touch on
the war of seces:ion, the Irish question, Home Rule, and
even th . Manitoba monopoly. But the point to which they
seemed best pleased Lo revert was that of reciprocily avd
free trade. 1 shall not undertake to refer to these argu
ments—which, according to me, are not arguments a all—
but I shall treat the subjoct from a practical and bu-iness
point of view, leaving to more aathoritative voices thau
mine the task of elucidating the legal and international
slandpoints, as has, indeed, been slready done, with much
ability, by the hon. the Minister of Jastice and my hon.
iriend, tho member for Albert (Mr. Weldon), Befors going
further, 1 wish to reply to a question just put by the hon,
membcr for Quebee Kast (Mr, Laurier). He asked the
ground of the misunderstanding between tl:e United States
and Caoada, and what it was that rendered nccessary the
appointment o! & commission at Washington, which drafted
Luo treaty that wo are, at present, called upon to ratify.
The hon. member for Quebec East seemed to say that
the condnet of the Canadinn Government was the canse of
the difficully. I dispute that poiat, Mr. Speaker, and say
that if the hon. gentloman will recall the facts correctly, he
will agree with me that the cause of the troublo was with
the Americans who gave the Canadian Goverament notice of
their intention not to renew the Treaty of Washington,
And, Bir, the Government of this country afforded a strik-
ing proof of their goodwill and spirit of conciliation when,
on the 30th June, 1885, they allowed American fishermen

Mr, Lavaize,

Government of this country is charged with having
been too severe in the application of the first clanse of
the Treaty of 1818, And while some of the hon.
gentlemen on this side of the House inveigh against the

' geverity displayed by the Government of Canada in apply-

ing that clause of the treaty, we witness at the same time
the curious spectacle of other members of the House finding
fault with the Government for not yielding sufficiently, and
insisting that they shounld have made further concessions. I
have just said that I would treat this topic from a business
and practical standpoint, I hold that in view of the interests
of Canada, the treaty, which we are called upon to ratify, is
a success for Canada; the solution of a difficulty which
might have resulted in serious contention, and was a standing
petil for our national institutions, and the development and
improvement of our commerce. 1 state that, despite all
the political considerations which party spirit may inspire,
there is not a genuine Canadian whois not disposed and
prejadiced beforehand against everything that the Govern-
ment can do, who will not co-operate with the Government
inarriving at a final and satisfactory solution of this question.
On g0 important a question, I maintain that the interests of
& party must make way for views that are broader, more
national, and especially more patriotic. If we would safely,
and with koowledge, judge if the treaty which we are
being asked to ratify is huriful or helpful to the interests of
Canads, we must go to the very root of the misunderstand-
ing which existed between the United States and Canada, and
which brought about the present treaty. Thatcause rested
wholly on the different interpretation put on that article of
the Treaty of 1818 by the Canadian and American Govern-
ments :

“ Whereas difficulties have arisen on the rights claimed by the United
States for their inhabitants to take, dry and dress fish on certaia coasts,
bays, harbors and inlets of Her British Majesty's possessions in North
America, it is agreed between the high contracting parties that tke ia-
habitants of the said United States shall possess forever, in common
with Her Majesty’s subjects, the right of taking fish of all sorts on the
portion of ths soun‘hern coast of Newfoundland, extending from Cape
Ray to the Palm Islands, on the western and northern coasts of New-
foundland from Cape Ray aforesaid to the Quiperon Islands, on the
shores of the Magialen Islands, as well as va ths coasts, bays, haibors
and inlets of Mount Joly on thesouthern coast ¢f Liabrador to the Straits
of Belle 1sle inclusive, and thence following the north shore indefiaitely,
without injury, however, to the exclusive rights of the Hudsoa’s Bay
Company. American fishermen will also enjoy forever the liberty of
drying and dressing the fish in each of the inhabited harbors, bays and
inlets of the said southern coast of Newfoundland and the coast of La-
brador. But so soon as these tracts shall be more or less settled, the
said fishermen will no longer have that privilege, unless they received
beforeband the anthority of the inhabitants, owners or possessors of the
soil. The United States renounce forever the right hitherto claimed or
held by their inhabitants of taking, drying, aud dressing fish, a three
naval miles or less than threc miles from any coasts, bays, inlets or har-
bors of Her British Majesty's American possessions, not ¢omprised in
the limits herein designated; provided, how:ver, that the American
fishermen be admitted into the interior of the bays or harbors to seek
shelter, to repair damages, to buy woed, and to fetch water and for
any object whatever. The whole under such restrictions as shall be
deemed necessary to prevent them jfrom teking and dressing fish with
in those limits, or abnsing in any way the privilege reserved to them by
these presents.”

Still, Mr. Speaker, despite the tenor of this article, which
could give rise to no doubt, Americans pretended that, in
virtue of certain commercial treaties concluded between
the United States and England, after 1818, they had the
right to enter our harbors to revictual, discharge their
cargoes, and even to purchase ba:t. If we strip this ques-
tion of all the technical, political, legal and international
cobwebs in which it is shrouded, we reach this conclusion :
That, while Americans hold that they have a right,as I just
said, in virtue of certain treatiss of commorce concluded,
after 1818, to revictual in our ports and thera purchase
bait, we put before them the first article of the Treaty of
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1818 and told them that they must remounce these claims
of theirs. We have been told, ad nauseam, that Canada had
yielded everything and that we had received nothing from
the Americans in return. Well, there is only need to peruse
the correspondence exchanged between the American and
Canadian aunthorities to be convinced that Seeretary Bayard
insisted on this fact—the most important of all to Ameri-
cans—that his countrymen had the 1ight to come in and
buy bait from us. I shall say nothing about the question
of headlands, which has been treated better than I could do
it by several members on this side. 1 shall only reply to
those who hold that the Canadian commissioners at Wash.
ington have sacrificed and abandoned all our rights. As I
have just said, it is easily seen, from the correspondence
between the American and Canadian authorities, that the
United States Secretary of State always held and insisted
on the fact that American fishing vessels had the same
rights in our ports as merchant vessels, and that, more
especially, they had the right of purchasing bait. The bait
question is a vital one for the Americans, for certain fish-
eries, and particularly the cod fishery, which takes place on
the Grand Banks, cannot be profitable unless the fishermen
can procure fresh bait. Now, how does the present treaty
sottle this question? We shall have a reply in Article
15:

“ When the United States shall abolish the duties on figh oils, whale
and seal oils, and oils of all fishes, except those preserved in oil, coming
from the catches of Canadian, Newfoundland and Labrador fishermen,
a8 well as in ordinary and necessary casks, barrels, kegs and cans, and
other ordinary and necessary packages containing the aforeeaid pro-
ducts, the same products coming from the catches made by United
States fishermen, and the ordinary and necessary packages containing
them, a8 above described, shall be entered free of duty in Canada and
Newfoundland.

“ And on the abolition of thie duty, and 8o long as the aforesaid
articles may be brought from the United States by British subjects,
without being subject to new duties, the privilege of entering the ports,
bays and harbors of the aforesaid coaets of Canada and Newfouadland
shall be granted to fishing vessels of the United States, by annual per-
mits, issued gratis, for the following ends, to wit:—

t¢1. The purchage of provisions, bait, ice, seines, lines and all other

supplies and equipments

2. The trausshipment of the fishery products, to be shipped forward
by all means of transportation.

‘3. The equipment of crews.

* Provisions thall not be obtained by barter or exchange, but bait

may. The tame privileges shall be continued or granted to the fishing
vessels of Canada ani Newfoundiand, on the Atlaatic coast belonging
to the United States.”’
We say, therefore, to the Americans: You insist on a point
which for you is important and vital for your fishermen.
We shall allow to purchage bait in our harbors when you
allow the free entry of Capadian fish into American mar
kets. This 15th clause of the treaty which we are called
upon to ratify does not strike me as a concession, The
hon. member for Halifax (Mr. Jones) I think, in his bril-
liant speech on this subject, alluded to the bait question in
these words: -

“ The question with regard to bait is one of the greatest possible im-
portance. It is one which lies at the root of the fishery question, and the
Americans justly nnderstood and appreciated i1s value when they secared
the privilege of obtaining bait under this treaty.”

The hon. gentleman makes a mistake here. The Americans
did oot secure the right of purchasing bait with us, in virtune
of the treaty. It is true that, by the modus vivendi attached
to thé treaty, the Americans will enjoy this privilege for
two years, but to exercise this privilege they will be held
to pay $ .69 in the ton of each of their fishing vessels, I
repeat that is not right ceded to American fishermen, but
only a privilege which they are allowed to exorcise. The
hon. member for Halifax adds :

¢¢The result of the operation of this will ba that the bankers 2oing to
the Western Banks commonly use clam pait, but those going to the
Grand Banks, where they get the fish which are suitable for the larger
markets, cannot expect 10 catch those fish without the use of fresh bait.
They are a long way away from their owa home, and their fresh bait
will only last a short time, and if they are compelled to return to their
own ports to get fresh bait, if they can, and the supply is doubtfal, and

they eannot always get it, they would, practically, be almost compelle
to give up the business altogether.”
This means, Mr. Speraker, that if the Amecricans cannot
come into our ports to purchase tho necessary bait, they
cannot oarry on their fishing with profit, and I believe that
the hon the Finance Minister (Sir Charles Tupper) and
the British plenipotentiaries at Washington acted wisely
in insisting on our right to prevent Americans from coming
to buy bait among us. The hon. member for Halifax
further says that this disposition will tend to the disadvan-
tage of Canadian fishecrmen, bocause it will raise the priee
of bait and force Canadian fishermen to pay a higher price
therefor. The hon. gentleman has over-lonked two points
~first that the number of Canadian fishermen plying their
trade on the Grand Banks, and who thus are in reed of
periodically renewing their bait, is much smaller than he
thinks, for in fact not moro than one.quarter of the whole
fishing population, while the greatcst part, that is three-
fourths, have no need to buy bait, a3 they can get it within
a few stops of their own homes. He has also foricotten a
second point-—that Canadian fishermen can freely fish for
bait in Canadian waters within the threc-mile limit, where
it is generally to be had, while the American fishermen
have only the privilege of purchasing it, I have insisted
on this head, because it is really the point in dispute, and
the real cause of the misunderstanding between the two
countries. It were an easy thing in reply to the argu-
ments adduced by hon members on the other side
against the ratification of the treaty to quote articles from
American papers showing that Canada had not conceded
everything to ihe United States, and that on the ¢ ntrary
Americans fancied that they had becr: taken iun, but I will
confine myself to one article from the Necw York 77.bune
of 22nd February, 1833, which reads as foll was:—

¢t The diplomatic triumph of the State Department is a lame and impo-
tent conclusion From thefull text of the Fichery Treaty we understand
how the Secretary of State looks on tha stupid trick by means of which
he mounted a decisive triumph. He never approached the subject from
the standpoint of American interests He treated it as a mattor of in-
ternstional wrangling over the ambiguous endiag of a former treaty,
and a clashing of fisherics rights He fancied that this affair was a mere
controversy which could be settl:d by anew an{ more intelligent defini-
tion of these rights, and by & clearer wording of the controverted clauses
of the Treaty of 1818. He negutiated an agreement oa that ground, dr-
fining the three-mile limit, se:tling the questivn of hsadlands, and
setting forth certain commercial privileges over and sbove ths right
conferred on American fishermen, seventy years ago, for obtaining
fghelteg, repairs, fiiel and water in Canadian ports.’ In his mind, he
succeeded fairly welii in arraoging these techuicalitivs, vut, were it so,
he has not succeeded in shieldiag the national honor by a refusal of the
right of any citigens involved in this legal coutroversy. He failed there,
for the reason that he never understood that the credit of ithe country
was compromised by these outrages in Uanadian waters. There 18
nothing in the treaty to preventa repetition of these insults in Canadian
waters. The result will be a3 unpopu’arin Canada as in Britain. It
affords no ground for the settlement of the fisheries queation. The treat
should be r- jected by a Senate 1hat respects itself and patriotic enoug
to prepare a more efficacious plan for the protection of American
rights.”’
So you see, Mr. Speaker, that, while on this side there
are cries that Canada has been fleeced, b:youd the froatier
Mr. Bayard and his colleagnes are upbraided for having
sacrificed the interests of the United States. The following
is from the American correspondent of the Toronto Mail

on the same suhject :

¢ The commercial privileges in Oanadian ports granted to American
fishermen should not be regarded as a concession. They are rights per-
taining to American fishermen which should not be bought by conces-
sions, whether importaut or otherwise  Tho frontisr line set down in
the treaty will certainly exclude American fishermen from the right of
fishing within the limit of three miles on the south coast of Newfound-
land, and indefiaitelv to the north. on the coasts towsrd Labrador.
American fishermen h ‘1d that they have a right to the inside fisheries of
those countries and that this righ: eshould not have been sarrendered as
of little worth, The refusal of Great Britain to allow Americans the
right of purchasing bait is the abandonment of & right which the United
Btates have always claimed for their gaople, not only in virtue of the
treaty, but also agreeably to admitted principles of international equity
and the law of nations. The right of purchasing bait was—when all is
said and done--the chief claim of American fishermen, after the right of en-
tering the ports for the purpose of victualling and transshipping their fish.
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Without the right of buying bait, the Amerieans have gained very little
by the treaty. No invention has been made enabling Americans to
carry buit enough in their refrigerators for a whole fi:hing craige, and
the refnsal to allow Oanadians to sell bait will be as harmful to them as
the refusal of the right to buy the same 18 to the Americans.”

The name of Mr. Wiman, the champion of free trade and
reciprocity, has been uttered during this debate, Now, we
know what this gentleman’s views are on the subject, as we
see in an answer of his, of last February, in reply to a de-
spatch from the Mail, asking his opinion on the treaty.
From Washington he replied by wire as follows : —

‘‘ That the treaty, in so far as its clauses are known, ig the best settle-

ment of an ugly quarrel that could be made under the circumstances.
Although, at first sight, it might appear as it the interests of Qanads
were sacrificed, it will turn out that the Dominion has gained more
thereby than it has lost. The provisions of the new treaty will have
the effoct of broadening the relations between the two ccuntries, and
wiil eliminate an element of grievous discord and danger which has
hitherto kept them asuuder and threatened their peace.”’
I conclade, Mr. Speaker, with saying, as Mr. Wiman has
done, that the precent treaty is the best po-sible settlement
and the happiest solution of a vexed question that threat-
ened real trouble, And the hon. the Minister of F.nance
will allow me to congratulate him heartily, in the name of
the fishermen of Canada, whom 1 represen’, for having
taken up their cauvse with firmness of grasp, for having
shielded them from the encroachments of the Americans,
and for baving furnished us with this treaty which, if it
does not check s'rife for ever, will at least put usin the
way of a final settlement.

Mr ELLIS T feel it my dufy to speak on this subject
but I would not have rdd-ersed the Hou: e at ail were it not
that probably I diff:r from gentlemen on that side of the
House as well as from my fiiends on this side on certain
points. Several constructions have been put upon Mr,
Bayard's letter, but the conclusion I come to with regard
to that proposition to the Minister of Finance, was that, in
Mr. Bayard’s view, this country should become an itudepen-
dent country:

“‘Tt i evident that the commercial intercourse between the inbabit-
anis of Canada and those of the United States has grown into too vast
proportions to be exposed much long-r to this wordy triangular duel,
and more direct and responsible me hods should be resorted to. * * *

¢+ On the other haund, I believe | am animated by an equal desire to
gerve my own country; and trust to do it worth ]{. The immediate
dificulty to be rettled is found 1n the Treaty «f1813 between the United
States and Great Britain, which has been guestio vezita ever gince 1t
was concluded, and to-day is suffered to interfere with and seriously
embarrass the good understanding of both countries in the important
commercial relations and interests which have come into being since
its ratification, and for the adjustment of which it 18 wholly inadeguate,
as has been unhappily proved by the events of the past two years’

Now, Mr. Speaker, it is possible that the idea of commerecial
intercourse aud commercial union or unrestrieted reciprocity
was in that, but it does appear to me looking at events which
are transpiring now and with regard to which the House
has not been taken into the confidence of the government,
that it is the poliey that this country should be independent
and that Newtoundland should unite in that independence,
a process which is now going on at the present moment.
He then said:

‘ Great Britain being the only treaty-making party to deal with the
United States, the envoys of that Government alone are authorised
to speak in her behalf and create her obligations. I presume you will
be personally constituted a plenipotentiary of Great Britain to arrange
here with whomsoever may be selected to represent the United States
terms of agreement for & modus videndi to meet present emergencies
and also a permanent plan to avoid all future disputes It appears
to me that a8 matters nw stand the colony of Newfoundland ought
to be represented and included, for a single arrsngement should
guffize to regulate all the joint and s-veral interes's involved. I
sbould, thetefqrv, .be informed speedily through the pr. per crauanel as
to the authorieation and appointment by the Imperial Goverument
of such representatives ”

But, Sir, I listened with great attention to the speech of the

Minister of Finance, and I have read it over very carcfully

since, with regard to his remarks as to what Mr. Bayard

meant by commercial uvion. Taking into account the
Mr. Jonoas,

statement made by the hon. the Minister of Finance
that he himself was disappointed when he got to Wash-
ington in regard to Mr. Bayard’s views, it is impos.
sible to g+t from the reference he made to that ques-
tion any clear idea of what Mr, Bayard meant, Itis true
reference was made to the desire of Mr. Bayard that we
should follow in some way the commercial arrangement of
the United States, or that there should be some reciprocity.
But it is impossible to get any idea of what the Minister
meant by what he did say. He did say, however:

11 did not meet an American statesman who would not hold up both

hands for commercial union with Canada. Why, 8ir? Because he

knows that it would give Canada to the United Siates ; he knows that
you would occupy the degrading gosition of having a neighboring coun-
try make your tariff and impose the taxes apon you.”

Mr. Bayard most distinctly declared that he had no desire
to affect in any way the political independence of Canada.
He says:

“] say commercial because I do not propose to imclude, however in-

directly, or by any intendment, however partial or oblique, the politi-
cal relations of Canada and the United States, not to affect the legisia-
tive independence of either couatry.”
It is impossible that Mr. Bayard has made that statement
in the letter, and that he could reconcile it with the
statement which the hon. gentleman has made. However,
that is a matter for Mr. Bayard and himself to settle. Mr.
Bayard made a memorablo statement in reference to the
general subject, and I think I might quote his words :

¢t I feel we stand at * the parting of the ways.” In one direction I can
see & well assured, steady, healthiul relationship, devoid of tpetty jealous-
ies, and filled with the fruits of a prosperity arising out of a triendship
cemented by mutual interests, and enduring because based upon justice ;
on the other & career of embittered rivalry, staining our long froutier
with the hues of hostility, in which victory means the destrnction of an
adja ent prosperity without gain to the prevalent party—a mautual,
physical and moral deterioration which ought to be abhorrent to patriots
on both eides, and which I am sure, no two men will exert themselves
more to prevent than the parties to this unofficial correspoadence.’’

And at the close of the negotiations, Mr. Bayard said :

“ As he had expressed himself before, he felt that as a result of the
controver-ies of the two preceding years, ths two countries stood at the
parting of the ways, and it became necessary to determine whether their
fature should be in the direction of friendship and mutual convenience,
or of unfriendlin-ss and alienation. He hoped the work that had been
done by the Confereace would decide that guestion, and that the bonds
ot amity between the two countries would be strengthened by the ties of
friendly and muatually beneficial intercourae.”

There is no doubt whatever that the troubles which arose
were troubles almost eutirely of our own creation. The hon.
Minister himself could not get beyond the treaty. He says:

‘* We offered to remove all causes of difference in connection with the
fisheries; by an arrangement providing for greater freedom of commer-
cal intercourse.”

To this the American commissioners replied that they de-
clined to take up that matter:

. ‘“Because the greater freedom of commercial intercourse 8o proposed
would necessitate an adjustment of the present tariff of the United
States by congressional ac:ion, which adjustment the American pleni-
potentarries consider to be manifestly impracticable of accomplishment
through the medium of a treaty under the circumstances now existing.”
These circumstavces were unquestionably the hostility
excited by our acts, which compelled them in their own
self-interest to insist on an arrangement on the lines of the
treaty alone. So they declared that the proposed trade
arrangement conld not be accopied as constituting & suitable
basis of negotiation concerning the rights and privileges
claimed for American fishing vessels. They, therefore,
insisted that the adjustment of differences must be had by
agreeing to an interpretation or modification of the Treaty
of 1818, Now, Sir, at the very outset of the proceedings
we were hindered and hampered by the difficuities which
we ourselves had created, and which excited such a fecling
in the American mind against us that Congress itself had
declared in 80 many words that we were seeking, by the
restrictions which we were putting on American fishermen,
to drive them into freer trade relations with us, and they
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felt it their duty to declare distinctly and positively that
we could not do that by the course we were taking, Take
the hon, Minister’s own statement :

‘ Yesterday we stood face to face with a non-intercourse Bill, sus-
tained by the united action of the SBenuate and House of Representatives,
sustained by almost the whole press, Republican and Democratic, of the
United Btates, sustained with few exceptions by a prejudiced, irritated
and exasperated people of 60,000,000 Iying to the south of us.”

And again:

“ They [the Ameriean negotiators] said that such was the expression
of public men in regard to Canada,and the treatment by Canada of their
fishermen that if to-morrow any relaxation of the commerce of the United
States was made by an Act of Congress, it would comntain & clause ex-
cepting Canada from its operations go as to demy us its advantages.”

And continues the hon. gentleman :

¢ We turned our ;ttention to the only means by which we could avert
what everybody would feel would be the greatest disaster that could be-
fall this country.
Now, Sir, the position in which we were placed, according
to the hon. gentleman’s own statement, was, that among a
people of sixty millions we scarcely had a friend. Yet,
there are something like & million Canadians in the United
States, but the hon, gentleman tells us that our position was
such that there was not one of them to raise a voice for us.
In the House of Representatives at Washington there are
men of Canadian birth or origin, men who had lived in this
country for a time, and who must have turned occasionally
with some feeling of respect and affection to the land in
which they had lived ; yet there was not one in the national
legislature to raise his voice for us. The hon, gentleman
referred to the fact that the press, republican and demo-
ratic, were united against us. On that press there are
many of our young men, too many, south and east and
west, who are filling responsible positions on the press, and
there was not one of those to say a word with voice or pen
in the interest of Canada. The situation is so humiliating
that it must have caused the hon. Minister of Finance quite
& pang to make the statement to the House. Now, Sir,
with regard to the concessions we have made, it will be
well to remember that in 1818, when the treaty was made,
there were very few custom houses, and very few ports of
entry, and the American fishermen no doubt acquired by
time and long usage privileges which they came in time to
regard as rights. The whole situation was fall of difficult;
but immediately after the expiration of the Treaty of 1871
we commenced to enforee with greater strictness and rigor
than ever before our regulations—so much so that the
Americans spoke of our action as unfair, ungenerous, and
inhospitable, and what some would call inconsistent ; mem-
bers of Congress spoke of our passion and spite, and a pro-
minent member of Congress dpescribed our enforcement of
the treaty as inhuman., The treaty was one intended to
give American fishormen shelter, and it was intended that |
when they eame into our ports or along our coasts, and
when seeking that shelter, they should be just as much in
the exercise of their rights as our own people. But we
made it so difficult that many of them preferred to seek
the open sea to entering our ports at all. The hon. Minis-
ter of Marine the other night, in an endeavor to satisfy the
House that his treatment of these fishermen had been very

lg:mane, made this statement to show how lenient he had
en :

“ The schooner Hereward was detained for shipping a man, and was ;
released immediately with a warning. The Boynton was allowed to
land an injured man from her vessel for medical attention. The Fanny
Stariing was allowed to purchage provisions for her homeward voyage.
The French was allowed to ship a crew to take the vessel home when
he discharged her own crew, and was detained for repairs quite a long
time. The Fyench and Argomaut were seized within the three-mile
limit and their crews allowed to be shipped home in United States fish-
ing vessels. Technically we could have ingisted that they should not
have this privilege, but we gave the privilege and gave it heartily. The
schooner Perkins had shipped a man illegally and was detained, but
she was releaged after discharging the man. The schooner (Fracey was
allowid to ship men to take the vessel home. The schooner Perkins

08

was extended the same courtesy. The schooner Pendragon, whoge
crew had sickness on board, was, under medical advice, allowed to
urchase fresh provisions and meats of all kinds, just as fon a8 the
goetor gave a certificate that it was necessary for the health of the
orew.”

Andsoon through a long list. Well,I think it is discreditable
to the country that the hon. Minister of Marine should take
credit for such things as these. Why, they are the ordinary
things & man would give to his enemy under the cireum-
stances. Along our coasts, where their vessels are continu-
ally coming, as our vessels are continually going along their
coasts, there is a constant interchange of courtesies and
civilities, The customs and coast-guard vessels of the Unit-
ed States have frequently towed our vessels through ice and
other dangers and difficulties, have taken them intp port
and out, making no difference between the vessels of the two
countries ; and yet the hon. gentleman claims credit for him-
self and his department that they did these things. Why,
Sir, the hon. gentleman can have no soul--no official soul,
at any rate, A case of a particular kind was mentioned last
year by the hon, member for Richmond (Mr, Flynn), where a
vessel came into port where a man lived who had been lost
overboard. The captain desired to land his effects and went
ashore. During his absence, as was the common custom, the
men went ashore, yet that man’s vessel was seized and &
fine of $200 imposed upon him. He was in a strange place,
had no money and had to go around and raiseit as best he
conld. When the matter was represented to Ottawa, the
Minister of Customs undoubtedly remitted the fine and
allowed the vessel to go free, but the very fact that this
imposition was put on the captain, shows how easy it is, by
means of such imposition, to create the feeling which the
hon, Minister of Finance described as existing in the United
States.

Mr. FOSTER. Will my hon. friend name the vessel ?
Mr, ELLIS. I do not know the name.

Mr. FOSTER. Will the hon. gentlemen vouch for the
accuracy of the statement ?

Mr. ELLIS. The hon. member for Richmond (Mr,
Flynn) made the statement last year in his place in the
House, and the hon. gentleman did not contradict it then,

Mr, EDGAR, The vessel was the Pearl Nelson, and the

Y | fine was $200.

Mr. FOSTER., Will you vouch for that?

Mr, EDGAR. I bave the blue-books which will prove
it.

Mr. ELLIS. It is just possible that the Opposition itself
in this House was rather too lenient with reference to the
conduct and policy of the Government, I do not wish to
refer strongly to the hon, the Minister of Fisheries because,
in this matter, I am enjoying my little trinmph over him
in a quiet way ; but he went down to the constituency of
St. John, in 1887, and made there an eloquent speech. One
of his positions was that he had introduced in the House of
Commons a Bill which made it forfeiture for a vessel to be
found within the three-mile limit, except for the purposes of
shelter and repair and obtaining wood and water. 1do not
know how to characterise such a boast in language fitted

! to characterise it, which would not meet, Sir, with your

censure, but the boast is one that reflects no credit on the
country, and which would naturally be taken hold of by
the American people to show how ungenerous we were.
It has been constantly announced by the Government up
to the present year that there was to be no change in their
policy. 1t was only last year that the Premier said :

“ We stood simply on our riﬁhts, we stood simply on the Convention of
1818. We stated, and we hold to it, that the change of years and the
commercial treaties that have been made between England aud the
United States did not and could not in any way, in the most remots de-
gree, affect the terms of the Convention of 1818; that comvention was
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made with due deliberations a8 & matter of mutual concession, and in
which a good desl was given to the United States. as well as something
given up by England. It was a bargain with consideration on both
pides. We hold to that, and we hold furtber, that the contention that
it Las been in any way altered or given up, or that it could be altered,
or eould be in any way denounced, to use the diplomatic phrase, is out
of the question. It could not be, aud I have no doubt it will not be.”’

The treaty before the House which we are now discuesing
is pretty good evidence of the change that has come over the
Mipistry on that point. Take up the treuty itself: the first
eight articles relating to the headland queation, and compare
them with what the First Minister said last year oo that
point. He said :

“There are only two questions in which there can be any contention.
The first is the headland question, which we are all acquainted with.
We all know what that means. We adhere to the position taken by the
British Government from the time of Lord Bathurst until now, that the
three miles are to be taken from the headlands and not from the sinuo-
sities of the bay.”

With regard to the headlands question, I observe that
the treaty itself follows the proposition of Mr. Adams
in 1866, as modified by Mr. Bayard. That proposition
has been accepted by the Government, 1 do not proposeto
find any particalar fault with the arrangement made. Some
compromise was absolutely neceseary, and this is perhaps
not worse than any other that might be made. Mr, Bayard,
in supplementing Mr, Adams’ proposal, proposed that bays
and harbors from which American vessels are in future to
be excluded are:

st Agreed to the taken to be such bays and harbours as are ten or less
than ten mileg in width, and the disiance of three marine miles from
such bays and harbours shall be measured from a straight line drawn
across t{e bay or harbor in the part nearest the entrance at the first
point where the width does not exceed ten miles. ”

The Privy Couneil thus replied to that proposition:

‘¢ This provision would involve a surrender of fishing rights which
have always been regarded as the exclusive property of Canada, and
would make common fishing grounds of territorial waters which by the
law of nations have been invariably regarded both in Great Britain and’
the United States as belonging to the adjacent country.”

By the 10th and 11th articles we have receded very far
from the ground originally taken by the public authorities
and have undonbtedly placed the American fishermen in a
better position to enjoy the rights and privileges they were
to enjoy under the Treaty of 1818. I have gone carefully
over the treaty, and the contentions made by our own state
department, and I have made a summary, which I trust the
House will permit me to read, of the concessions made:

% We have, by the very act of making this treaty, receded from the
position maintained 8o long in practice, that Canada and Great Britain
could impose their own interpretations upon the meaning of the Treaty
of 1818, thus enlarging the limitations of that treaty. By doing this
we have given the United States a precedent upor which to bate new
demands for the amelioration of the regulations applied to their fishing
vegsels should the need arise.

‘¢ We have almost wholly abandoned the contention that fishing ves-
gels are a class by themselves and, therefore, not entitled to any com-
mercial privileges.

* We entirely and fotever abandon the three mile headland theory.

“ We forever admit the right of United States fishermen to navigate
the Straits of Oanso.

*“We no longer compel American fishing vessels to depart from our
shores in twenty-four hours after arrival.

. We relieve them from the obnonxious operations of the customs regula-
tions enforced against them as fishing vessels, and which were specially
severe, a8 the true intent of these laws was to regulate commercial
trading ealy.

. “ We free them from harbor, pilotage and other dues which were some-
times inhospitably, and often capriciously imposed upon them, even in
cases when they sought shelter, dealing with them in these matters as
mlx;xme roial vessels, though denying them the rights ¢f commercial ves-
sels,

‘¢ We have practically abandoned the course of ordering them to de-
part if gupposed to be hovering within our waters; and algo the plan
of putting an officer on board of them as a matter of course,

‘‘We permit them under certain circumstances to purchase bait, to
replenish outfits, to ship men, and to trausfer cargoes.

** We issue to them, free of charge, permits which enable them to pur-
chase supplies in ports of entry, on all occasions, just as trading vessels,
except that they may not do it for barter, and this applies both to the
homeward voyage and outer voyages.

Mr, ELLIs,

The second section of Article 11 does not name bait, bat
there will be no difficalty whatever of purechasing bait
under it,

¢¢By the 14th article we abandon our previous conten:ion that prepar-
ing within Canadian waters to fish is evidence of intention to actually
fish within Canadian waters, and we therefore recede from the position
taken by the Act of 1886. L.

tt We have limited, and defined, and reduced the severe penalties im-
posed by that Act for violation of our exclusive rights of fishing. For-
feiture of the vessel is no longer a penalty except for fishing within
Canadian waters, or preparing withia these waters to fish therein. In
all other cases $3 a ton is the highest fine which can be imposed.

« We have provided a summary process of law for dealing with arrest-
ed or eaptured vessels, instead of the old and slow process of the Ad-
miralty Court.

« And, lest the punishment of aninfraction of the new treaty, or that

of 1818, should seem to be unjast, and to prevent the dsnger of giving
offence to the United States, the Government of Canada can reverse the
judgment of the court.” .
The United States negotiators, on the other side, recognise
that we are not required by the Treaty of 1818 to sell their
fishermen bait, ice or general outfits, to transship eargoes, or
to ship men, in ordinary cases, but by the protocol we give
them the privilege of doing these things, although the
Minister of Justice said :

“ If the Provinces are to be the judges it is most prejudicial to their
interests that United States fishermen should be permitted to come
into their harbors on any pretext, and it ig fatal to their fishery inter-
ests that thoge fishermen, with whom they#fave to compete at such a
disadvantage in the markets of the United States, should be allowed to
enter for supplies and bait even for the pursuit of the deep sea fisheries.”
Certainly the Minister has abandoned that position. And so
going through the whole correspondence, through all
the warnings, through all the rigorous custom house regu-
lations, through the utterances of the press, through the
declarations of the Ministers, and you will find a thorough
and complete change of attitude on almost every point in
this controver-y. What we have lost by what we have surren-
dered I do not know. If we consider what we have lost by
the efforts which have been made to prevent our coming to
any arrangement, we must have lost a great deal, As to the
jeopardy in which we are placed, it has been described by
the Minister of Finance. I think we have made very many
conceseions indeed. Bat I regret that we have been com-
peiled, in an ungracious way, to do a gracious act. 1 do not
find any fault with anything which has been done in that
particular. On the contrary, I rather approve of the treaty.

Some hon. MEMBERS, Hear, hear.

Mr. ELLIS. Hon, gentlemen say ¢ hear, hear,” but
I think they might recview their own conduct and
see where they stand tc-day and see where they stood
one or two years ago. No doubt we have learned a good
lesson. We have learned that, in dealing with an interna-
tional matter, we cannot afford toset up these small re-
strictious,and treat the Government of the United States as
some in this House appear to be inclined to do. The Minis-
ter of Finance made a reference to the power which was
behind us when we made & treaty. There may be a great
power behind us, but it did not stand by us in regard to
this treaty, and, when the Premior said that we would
have the British forces behind us, it is well to ask where
these were in regard to the carrying out of the Treaty of
1818. The British Government have not backed us up, but
have left us behind in that matter, and the same inference
may be drawn in reference to the new treaty should it
become necessary to defend it. While on this point, I
might make a remark in regard'to what was said by the
hon. member for Northumberland (Mr, Mitchell) on Friday
last, The facts which the hon. gentleman stated may
be correct, but I do not think we should find fault
with Eogland because she chooses to pursue her own way.
I do not see that we should make complaint in regard to
the mother country. Ithink that men of fair mind and large
judgment in that country, must have been astonished at the
position we took ; 1do not think that men with humane and
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generous minds could have defended the positions we took
in regard to the vessels of a friendly power. It is in the
nature of things that we should pursue different ways, we
should remember that England is and has been a model to
the world, and should say nothing harsh about her. If this
treaty stands in any jeopardy in the Senate of the United
States, it is entirely due to ourselves, No doubt the
Government is very anxious to carry the treaty. Bat you
may undersiand the feeling in the United States as to the
treaty, or as to any treaty, under the circumstances. I think
the hon, the Mirister of Marine and Fisheries told us that
in the past two years 2,200 American vessels had been
boardeg) by our cruisers in our waters. If anything
could be ealculated to excite the antagonism of a people,
it must be that sort of conduct You may have a right
to do it, but to exercise that right mnst necessarily excite
the greatest hostility. You had all these complaints
made, I think there were fifty vessels involved in one set
of complaints, and seventy in another which were made to
the Government of this country by the people of the United
States as to the way in which we treated those vessels, and
claims to the number of 150 or 200 were sent in. All this
must have the effect of putting the people of the United
States and the Senate of that country in a very unpleasant
condition with regard to us. The Minister of Finance, in
bringing down his statement, gave us no information as to
the position of the claims for damages against us, but [ under-
stand, from & published letter o Mr. Bayard, that he is
allowing them to stand over as against claims made for
damages in the Behring Sea. With regard to the deten-
tion of vessels, I do not know how many there are,
but I assume that these vessels are to be released.
Now, Sir, if these vessels are to be released, it seems
to me a very strong acknowledgment that, at any
rate, our case was a doubtful one. With reference to the
general question of the purchase of bait, referred to by the
hon. member for Lunenburg (Mr, Kisenhauer) the other
night, with regacd to the purchase of ice and supplies, and
wood and coal, and the transshipment of cargoes and crews,
I think it would be better for the Government to make an
open arrangement with the United States with respect to
all these things. It is an utter absurdity in these times to
say that we shall not sell bait. There are two sides to the
question. Men who are engaged in collecting bait along
the coast, whose business it is to sell bait, want to sell it.
An hon. member said the other night that the effect of allow-
ing bait to be sold would be to make it dear, Well, people
who have bait to sell woald like to have it made dear,
Then, with regard toice. When the Treaty of 1813 was
made no such thing as ice was used. Why should not men
along the coast be allowed to sell iceto any fisherman
that comes along? Why should they not be allowed
to ship their crews? ‘The hon. gentleman told us,
as it it was somothing wonderful, that we were not
to allow transshipment of crews, as if it was some great
gain. It is absurd to wmake mon who live in the
owns along the coast in Nova Secotia travel by railway to
the United States ports for the purpose of entering on board
a fishing vessel. So with regard to the transshipment of
cargo. Why should not cargces be transshipped when there
are on our coast railways to do the business ? Now, I
noticed in a paper the other day that there are 8,070 men
in the New England deep-sea fisheries, and 60 to 75 per
cent, of them are natives of the Lower Provinces. Is it not
ap absurdity to compel these men to go by railway to New
England ports to join a fishing vessel, and then not allow
them to be discharged at the port where the voyage ends ?
What will be the effect of this ? The United States, a year or
two ago, passed & Bill called the Labor Contract Act. Our
men, instead of paying railway fares, now ship as passengers
on board passenger vessels, and sail to the United States
port at which they are about to engage on fishing vessels,and

where they are to stop on their voyage. The United States
authorities have stopped them, have arrested these men.
The other day in Boston a large number of natives of Yar-
mouth and Shelburne were arrested for violation of the Labor
Contract Act, and they are subject to fine and imprisonment,
because they go into that country under a contract to go
fishing. The policy, therefore, in this respect, is one that
bears harder upon ourselves than upon American fishermen,
The whole object of the Treaty of 1818, and all its restrio-
tions, have passed away. There were two objects in that
treaty. One was the determination on the partof the British
people of that day, backed by the leaders of the colonial
people, to suppress democracy. It was supposed that we
would be able to grow a power in the colonies which would
check: the power of the United States. Another idea was
that the fisheries would become the nursery of seamen for the
English navy, with which to check the power of the United
States and of France. Well, Sir, Ebngland herself has
become more demoecratic than the colony, and as to our
fishermen, they never have shipped on board a British man-
of-war., I do not know whether they have higher or lower
aspirations, but at any rate the whole object of that treaty
has failed. Therefore, it is better for the Government to
take up this whole matter with a strong hand and open out
the whole question. It is better not to make any restrio-
tions at all, but to open them as a matter of trade, and say
to the United States: We are willing to make the best
trade we can with youn, under the circumstances. We
recognise fully that it is better to have freedom of
trade, better to enter into a liberal arrangement with
regard to the people of the United States as being bene-
ficial to our own people and to ourselves. Now, Sir,
with regard to the contention that the treaty gives us any
thing, it is perfectly absurd. No'one has shown where we get
any advantage, The hon. member for Queen’s, P.R.I., the
other night went over the ground thoroughly, and from his
point of view he showed exactly what the position is. The
hon. Minister of Justice tuned up his fiddle and played us a
very pretty little jig, at which all of us could laugh, whether
we were on the Government side or not ; but he really did
not meet the arguments of the hon. member for Queen’s as to
what the treaty takes away trom us. The main ground upon
which this treaty can be defended, the ground upon which
I support it, is that it is friendly to the United States. It is
a trealy of peace. WWhat we surrender may not be very
great. It is absolutely necessary for us to live on the most
friendly terms with the United States; it is a most desirable
thing that all the arrangements between the two countries,
and all the relutions between them, shall be of the most
harmonious character, 8o as to prevent trouble and discord
among the two peoples. We are constantly, in winter and
summer, the recipients of tavors from the people along the
coast, Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I support this treaty becanse
of its friendliness to the United Siates, because it sweeps
away restrictions which are unnecessary, which areof no
benefit to ourselves, and when removed may be of great bene-
fit to that people and to ourselves in the way of peace, both
tor this country and the Empire at large. Now, Sir, I must
cordially congratulate the Minister of Finance upon his
treaty. Ido not want to express in as strong terms as I
would like to, the appresiation I feel of the work he has done.
Words of mine, which would seex 1o me to be only words of
just praise for the work he has done, might seem to the
Hbuse, perhaps—to this side at any rate—words of extra-
vagant eulogy; therefore [ will not use them. But I
do say that he has done a great work for Canada, he has
done a great work for England, and he has done con-
eiderable good work for the United States in this House,
and I trust that, in whatever way his reward may come,
it will be satisfactory to him., Bat, Sir, it is well to note
that in what he has done, he has bowled over the most
important members of the Cabinet. He has swept
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away, a8 with a sponge on a blackboard, the declara-
tions of the Premier himself; he has wiped out the
arbitrary regulations of the Minister of Customs, or at
any rate, their apf)lioation to the fishing vessels; he has
swept away the pleadings of the Minister of Justice; and,
with the breath of his nostrils he has extinguished the
false lights put up along the shore by the Minister of Mar-
ine, which were luring the Ship of State to destruction.
Therefore he is to be congratulated. Ido not know whether
he likes this kind of congratulations, but they are such as I
give, and I give ther most heartily. I trust, Mr. Speaker,
that the treaty will be ratified here. I venture to hope
that, as in this Parliament, 80 in the Senate of the United
States, the able men composing that great deliberative body,
will accept this treaty, not alone for its practical benefits,
but as an acknowledgment of our determination to do jus-
tice, too long delayed, as an olive branch of peace, as an
evidence of our desire to continue, and to expand, and to
make perpetual, the friendly relations between England
and her oldest child in America, and to cement more closely
and more firmly the friendly relationship of Canada to the
United States.

Mr. LANDRY. I have listened with a great deal of
attention to the hon. C%entleman who has just taken his seat.
Upon his rising to address the House I made up my mind
that coming from New Bruuswick and knowing him to be
possessed of the intelligence that he does possess, knowing
that he is as well intormed on public questions as he is, the
arguments he would use to this House might possibly re-
quire some answer to constituencies of New Brunswick, if
not to any other constituency, and I listened with the
object of replying to the arguments he might offer, But,
to my great astonishment, when he finished he himself had
answered his own speech. During remarks occupying
fifteen or twenty minutes he condemned the treaty in every
possible way, and he pointed out to this House all the con-
cessions made, he pointed out their nature, in what respects
they had been made and I expected him to find fault with
the surrender of all those rights and privileges which we
enjoyed and which had by this treaty been surrendered to
the United States; but upon concluding he congratulated
the Minister of Finance npon having made such an excellent
treaty, upon having rendered such great service to the coun-
try and the people of Canada, but he did not forget to say
also that he had rendered equally great service to
the people of the United States. I cannot say that the hon,
gentleman spoke very differently from other hon, members
who have spoken on the other side of the House. It is true
they have made some semblance of finding fault with the
treaty ; but upon the whole not one hon. gentleman has
8aid he wonld oppose it by his vote. They have found
fault more particularly in regard to what brought about
the treaty ; and yet what would they have done ? they
admitted by their argument that the treaty was brought
about because of the regulations enforced by the Govern-
ment since the abrogation of the last treaty. They say, or
in effect they say, that the reason this treaty was brought
about was because of the position taken in regard to those
regulations, and most of them admit that we had a right to
put them in force, that they were striotly within our right
to pass, although they think the Government did not aot
discretely in enforcing them. I would answer them in this
way; had the Government acted as hon. gentlemen
opposite desired them to have acted for the last two or
three years, we would not have had to-day’this treaty of
which they speak so highly. If we had allowed the United
States vessels to have free use of our fisheries, if we had
never opened our mouths to find fault with those who
came within our waters and poach on our fisheries
for years, obliging the Government to protest against those
acts, ﬁ; t]};::y did, no treaty would have been negotiated,

. LI8.

and we would not have had this great blessing regarding
which gentlemen opposite have congratulated the Govern-
ment 8o frankly and so honestly. I, therefore, believe if
we have & treaty to-night it is simply because when the
other treaty came to an end the Government, understanding
the interests of the Canadian people, endeavored to put in
force that which it is not disputed we had a right to put in
force. The only question respecting which I can to some
extent agree with hon. gentlemen opposite when they spoke
of having made a surrender, and I cannot help giving ex-
pression to my opinion in this House, was that so faras I
interpret what is given by us under this treaty, although
the matters may not be very valuable in view of the inter-
ests of peace, good government and relationship which we
hope will always exist betweeu this country and the United
States, and I say those matters were not a great deal to
surrender to secure those objects—yet if there was anything
surrendered I believe it was surrendered by us and not by
the TUnited States, It is- true the United States
have given wup a great deal of their contention,
that they contended for a great deal which they did
not get ; but according to my interpretation, they were
imaginary rights whereas ours were real rights under the
treaty, rights which under the interpretation of a proper
tribunal would have been found to exist under the treaty.
But not one of the hon. gentlemen opposite has pointed out
what we have lost by the snrrender made. The hon. gentle-
man who last spoke pointed out thirteen or fourteen
different things we had surrendered, but he did not point
out that this country had lost anything by it, he did not
show that we had made a surrender that injured our interests
and in proportion benefited the people of the United States.
On the contrary, he told us that he was not prepared to say
it would be any loss to us. The only ground uwpon which
he calculates the treaty might be an injury, was simply in
view of the contentions made by us previous to the nego-
tiations ; but if we take the hon, gentleman’s own conten-
tions made before he spoke to-night in this House, we will
see that his contentions were somewhat hostile to the con-
tentions made by the Government. What did he say in the
paper over which he has control. He said:

¢ There is & doubt whether an American fishing vessel has the right
under the Treaty ¢f 1818 to enter our harbors and buy bait. But an
arrangement made 70 years ago will not work now. The Government
of Canada in reviving a treaty 70 years old have done a thing which

they wili not be able to stand by, and which will make this country
ridiculous in the eyes of the world.”

That was his opinion in 1886,
Mr. ELLIS. That is my opinion now.

Mr. LANDRY. Then what does the hon. gentlemar find
faunlt with ? He was only grieved because it did not occur
gooner. If it had occurred sooner, there would have been
no occasion for the treaty. He told us that the circam.
stances that brought about the Treaty of 1818 disappeared,
and therefore, it was necessary to have another treaty.
There was an absolute necessity, according to the hon. gen-
tleman, for having a new treaty, because tho reasons that
led to the Treaty of 1818 had disappeared. If there were
such ressons, was the Government wrong in negotiating a
treaty ? Certainly not. The next question is whether
the treaty is one that we can approve. Not one of the
hon, gentlemen opposite has endeavored to point out that
it is not one that we should approve. They all say we
should approve it, and no vote will be taken respecting
it.. I admit that at the beginning of the debate if
hon. gentlemen opposite had taken the stand that the
treaty should not be accepted, as it was a base sur-
render of rights which it was our duty to guard and
maintain and pot surrender-—and I take it that the Parlia-
ment of Canada still has it in its own hands, notwithstand-
ing the negotiation that has taken place, the duty of
determining whether the treaty shall be passed, and that



1888. COMMONS

DEBATES. 861

we can still stay our hand aud ory halt, and say we will
wait for something better—if they had taken that ground
I could have sympathised with them to some extent, because
they would have believed we were surrendering valaable
rights. They do not, however, take that position, On the
contrary, they take this position: While they blame the
Government and use very strong language, the late Finance
Minister using very strong language indeed, stating that the
Government had in a cowardly manner surrendered, that
according to their own admission they would have surren-
dered long before they came face to face with the American
Government; they would have surrendered when the Am-
erican fishermen came to poach upon our fisheries, and they
would have hauled down the flag at that time, to use the
words of the hon. gentleman opposite. They found fault with
that surrender, and at a time when it was, in my opinion, pro-
per and right and fair to make surrenders, if thesurrenders
were called for, because when a treaty is being made sur-
renders have to be made on both sides. If surrenders have
been made on both sides, it is in order to ensure the
friendly relatiors which we say owght to exist between the
two peoples. When the time comes for discussing those
matters in a friendly manner face to face, it is the time to
see what one can concede on one side, and what one can
concede on the other, for the benefit of both countries. I
would ask hon, gentlemen opposite in what are our rights
surrendered, or on what false position are we placed by
those negotiations ? [ cannot see it, and I have therefore
much pleasure in joining with the hon. gentleman from the
city of St. John (Me, Kilis) and with the hon. gentlemen
on the other side of the House in giving my vote for the
ratification of this treaty.

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Speaker, it was towards the close of
last Session before the Government laid on the Table of the
House the blue books which furnished the information upon
which we have to judge very largely of this treaty. During
the short time we had befors the Séssion closed, after the
correspondence was brought down, I did not do more than
take a cursory glance at it, and very little opportunity was
afforded to discuss it before the House closed. I must admit
that I did feel in reading it very much pained and surprised
at parts of the correspendence which was laid before us. I
however felt that as the matter was opened up for nego-
tiation between Canada and the United States that even if
the opportunity had presented itself it would not have been
right for us to wash our dirty linen in publie, as it were,and
to take the ground which might be construed to be in favor
of the American contention. I was not surprised, however,
at the arguments of the Government contained in the cor-
respondence, I dare say they were all correct, and they
were very able arguments indeed, but what I was pained
and grieved at, as a Canadian, was to see the hard and jn-
humane way and the most impraudent manner in which our
Government had enforced the technical rights which they
claimed under the old Treaty of 1818. 'The hon.the Minis-
ter of Finance has had to educate his party a good deal
recently, and there was a remark which he made in his
speech the other day, which I think will apply admirably
to the conduct of his colleagues in 1886, in reference to
American fishing vessels. This is what he said :

1t is one thing to hold a technical construction and it is another
thing to eaforce it.”’

Ido not fiad fault for the holding of a technical con-
struetion by the Government, but I do find fault with the
manner in which they enforced it. 1 do not like to see this
treaty carried by the House unless I for one protest against
the many acts of the Government which have produced
those many cases of complaint, and which I have no doubt the
British commissioners in private, during the course of the
negotiations, have had to admit and must have apologised
for. I will give three or four instances which will illustrate

the others. There was the oase of the ShilohA in which the
contention was made that Canadian fishermen who happened
o be on this American fishing vessel in a port should not
be allowed to step on shore to see their friends. They were
prevented from doing so. Now I say if that can be justified
according to the strict interpretation of the laws of the
Medes and Persians it was the most unwise and improper
and inhumane thing to enforce it against our Canadian
fishermen, It has been alleged against us on this side that
we take the contentions of the American law breakers. I
shall go to the reports of the officers of our own Government
and prove from their own officials the injustice in the case.
Capt. Thos. Quigley of the Government cruiser Terror
-reports :

¢ In the case of the Skilok she came into ths barbor about six p m, on
the ninth of August’ at Liverpool, and a signal was fired in her case the
same as the others.’

Just as if she was a pirate,—

¢¢ When she anchored I boarded her, and the captain reported he was
in for water. [ told him it was then too late to report at the eustom
house till morning, and that he must not allow his crew on shore, also
that I would leave two men on bourd to see that he did not otherwise
break the law and that my instructions were carried out.

‘ [n the morning I called for the captain when taking the Julia and
Ellen captain ashore. From there [ told him as I did the other that his
men coufd go on taking water while he was reporting, so that he could
sail when he returned and not be delayed. This they did not do.

‘1 have reason to know that it was not water this vessel eame ia
for, as several of the crew lived there and it was for the purpose of
letting his men ashore and not for taking water that he put in. He
afterwards emptied six barrels of water, stating they were sour, and
fooled all day filling them, delaying the time that he might get his
crew on shore. I refused to allow his crew on shore for any other pur-
pose than to take water, after completing which, the weather being fine
I ordered him to aea in the evening.

i In all cases, except when in for repairs, I place men on board to see
that the law is not violated, as many of there vesse!s pui in for the
harbor and make taking water and seeking chelter an excuge either to
get men or land them, or to allow them a chance to see their friends.’’

What a crime it was for several of the crew of the American
vessels who lived in the port of Shelburne to desire to get
on shore to see their friends. The officer complains that
the American captain came for the purpose of putting his
men ashore and not to take in water, Here is the valiant
commander of & government cruirer who prevents h's
Canadian fellow citizens from coming on shore to seo their
friends, on the ground of some technical regulations of the
Government. 1 come to the case of the Pearl Neison, of
which I told the Minister of Marine just now, whon he inter-
rapted the hon, member from St, John (Mr. Eilis), with an
enquiry regarding that vessel’s name. I told him I would
be able to show that the Pearl Nelson was fined $2(0 by the
custom house officer, and that the captain of that vessel was
refused permission Lo land the clothes of a dead Canadian
at the port of Arichat until $200 was paid.

Mr. FOSTER. We will hear how you will prove it now.

Mr. EDGAR. 1 will prove it just as I said I wounld
prove it. I take, in the first place, the allegation of the
American captain who says:

“‘Ihai lust & man on the Grand Banks named James Bampson, who
belonged to Arichat, and I wanted to land his effects if the customs
officers would allow me to. Some of my crew belonged in that ncigh-
borhood. William Batineau, my cook, and nine others of my crew took
boats off the deck and went ashore without asking my permission. I
saw them, but had never known that was any objection. I had been in
this and other British and American ports frequently, and witnessed the
landing from my own and other vessels’ crews, but never before heard
such landing was illegal or improper. These men took nothing with
them from the vessel, nor carried away anything but the clothes they
wore

‘“From the time I left Provincetown I had been into no port any-
where. Next morning after my arrival in Arithat, at 8.30 o'cloek, [
went ashore to enter at the custom house and found is closed. I called
at nine o'clock and it wae not opened. I went again at ten o’clock and
found the collector opening the office door. [ made the regular inward
report to him, and requested permission to land the clothes of James
Ssmﬁwn, who had been lost trom my vessel on the Grand Banks.

 He told me he had sent a man for me. After I got there this man
came into the office and was holding my papers, and told the man to go
back and take charge of the vessel.
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“1 asked him why he held my papara. He replied hg seized her
because { had allowed mv men to go ashore before reporting at the
castom house; that all he could tell me was, he said he would telegraph
to Ottawa and find out what to do with me, and he did telegraph imme-
diately. About & o’clock p m the collector received an answer, and
told me to deposit $200, and the vessel would be released. The oollec-
tor would not allow me to land this dead man’s clothes until after I had
paid the $200 fine.”

That is his allegation,
Mr. FOSTER. What day was that?

Mr. EDGAR. I suppose the 18th of September. Now,
what does the report of the hon. Minister of Marine say :

*¢ The Ministeralso submits that it is clear from Capt. Kempt’s affidavit
that he was guilty of an infraction of the customs regulations in allow-
ing men to land from his vessel bafore che had beea reported, and the|
Minister ot Customs having favorably congidered Capt Kempt’s repre-
sentations as to his ignorance of the customs regulation, requiring that
veseels should bs reported bef ire landing either mea or cargoe therefrom,
has remitted the fine of $200 which had been imposed, in the case of the
American schooner Pearl Nelson."’

The enclo~ed shows that the report of Mr. Johnston, when
the remission was made, was dated 22nd Octoler, more
than a month after the fine had been imposed. There is no
enntradiction to the allegation that this man was not
allowed to land that dead man’s clothes until he paid the
8200, He was fined for sending some men on shore with
tho dead man’'s clothes, I suppose.

Mr. FOSTER. No.

Mr. EDGAR. Well, wi-hout them. I do not care how
it was, he was not allowed to sand this dead man’s clothes
on ghore unul ho wnaid the tine. Let us take a case of
unother c'ass —a case o which a vessol was refused permis-
sion to bny a few trifling supplies. The captain says :

¢ On Tuesday, bth October, we made Shelburne, N.8., and arrived in
that harbor about 8 o’clock, p.m,, on that day, short of provisions,
water and oil to burn. On Wednesday, 1 sailed for the inner harbor of
Shelburne, arriving at the town about 4 p.m. On going ashore I found
the custom house closed. and hunted up the collector and entered my
vesrel, and asked permission from h'm to buy 7 lbs sugar, 3 lbs
coffe-, 4 to 1 bushel potatoes, and 2 Ibs butter or lard or pork, and oil
enough to last ug home, and was refused. I stated to him my situation,
short of provisions and a voyage of 250 miles before, and pleadea with
him for this slight privilege, bat it was of no avail I then visited the
American consul and asked his assistance, and found him powerless to
aid me in this matter. The collector of customs held my papers until
the next morning, although [ asked for him a8 soon as I found [ could
not buy any provisions, say about one and a balf hours afier I en:ered,
but he refused to give them to me until the next morning. Immediately
on receiving my pape's on Thursday morcing, [ started for home,
arriving on Sunday I think the treatment I received harsh and cruel,
driving myself and crew to sea with a scanty supply of provicions, we
baving but little flour and water, and liable to be buffetted for days
before reaching home.”

The answer of the collector of vustoms to that is that he had
gone to an agrioultural exhibition, and he went on:

I bad been on the grounds about 15 minutes when Captain Rose put
in an appearance, and 1 at once came to the office, and he reported his
vessel, stated that he was from the Bank bound home, and came in to
fill water and wanted provisions as follows, viz , 7 1bs sugar, 3 |bs cof-
fee, 1 bushel potatoes and.2 1bs butter, This wasall. I tiok & memo.
and attached it to bis inward report, and oil is not mentioned. Stated
that he had plenty of flour, firh and other provisions sufficient for voyage
bome. Igave him permission to fill water atoncs, but as the treaty
made no provision for purchase of supplies I would telegraph to the
Department at Ottawa, and no doubt it would be allowed.

Mr, BOWELL, Quite right,
Mr. EDGAR:

¢ Oaptain Rose expressed his willingness to remain until a reply was
received. Me called at the office next morning (Thursday) at 6.30 a.m.
and not finding 1 had received s reply, said as the wind was fair and a
good breexe, he would not wait longer, and would take a clearance,
which I gave him.”’

The bon. Minister of Customs says the collector was quite
right to telegraph to the grand panjandrum at Ottawa. I
will quote to the hon. Minister of Customs the words of
the hon, Finance Minister again :

#Itisone thing to hold a technieal construction, and it is another
thing to enforce it.”

Mr, Epaas.

Perhans the hon. Minister of Customs will tell us that the
collector enforced these stringent regulations because the
Americans did. 1 think I have heard that contention
before, but the hon. Minister of Finance meets that
very question in his speech, because he has surrendered
rights of that kind; and as an excuse for doing that which
I do not think required any excuse at all in this Parliament
—he should rather have excused the previous acts of his
administration—with reference to the concessions made in
Article 10, he said: -

¢ A great deal was made of the apparent injustice of subjecting vessels
obliged to put in for humane purposes, such ag vessels in distress and
vessels muder stress of weather to come under the clause of the treat
that allowed vessels to come in for those four purposes. A great dea
was made of the difficulties that were thrown in their way, and the
obstructions that were placed apparently by Oanada, in the way of their
exercising and enjoying those privileges that the treaty of 1818 clearly
and distinctly provided they should enjoy. I think, Sir, that this House
and the people of this country will agree with me that it was not unde-
sirable in the interests of goo1 neighborhood, in the interests of the
good reputation of Canada for humane and friendly consideration to
vessels 1n distress, obliged to put into our ports for shelter, and espe-
cially where they had under the treaty right a right to come in under
such circumstances, that we should remove any obstructions or hin-
drances that lay in their way.”

Then the hon. the Minister of Finance goes on to say:

“ It was urged, o1 the other hand, that in the United Btates our fish-
ing vessels were not treated with the same stringency that those vessels
were which under treaty right are permitted to come into our waters
for those four purposes, and evidence was placed before the commission
to show that in the port of Portland the course pursued was a more
liberal course than the stringent regulations which had been used ia
Canada. The collector of that port who had been collector for 10 years
was examined and gave his testimooy as to the treatment of the Domi-
nion vessels in the United States waters. He was asked:

*¢ ¢ During the time you have been deputy coilector, whether or not,
there have been numerous cases of Domirion vessels, including vessels
engaged in fishing in that port, and if they failed to report, though
Iying more than twenty-four hours, have penalties been imposed for
such failure during the term of your gervice ?’'

¢ Hig answer was, a8 I remember :

‘ ¢If there were any instances of Dominion vesssls failing to report

when lying more than twenty-four hours, their presence has been over-
loyxed by the port officers. [do not recall from memory a single
instance when or where a penalty was imposed, and I find no record of
any such payments in the accouxnts of this office.’”’
So that our Customs Department had not even the miser-
able execuse that the others were doing it to, and if they
had that excuse two wrongs would not make one right.
What was the opinion about this harsh cons.raction of the
treaties of Mr. Chamberlain himself. In speaking at Mr,
Wiman's banquet, he is reported in the London Times to
have said :

' This interference, whether justifiad by law or not, inevitably pro-
vokad great irritation and ill-feeling in this eountry, and it is not too
much to say that for some time peaceful relations between the two
greatest free nations in the world—or, if not peaceful relations, at any
rate, friendly intercourse between them was at the mercy of officials
acting at & great distanee from the central authority, who might be hot

headed or indiscreet or unreasonable in the exercise of extiremely deli-
cate functions. * * *

‘¢ Nations are often more apt to resent petty affronts and injuries than
they are to resent serious invagions of nataral rights.’’

Now I should think Mr. Chamberlain was right on that
point at any rate. Let us see whether the Americans
resented this or not, Let us see whether they quietly sub-
mitted to this interference. I will not say whether the
Amwericans did not too hotly resent this; I will not say
whether they were not too touchy on the subject, Bat [
want to show that our Government should have understood
the people fhey had to deal with, and should have known
how seusitive the Americans are with regard to any inter-
ference of that kind with their commeroe ; they should have
underatood what would have been the results of that inter-
ference. What were the results? From the beginning to
the end of all the correspondence in this buok, we sse that
there was the strongest feeling created; we see that Mr.
Bayard, who is not usually supposed to be an ill-tempered
or unreasonable man, used language with reference to ves-
sels, all through the unfortunate summer of 1886, of this
kind., Speaking of the case of the Novelty, he said :



1888. COMMONS

DEBATES. 863

¢ Against this treatment I make instant and formal %rotest ag an
nowarranted interpretation and spplication of the treaty by the officers
of the Dominion of Canada and of the Province of Nova Scotia, as an
iofraction of the laws of commercial and maritime intercourse existing
between the two countries, and as a violation of hospitality, and for
any loss or injury le::nlting thercfrom, the Government of Her Briiannic
Majesty will be held liable.””

With reference to the prohibition of purchasing herring
from Canadian weirs for canning, Mr. Bayard writes:

“ Such inhibition of nsual and legitimate commercial contracts and

intercourse is assuredly without warrant of law, and I draw your atten-
tion to it in order that the commercial rights of the citizens of the
United States may not be thus invaded and subjected thus to unfriendly
discrimination."”
The Secretary of the Treasury was asked to report upon
these subjects, and he speaks of ‘ the unworthy and petty
spite ” of the Canadians in dealing with the Americans. He
also said :

¢‘The Dominion of Oanada brutally excludes American fishermen from

Canadian ports. * ¢ I believe there never has been in the past
and I hope there never will be in the future such passionate spite dis-
played by the officers of the Government, as has during the last sum-
mer been exhibited in the Dominion of Canada towards well meaning
American fishermen.'’
That was from the Secretary of the Treasury. Then the
Committee of Foreign Affairs of the House ot Representa-
tives made & report, and they reported in much the same
line. They also sugygest the motives of the (Canadians to
uee these means in enforcing what they considered their
rights:

*‘The motives and purpose of such denial have been openly pro-
claimed by Canada, and plainly avowed by Oanada to be. first, the pun-
ishment of such vessels becanse the United States levies a duty on
Canadian fish not fresh for immediate consumption, such as the Govern-
ment levies on all such fish not the product of American fisheries and
imported from any foreign place whatever, and secondly, to coerce the
United States to exempt such Canadian fish from all dustoms duties, and
to enter into other new reciprocal relations with the Canadian D-minion

and Newfoundland. It is a policy of threat and coercion, which, in the
opiz}:]it,),n of your commission, should be instantly and summarily dealt
with.

It was instantly and summarily dealt with and they showed
in that report what it was they dealt with. It was this con-
duct of the Custom Department, which the hon. gentleman
has said to-night was r%ht, that they dealt with. Then came
the retaliation Act. hat language is used about that
Act in the official correspondence brought down by the
Government ?

‘“ The Senate rose to a high level of patriotism in defence of na-

tional honor. The series of unneighborly, brutal, and illegal out-
rages upon American commerce in Dominion waters has been regented
with becoming vigor and dignity. The Senate, with only one dissent-
ing vote—and that vote cast under a fantastic interpretation of the
measure has armed the President with full, adequate and just powers
of retaliation.”
So 1 have traced, 1 think, that Retaliation Bill and all the
possible and fearful consequences which it might have
involved, directly and clearly to this indi: creet, ill-advised
and nnstatesmanlike action of our Government in 1886,
Well, even after that our Government were not dismayed.
No, Sir, like ancient Pistol they had brave words at any
rate, and it was after that, it was on the 1st February,1887,
that we had the famous report of the Privy Council, which
was sent over to England, and which purports to be the
report of the Minister of Marine and Fisheries. I do not
koow whether I have any right to pry into the aunthorship
or not of that document ; but I shouid judge from the terms
of it, and from the tarns of sentences in that document, that
the Minister of Justice had more to do with it than the
Minister of Marire and Fisheries. The hands are the hands
of Esau, but the voice is the voice of Jacob., In that grave
State paper, they justify everything they have done, and
they siy:

‘It is not to be expected that, after having earnestly insisted upon
the necessity of a strict maintenance of these treaty rights, and upon
the respect due by foreign vessels while in Canadian waters, to the
municipal legislation by which all vessels resorting to those waters are
governed, in the absence moreover of any decision of a legal tribunal,

E to show that thare has been any straining of the law in those cases in
. wh ch it has been pat in operation, the (Oanadian Government will
: suddenly and without the justification supplied by any new facts or
arguments with1-aw from a position taken up deliberately, and by doing
so in effect, plead guilty to the whole of the chirges of oppre-sion,
inhumanity, and bad fa'th, which, in language wholly unwarranted by
the circumstanees of the case, have been made against it by the public
men of the United States.”

Here is the historic rentence, which comes in now,—

 Buch a surrender on the part of Canada would involve the aban-

donment of a valuable portion of the national inheritance of the Oana-
dian peoi)le, who would certainly visit with just reprobation those who
were guilty of so serious & neglect of the trust committed to their
charge.”’
These were brave words indeed, but they were sent home
by His Excellency on the 1st February, in a despatoh to
the Home Office, and as soon as the Home Government had
time to consider the situation, they promptly sat npon Her
Majesty’s Governmer t here, and in a despatch sent by cable
from the Colonial Secretary to the Governor General, they
say:

‘¢ Her Majesty’s Government, while endeavoring to procure this ad
snterim arrangement, feel it right to intimate to you that they are dis-
posed to think, after much consideration of the entire subject, that the
best and simplest eettlement of the present difficulties might be arrived
at if both parties would agree so as to permit the discussion of the
more extended commercial arrangements—to provide for a term at
least, if not permanently, the condition o1 things which existed under
the Treaty of Washington, fish and fish productions being again reci-
procally duty free, and the fishery being once more reciprocally thrown
open. They are, however, of opinion that it would be the clear interest
of the Dominjon that no suggestion of a pecuniary indemnification
should be made in proffering this arrangement.”

And that was within two days accepted by the Governor
General in a cable to England, so that the high words, and
the still more high-handed proceedings of the hon. gentlc-
man could not be tolerated in England, but, fortunately for
Canada in that instance, were interfered with. I am not
80 much surprised that England could nat, after that, trust
Canada to negotiate a treaty, These gentlemen nearly got
Canada, nearly got England, and nearly got the Empire
into 8 war with the United States. It was, therefore, not
surprising that England could not trust the Canadian Gov-
ernment to negotiate the treaty, But, though that is the
case, I would not like to be in the House when any Cana-
dian commercial treaty is adopted which has been made for
us by representatives of Downing Streot, without entering
a protest against that, becanse I think British diplomacy
in colonial matters has always been a failure. "We had
boped that we had outlived that stage ot Canadian existence
ever since, in 1874, Mr. George Brown went to Washington
ag a delegate, not from Downing Street, but from Ottawa,
to negotiate a treaty. Of course he was authorised in
Her Majesty’s name, as he had to be. Afterwards, we
settled in Halifax the amount of the claims against
the United States, and we did it most successfully,
without any Downing Street agent to manage it for
us, and I had hoped that the ground which w:s
taken, in 1882, by Mr. Blake in regard to that
matter, and which, I think, you, Mr. Speaker, will recol-
lect, would have been followed for the future. I think it
is unnecessary, in order that Canada may have fair play
with the United States, to invoke the warlike power of
Great Britain. That is all a piece of clap-trap, We know
that the English Government will not send its ironclads
and open fire upon the cities of the United States in our
behalf. England might do that in Alexandria or in Bur-
mah, but she will not do it in regard to the United States.
That is the last thing she will think of in this world. Bat
we have claims of our own, and we should go to the United
States and say to them: It is worth your while to make a
treaty with us at any time, because it wiil be immensely
to your advantage to make that treaty, and not only to
make it but to keep it. It is not the ironclads or the
armies of Hurope that keep treaties in the present
age, but it is the mutual benefits derived from them
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by the countries who are parties to them. If that
were not the case, how could Switzerland, that liitle
State in the midst of Europe in arms, successfully make
treaties ? But we know that she does, and that Portugal
does, and that those treaties with larger powers are entered
upon and honestly carried out. We do not need the assis-
tance of England to make our treatics or to have them kept
after they are made. I will just trouble you with a statement
of the enormous value of Canadian trade to the United States
a8 compared with other countries in the world. There are
only three countries in the world that have a larger trade
with the United States than Canada, and those are England,
Germany and France. We have a more valuable trade with
the United States than that great Empire of Brazil or that
fertile island of Cuba, both of which are her neighbors, We
have double the trade of Italy, Belgium or the Netherlands ;
we have more than treble the trade of China, Mexico or
Japan; we have more than four times the trade they have
with Spain, more than five times their trade with Russia,
more than six times their trade with the five republies of
Central Americain the aggregate, and ten times the trade
with Chili and Portugal. And tosay in that condition of affairs
that we shounld look for an agent to come from Downing
Street to make a fair treaty for us is not reasonable. A few
years ago, when the present First Minister was in power, in
1868, two of bis colleagues were in London, looking after,
among other things, the San Juan difficuity. They were
8ir George Cartier and Mr, William Macdougall, who were
at that time representing the Government very ably; and,
in a letter to Lord Granville, dated the 29th December,
1868, they gave expression to these seniiments:

¢t Our experience of past diplomacy in the settlement of boundaries in
North America, in which the disposition on one side to conceds, and on
the other to encroach was always present and always resulted disast-
rously to Canada, admonishes us that a similar disposition, and similar
results, may befeared in the future.”
That was the statement of the hon. gentleman’s colleagues
nearly 20 years ago; and eurely, Mr, Speaker, if they were
right in their historical account of what had happened in
the past diplomacy, they were right in what they were
afraid would happen in the near future; for we know that
Ban Juan Island was given away, wo know since then the
Fenian claims, in the Treaty of 1871, were abandoned, and I
am not at all eatisfied that if Canada had the negotiation of
her own ariangemonts, about the tisheries with the United
States, and was not interfered with one way or another, we
might not have done better than we have. Now, Sir, as to this
treaty itself, ihe concessions do seem to be all on one side.
There is very little in the treaty at all. It is spread over a
good deal of ground, it is like very thin butter spread over a
large slice of bread. It looks very much as if the plenipo-
tentiaries, after spending ncarly three months, came to the
counclusion that for the credit of themselves, every one of
them, they must do something; that it would never do for
them to go homo without coming to some settlement, and
80 they patched up a little arrangement about the head-
lines ; they made concessions to the Americans about entries
in the customs ports, and they gave nothing on earth to
Canada except a provision, in the 12th clause, that Canada
is to havo the same rights for her fishing vessels in Ameri-
can fishing grounds, as were conceded to the United States.
But even that, the Minister of Finauce in his speech, had
to admit did not amount to anything at all; he was almost
ashamed for it, and he apologised for ite So, while not
deriring to oppose the treaty as it stands now, I think it is
comparatively harmless, but I think it contains a great
marny provisions which should have been conceded by us
without negotiations by the delegates at Washington. I am
sorry to suy that it does not contain free access to the
United States’ markets for fish for our people dowa by the
sea, aud that is one great desideratum that they all
seem clamoring for. But apart from that, Mr. Speaker,

Mr, EpGag. o

baving made & protest against the action of the Govern-
ment in 1886, and against the negotiation of Canadian
treaties by Downing-street diplomatists, I will vote for the
sccond reading of the Bill.

Mr, MoDOUGALL (Cape Breton). At this very late hour
of the pight, or rather early hour of the morning, I do not in-
tend to detain the House very long, I would not trouble the
House at this moment were it not for the importance of the
treaty for the people whom I have the honor to represent.
Ever since the negotiations between the United States and
(anada the people of my county*have been looking anxiously
forward to this settlement, and so far as I have been able to
learn the sottlement which has been arrived at gives general
satisfaction. A great deal has been said with regard to the
treatment which the Americans have received at the hands
ot Canadian officials, Now, on this point, I desire to read
the testimony of a captain belonging to the United States
who was engsaged in the fisheries. In a letter to the Boston
Herald, dated 9th November, 1886, he says :

“ So much has been written and printed about the experiences of
American fishermen in Canadian waters, and the indignities put on
them, I wish you would open your columns and give your readers an
ingight into the other side of the story. I sailed from Boston for North
Bay on 16th June, not knowing just what the cutters would do or how
the law would be interpreted. 1 neared the coast with fear and anx-
iety. The first land sighted was Whitehead, and immediately cries came
from aloft: ‘Cutter in sight ahead!’ I rushed to the deck, found the
vessel which proved to be the Houlett, commanded by Capt. Lorway,
nearing us rapidly. At time of sighting the cutter we were standing
alone inshore. She hoisted her flags to let us know what she was, and
we immediately ¢ about ghip’ and put to sea to get out of her way,
for {ear we might be put on the prize list of the captures. We finally
headed up for Port Mulgrave in Canso, expecting to receive rough usage
from the authorities, but, to our surprise, found Collector Murray & per-
fect gentleman, willing to assist me as far as he could without encroach-
ing on the Canadian laws. From there we put in at Port Hawkesbury
and boarded the cutter Conrad, and agked the captain for instractions in
regard to the three mile limit, and what privileges, if any, we had. I
wag answered, in & courteous and hearty way, that he did not have them
aboard, but would go ashore in & few moments and get me a printed
copy of the regulations, which he did, and assured us that if we
followed them we would be unmolested ; that he was there to see that
the law was not violated, but not to cause unnecessary annoyance.
After receiving instructions from the captain, thanks to him, I went to
the custom house and entered my vessel, paying twenty-five cents. I
found a very pleasant gentleman in the collector, who did all in his
power to relieve my mind and make us comfortable.

 Souris was our next port of landing, where we also reported, and
were well treated. From there we went to Malpeque, where we found
another gentleman in the collector. We met the cutter Houlett at
Uascumpec, and had several interviews with her commander, Captain
Lorway, whom { found a quiet, just and gentlemanly officer. My vessel
was one of the fleet ordered out of harbor by him. At that time it was
a8 good a fish day as one counld ask for, and the instructions were plain
that at such times we had no right to remain in harbor. At no time
is there much water to spare on the bar, and it is a common occarrence
for vesgels to ground in %oi'ng in or out, and that some did touch was
due to ignorance of the channel or carelessness on the part of captains.
At the time the order was iggued the weather was fair, but before all the
fleet could work out through the channel, one of the sudden changes in
weather, 80 much to be dreaded on such a coast, came, and the cutter
rescinded the order and the fleet returned. [t has been printed in a
Boston paper that, owing to being forced to sea by the cutter's orders
in bad weather, my schooner, the Ardrew Burnham, fouled iwo
Englishmen and narrowly escaped serions damage. If true it would
look like a hardship. It was simply this : In getting under way, in a
small and crowded space, finding I would not have room, 1 dropped
our gtarboard anchor. That not holding, we let go the other, and it
brought us up all right ; not much in this to point to as an outrage or
danger from stress of weather. I believe Captain Lorway to be a man
who would carry out all the requirements of the Camadian laws, but I
saw nothing in my experience in those waters that could be considered
a8 being arbitrary, or taking a mean advantage of his official anthority
to annoy anyone. Uaptain Lorway has been a master of vessels for
twenty-five years, is a man of high reputation as & seaman, and as good
s judge of wheiber the weather i8 favorable for a vessel to go to ses a8
any man who walks a deck, and when he ordered the flzet to sea he
went himgelf, and [ know he would not order a vessel to leave harbor
if \here wae any danger of loss of life or property. We reported at
Cascumpec, and were treated the same as at all other ports we touched
at. If our vessels would attend to reporting at the custom house, the
same a8 they do in our ports, no trouble would be met with.

“If we had ‘ free fish ’ it would give the Oanadians some recompen:ze
for what our fishermen want, viz., the right to go anywhere and every-
where, use their harbors, ship men, get provisions, land and mend our
nets, buy salt and barrels, and ship cuc catch home by rail or steamsr
without expense or annoyance, the same as we have heretofore.
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¢ If we had had this tErivile;m 1ast year, myself and vessel would have
been $5,000 better off this season, and all the fishermen in the bay would
have been in the same boat with me. Ido notsay that I am too honest
not to fish within the three-mile limit, nor do I believe there is a vessel
in the fleet who would not, if the cutter was out of sight. I made two
trips to the bay, both of which were very successful, and I lived up to
the requirements of the law as well as I knew how, and did not find
them obnoxious, or to interfere with my success, and everywhere I
went I was courteously treated by the officials—especially so by both
the cutters. 8hould it be & bay year next season, I hope to meet
them again. Those who openly preached that they would go where
they pleased, do what they wanted te in spite of law or cutters,
shipped men, smuggled or openly fished inside of the limit, and
indulged in the satisfaction of damning the eutter, the captain, the
Government and everything else when they knew they could do it
with impunity, and that the men they were talking to could not resent
it by word or blow, were looked after sharp and were not extended
the courtesy that was shown so many of us.

¢“In the interest of fair play I could not help writing you and asking
you to give this to your readers, if not taking up too much of your
valuable space.
“Yery respectfully,

“CAPT. NATHAN F. BLAKE,
¢ Sehny. Andrew Burnham, of Beston.
‘‘ Bostor, 6th October, 1886."’

This is what Captain Blake says as to his experience in
dealing with our customs officers and captains of cutters, and
it is far from being in accordance with the utterances of hon.
gentlemen opposite. I think, however, thal authority
should be satisfactory to those gentlemen ; first, because the
authority comes from the United States, avd, second, be-
cause the authority is named Blake. Here is an extraoct
from the paper in which that letter was published :

(Bxtract from the Boston Herald, dzted 9th October, 1886.)
¢4 A FISHING CAPTAIN'S EXPERIENCE.

“ The letter of Captain Nathan F. Blake, of the fishing schooner
Andrew Burnhim of this ecity, which we published on Wednesday,
would appacently indicate that the Canadian officials have not been
dieposed to push the requirements of their law quite as rigorously as
some of our fishermen have maintained Captain Blake says that he
has e?ﬁperienced not the least trouble in his intercourse with the Cana-
dian officials, but that, as he has treated them courteously, they on their
side have reciprocated in like terms. Thers is, undoubtedly, a great
deal of bitterness felt on both sides, and probabty this bitterness has led
both parties to be ungracious in their own conduct, and to exaggerate
the wrongs they have endured, hardships frequently due to an unwill-
ingness to observe the requirements of the law as these are now laid
down. If all American fishing captains exhibited the same courtesy
and moderation that Oaptain Blake has shown, we imagine that there
would be very little trouble in arriving at an equitable and pleasing
understanding with Canada.”

I wish now to call the attention of the House to the
condition of our fisheries, for they have been presented
before this House as in an unsatisfactory state and particu-
larly the fisheries from the part of the Dominion from which
I come, In 1873 the value of Nova Scotia fisheries was
$6,5600,000, in 1878 $6,131,000. It will be remembered that
in course of the discussion in this House a few days ago
more than one hon. member contended that during the
period from 1573 to 1871 the fishing interests in Nova
Scotia made progress but since that date had declined. I find
by referring to the fisheries from that time to the present
that, although the value in 1874 was $6,131,000 it had
increased in 1882 to §7,131,000, and in 1886 to $8,415,000, or
an increase of 15 per cent. The same may be said in
regard to the Island of Cape Breton, although an hon.
member, I think the han. member for Queen’s, Prince Ed-
ward Island, stated the other day that there had been a great
exodus and that the fisheries are in an unsatisfactory condi-
tion. I propose to give a statement showing not only that the
fishing industry is in a state of prosperity, but that it is in
a state of great prosperity. In 1882 the value of the fish-
eries of Cape Breton was $1,080,000; in 1886, $1,561,000,
being an increase of 50 per cent. We also find the number
of men employed larger than it was when hon. gentlemen
opposite occupied the Treasury benches. In 1377-78 we
had employed in the fisheries 6,680 hands ; in 1886-87, 7,591,
or sn ltgme of 11 per cent. I desire now to quote from

!

the Halifax Morning Chrondele an article on the subject of
the fisheries and the operation of the Government laws
against the American fishing vessels. It states, in its issue
of January 13th, 1888, as follows:—

‘*THE MACKEREL CATOH.

“ The last number of Bradsirest’s contains a number of elaborate
tables, in connection with the trade of the United Btates, showing the
produetion of wheat, cotton, fish, and a variety of other articles, during
the year 1886, as compared with previous years, The table relating to
the zsh trade will afford the people of the United States the most con-
vincing proof of the absurdity of the claim that our fisheries are of no
value to them. If such figures were sent out from a Oamadian source
their accuracy might be challenged, and it would no doubt be pretended
that they were cooked in the interesta of our fishermen, for the purpose
of securing the removal of the duty. The facts and figures given by
Bradstrect's are open to no such doubt, and there can be no question
that their wide circulation will have & strong effect in causing the
Americans to see the folly of the course they have been led to adopt, in
reLecting the opportunities which have been offered them of settling the
fishery question on a fair and reasonable basis.

“ The mere statement of the fact that during:1888 the primary indue-
try of the New England fishermen, the catching of fish, has been unrs-
munerative, fails to give anything like a definite idea of the result of
their exclusion from our waters upon their business, but the figures in
Bradstreets are intelligible enoufh to be understood by any one, and
ghow conclusively that the use of our waters is a vital necessity to the
fishermen of the Bastern States, and is of immense importance to the
trade aud to the people.”

¢ It appears that the masackerel fleet in 1886 omly secured 89,000
barreis, as against 330,000 barrels in 1885, and as against a much larger
quantity than last year's catch in every year sinese 1868. The effect of
this ghort catch has been to raise the price and to check the comsump-
tion. The increase from these Provinces, notwithstanding the duty,
has been larger than in 1885. It is further stated that the effect of the
duty has been to change the course of the export trade, mast of the fish
now sent by Boston merchants to Hayti and San Domingo being packed
in the Provinces instead of in the States. [un respect to cod there is &
reduction in the eatch of upwards of 79,000 quintals, a falling off which
may he attributed to the d.fficulty of precuring bait, or may bse ex-
plained by natural causes, similar variations having oceurred in
pravious years, but figures in relation to the mackerel catch are too re-
markable and too uniform in previous years to be explained away. The
number of barrels caught each year since 1881 is as follows :—

1881 .uuiuees coeseree corsrecen worase . wrsee - eeenens 391,857
1BB2 <cvvares seasssest wurree m sessens serere serreners casnes seees 378,863
1883..... . 226,685
1884..... ..-478,078
18865 .... .329,943
18B6 +ovvves sevsmsenn veresnes seserssss susess corsns veres srassrens 81,958

¢ If the cruisers gent out by the Dominion Government had performed
their duty effectively there can be no doubt that the disparity would
have been greater.”’
1 find that the same authority gives for the year 1887
the catch as 88,382, and goes on to say that our
friends on the other side of the House say the cruisers
have performed their duty too effectively and carried out
the laws too rigorously against American fishermen, while
we have the statement of the Halifax Chronicle to the con-
trary. This shows the effeot that the fishery protection
service had upon the catch of mackerel by United States
fishermen and it proves conclusively that the fish usually
caught by the people of the United States in our waters
have been caught by the people of Canada, and that the
benefit aceruing from the catching of this fish acerues to the
people of Canada. I shall not take up any longer the time
of this House except to say that I have much pleasure in
sapporting this treaty, and I am satisfied in doing so that
it will be a matter of satisfaction to the people whom I
represent, a people who are largely engaged in the fishing
industry and a people who do not regard this matter in the
same way as some hon. gentlemen have piciured to the
House and to the country since the beginning of this discus-
sion,

Motion agreed to, and Bill read the second time,

CLAIMS OF MR, KING.

Mr. TUPPER (Pictou) for Mr., WeLponx (St. John)
moved for:
A Select Commitiee to be composed of Messrs. Ives, Edgar, Wood

(Brockville), McDougald (Pictou), Casgrain, Mills (Anmpohgar Flyon,
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and the mover, to examine into and report upon the claim of James
King, a8 set forth in his petition received by this House on 218t Maroh,
1888; with power to send for persons, papers and records.

Motion agreed to.
RETURNS ORDERED.

COopies of all reports made by Oommander Gordon, or any other
officer engaged in the Fishery Protection Service, to Government, on
the condition of the fisheries, the effects of the }’rotectlon Service, and
the probable result of the continuance of the policy of excluding Ameri-
ican fishermen from our ports and waters.—(Mr. Davies.)

Oopies of all tenders received by the Government for fencing the
Eastern Extension Railway in Nova Scotia, and the Intercolonial Rail-
way, from Pictou Landing to Windsor Junction ; and also, a statement
showing the names of the party or parties to whom contracts have been
awarded, if any have been awarded, and length of fence each has con-
tracted for and amount to be paid for work.—(Mr. Kirk.)

Copies of all correspondence, reports, &c., between Mr. John Knight
and the Government; also, the Railway Department and any of its
officers, in relation to damages sustained by him in connection with the
Derby Branch Railway, in the County of Northumberland, New Bruns-
wick.—(Mr. Mitchell.)

Copies of all correspondence, reports, &c., between Mr. Allan Knight
and the Government; also, the Railway Department and any of its
officers, in relation to damages sustained by him in connection with the
Perby Branch Railway, in the County of Northumberland, New Bruns-
wick.—(Mr. Mitehell )

Oopies of all correspondence, reports, &c., between Mr. Patrick
Clancey and the Government or any of its officers ; also, with the Rail-
way Department and any of its officers, in relation to damages sustained
%y him in connection with the Derby Branch Railway. in the County of

orthumberland, New Brunswick.—(Mr. Mitchell )

Correspondenee between Mr. Albert Bryanton and the Railway
Department and any of its officers, and any one on his behalf; also, all
reports and instructions between said Department and its officers in
reference to the placing of & switch and platform at said Bryanton’s, on
the Derby Branch Railway, in the County of Northumberland, New
Brunswiek.—(Mr. Mitchell.)

Correspondence between Mr. Samuel Russell and the Government of
the Dominion, or any of its officers, with all communicationsand reports
from such officer or officers, in reference to a claim for damages to his
&roperty in connection with the Derby Branch Railway, in the county of

orthumberland, N.B.—(Mr. Mitchell.)

Copy of all correspondence between the Government and any person
or persons relating to the claim of the Mississauga Indians, under the
various treaties in reference to unceded lands, together with any reports
and plans in connection therewith.—(Mr. Msdillf

Return of all correspondence, petitions, regorts of engineers, and
others, regarding the construction of a harbor of refuge at Wellington,
Lake ()nta.rio.— Mr. Platt.)

Return of all correspondence, petition, reports of engineers, and others,
respecting the dredging of the Picton Harbor, Bay of %uinté, notalready
brought down —(Mr. Platt.)

Return of all correspondence and petitions respecting the construction
of building for post ofice, Qustoms office and Inland Revenue office in
the town of Picton.—(Mr. Platt.)

Oopies of all papers, writings and reports between Mr. Allan Bryanton
and the Government of Oanada, or anyone onr his behalf, or between the
officers of the Government and him or anyone on his behalf, or between
the Government and their officers, in relation to the placing of a plat-
form and switch near his place on the line of the [rerby Branch Rail-
way, in the county of Northumberland, N.B.—(Mr. Mitchell.)

Return of all puEers and correspondence relating to the location of
the Exgx:mental arm at Grenfell, in the N orth-#est Territories.—(Mr.
Landerkin.)

Return of all lessees of grazing lands under old form of leases : 2nd.
The number of these who have fully comPIied with the terms of the
leases ; 3rd. The number who have partially complied,’showing to what
extent; dth. The number in arrears for rent, showing to what extent
Sth. The number of old leases now entirely unoccupied. —(Mr. Davis.)

Oopy of all corrrepondence, reports and recommendations having
reference to the claim of Uaptain George H. Young, of Winnipeg, that
he and Stretcner-men Bailey and King, of the 90th Battalion, rescued
the wounded Priest, Rev. Father Moulin, at Batoche, on the 1ith May,
1885; and that the said rescue was not effected by Doctor Gravely, of
COornwall, a8_stated in the report of the Surgeon General of Militia as
presented to Parliament in May, 1886 —(Mr. Scarth.)

Return of all tenders received by the Government for the supply of
coal during the past calendar year, the names of successful teggo{ers
and the rate per ton in all contracts for coal entered into by the Gov-
erament during the same period—(Mr. Guillet.)

Return showing 1st. The date of Henry Symth’s engagement by De-
Ris‘mnent of _Agngcu\tnre; 2nd. The date at which sg serviossywero
pensed with ; 3rd, The amount per diem or month paid him tor

Mr. Twrrxr (,Piot.ou).

*

travelling expenses ; 4th. The entire sum paid for travelling or other
expenses ; bth. The entire sum paid for services of any kind, and
travelling and other expenses from the 1lst of January, 1887, to lst
of March, 1888.—(Mr. McMullen.)

Return of all Dominion Scrip issued for any purpose in connection
with Manitoba and the North-West Territories ; the dates and amounts
of the several issues, and the purposes for which they were made; the
mode or modes of redemption ; the amount of each issue so far re-
deemed, and the balances outstanding on the lst March, 1888.—(Mr.
Wilson, Elgin.)

Return giving the names aud dates of the appointment of each Colon-
ization Inspector and Homestead Inspector in the North-West Territor-
ies, including Manitoba; the salary paid to each, also the travelling
expenses per diem or month, the full amount for salary and travelling
or other expenges, paid to each from the date of bis engagement up to

the 1st of January, 1888 —(Mr. McMullen.)

Return showing separately in regard to compan’es doing business
under Dominjon license, the amount of fire insarance at risk on the 31st
December, for each of the years from 1881 to 1887, both inclusive, the
number of policies in force, the total amount of cash paid each year and
the total amount of expenses for each year, the percentage of losses and
expenses to premium income, and the expense per $1,000 at risk.—(Mr.
Bowman.)

Return of all tenders for militia clothing since the 1st of January,
1883, showing the name of oach firm or party tendering, the amount of
each tender, and the name of the person or firm to whom the contract or

contracts were awarded.—(Mr. Bowman.)

Copies ot the papers concernin% the application of George J. Mac-
donald, in connection with the Centennial Exhibition of 1876.—(Mr.

Landerkin.)

Sir JOHN A, MACDONALD moved the adjourpment of
the House,

Motion agreed to; and House deourned at 2.30 am.,
(Tuesday.)

HOUSE OF COMMONS.
Tuespay, 17th April, 1888,

The SPEAKER took the Chair at Three o’clock.

PRAYERS.
RETURN OF A MEMBER,

Mr. SPEAKER informed the House that the Clerk of
the House had received from the Clerk of the Crown in
Chancery a certificate of the return of Joseph Gauthier
Esq., to represent the Electoral District of the County of
1’ Assomption.

FIRST READING,

Bill (No. 90) to incorporate the Belleville and Lake Nip-
issing Railway Company (from the Senate) —(Mr. Masson.)

JUDGES’ SALARIES.

Mr. THOMPSON moved that, to-morrow, the House
resolvo itself into a Committee, to consider the following
resolutions :—

Resolved, That it is expedient to amend the Act respecting the
Judges of Provincial Courts, and to provide that the yearly salaries
of the undermentioned Judges shall be as follows : —

In Ontario—
The Chief Justice of Ontario.,.o .... cov oo ve.. $7,000

Three Justices of Appeal, each...ces .. vveeevese 6,000
The Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench......... 7,000
Two Judges of the High Court of Justice, Queen’s

Bench Division, each.... cceves vevvee cuveen .. 6,000
The Chancellor of Ontario.. ..ccev vevves vevs ... 7,000
Three Judges of the High Court of Justice, Chan-

cery Division, each.... ..cvve covive careee cens 6,000
The Chief Justice of the Common Pleas. ...... .. 7,000
Two Judges of the High Court of Justice, Common

Pleas Division, €a0h seeves vvue cernse eveerven. 6,000

In Quebec—

The Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench......... 7,000
Five Puisné Judges of the said Court, each..,... 6,000
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The Chief Justioce of the Superior Court..... eeee 7,000
Twelve Puisné Judges of the said Court, whose
residences are fixed at Montreal snd Quebec,
each...... ....e s sesne
Sixteen Puisné Judges of the said Court, whos
residences are fixed elsewhere than at Montreal
or Quebec, including the Judge of the District
of Terrebonne, each ...cee vecvee vove cvavone e
The senior Puisné Judge residing at Quebec, if the
Chief Justice resides at Montreal, or the senior
Puisné Judge residing at Montreal, if the Chief
Justice resides at Quebec, in addition to his

6,000

4,500

other salary.... ...... .. vevesesane sens ceeess 1,000
In Nova Scotia—
The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court......... 6,000
The Judge in EQUity.... ceeeee covese sone cenees 5,000
Five Puisné Judges of the said Court, each...... 5,000
In New Brunswick—
The Chief Justice of the Supreme Courf......... 6,000
The Judge in EqUity...oecess sese sess soss suvase 5,000
Four Puisné Judges of the said Court, each...... 5,000
In Prince Edward Island—
The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, being
also Judge of the Court of Vice-Admiralty..... 5,000
One Assistant Judge, being also Master of the
Rolls in Chancery..eu. vves covsrrere voos soveee 4000
One Assistant Judge, being also Vice-Chancellor. 4,000
In Manitoba—
The Chief Justice of the Court of Queen’s Bench, 6,000
Three Puisné Judges of the said Court, each...... 5,000
In British Columbia—
The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court......... 6,000
Four Puisné Judges of the said Court,each...... 5,000
In the North-West Territories—
Five Puisné Judges of the Supreme Court, each.. 5,000

Also that there shall be paid to each of the Judges hereinbefore
mentioned attending, as such, any court held at any place other
than that at which he is directed to reside, for travelling allow-
ances, his moving expenses and five dollars for each day he is
absent from his place of residence; also that the yearly salary of
four County Court Judges of British Columbia shall be $2,000 each,
during the first three years of service, and after three years of
service, each $2,400, and that any one or all of such County Court
Judges may likewise accept from the Province of British Columbia
the office of Stipendiary Magistrate and accept remuneration from
that Province; and also, that in the case of the Honorable Sir
Adam Wilson, late Chief Justice of the Queen's Bench Division
of the High Court of Justice for Ontario, the superannuation allow-
ance to be granted to him shall be the same as if the salary hereby
proposed to be fixed for his office as such Judge, had been the
salary fixed by law at the time of his resignation.

Motion agreed to.
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE.

Mr. JAMIESON, Before the Orders of the Day are called
I wish to mention by way of privilege a matter which arose
yesterday in connection with the debate upon prohibition.
It will be recollected that the hon, memger for Bothwell
Mr, Mills) charged that last year when I had charge of the
ill to amend the Canada Temperance Act that I refused to
press the measure. In reply to that 1 stated that any ac-
tion I had taken had been in accordance with the advice of
the friends of the measure selected from beth sides of the
House at a meeting which had been convened for the pur-
pose. The hon, member for Brome (Mr. Fisher) when re-
ferred to by me stated that he had no recollection of such
meeting. Of course in order to put myself right—

Mr. SPEAKER. I would request the hon. gentleman to
state at once what is the question of privilege. He is now
referring to a debate which took place yesterday and I do
not see there is any question of privilege in that.

Mr. JAMIESON. I have simply to say that the meeting
I referred to, there are three members in the House now
who attended it and which the hon. member for Brome (Mr.
Fisher) had forgotten. I wish simply to put myself right
on this question, as it might be considered a question of
veracity between myself and the hon. member for Brome

(Mr. Fisher), I am satisfled that the hon, gentleman had no
intention of misrepresenting the matter, but——

Mr. SPEAKER. I hardly think this is a question of
privilege.

Mr, JAMIESON. My statement is this———

Mr. SPEAKER. Will the hon, member abandon the
question of privilege ?

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell), The hon. gentleman has stated
what I did not say yesterday and I wish to repeat what my
statement was, My statement was this : That I had
proposed ——

Mr. SPEAKER. I have stopped the hon. member for
North Lanark (Mr. Jamieson). The hon. member when
the question comes up again might have an opportunity to
explain, but just now it will interfere with the business of
the House.

EVIDENCE BEFORE THE RAILWAY COMMISSION.

Mr, HOLTON. Before the Orders of the Day are called,
I wish to repeat the question which I asked the Govern-
ment last Friday, that is, whether it is intended to lay
before the House and distribute to the members the evidence
taken before the Royal Commission on Railways. AsI
said then I repeat now, it seems to me that we cannot
;ntelligently discuss this Bill without this evidence in our

ands.

Mr. BOWELL. Immediately upon the question being
brought before the House by the hon, member for Chatean-
f)uay (Mr. Holton) the other day, I saw the Clerk of the

rinting Committee and asked him if they had not those
reports printed. He said that they had but in very limited
numbers, I then gave him instructions to have them
printed immediately and distributed among the members
a?d he promised to do so, Since then I have not thought
of it.

Mr. HOLTON. I am asking Parliament with regard to
the evidence, I know that when the Minister of Railways
laid the report of the Commission on the Table, on the 29th
February last I think, there were certain documents aceom-
panying it, but not the evidenoce, and it is the evidence for
which 1 am particularly asking now.

Mr. CASEY. I have nodoubt that the Minister of Cus.
tomg———

Mr. SPEAKER. Surely the hon., gentiemen do not
mean to have a debate on this, The question has been put
and an answer has been given, therefore a debate is not in
accordance with the Rules of the House,

"Mr.CASEY, Isit not allowable to point out the import-
ance of having those papers on the Table ? It has been
allowed before, I think.

Mr, SPEAKER. It has been allowed

by controverti
the Rules. v . 8

THE FISHERIES TREATY.

House resolved itself into Committee on Bill (No. 65)
respecting & certain Treaty between Her Britannic Majesty
and the President of the United States,—(Sir Charles
Tupper.)

(In the Committee.)

On section 5,

M:r. MITCHELL. Before that clanse is adopted, I wish
toread a statement attributed to the American consul at
Halifax, a gentleman who has taken a great interest in this
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question, as there seems to be some difference of opinion
about this provision:

“United States Consul General Phelan, of Halifax, N.8., was in
Washington the other day, on his way to his home in ~t. Louis.
In speaking of the recently concluded Fisheries Treaty, he said:

“The advantages accruing to the United States under the pio-
visions of the new treaty have been greatly under-estimated.
New fishing grounds have been opened up to our fishermen and
all doubts removed as to our right to avail ourselves of them.
We are no longer fishing on sufferance. Under the existing
treaty we can only enter Canadian ports for wood, water, shelter
and repairs, Even then we are subjected to a disagreeable es-
pionage. Under the new contract we are liable for no pilotage
dues, and at the same time enjoy the benefits of light-houses
and other safeguards of navigation. Qur vessels can no longer be
seized upon the trumped-up charges of ¢ hovering.' We can now
enter Canadian ports for fresh supplies, provisions, &c., saving
the nedessity for returning home in the midst of the fishing
season., Uur vessels can sell or transship cargoes, and can always
enter the nearest port for anything they may lack.

“ To my mind the Canadians have gained nothing. It may be
said that the treaty might go further than it does, but it is cer-
tainly & vast improvement upon the existing agreement. While
our fishermen may not be entirely satisfied, it would be a serious
matter, as they would quickly realise, should the Senate reject
the new convention. A convincing argumentis the very general
dissatisfaction expressed by Canadians with the provisions of
this treaty. Without regard to party they ave opposed to it. It
is likely, however, to be ratified by those who are in duty bound
to support the Government. The Cuanadian fishermen, however,
will never be satisfied with 1t, while the practical operation of its
{)rovfsions will make it decidedly popular on this side of the

ine.”

I am not going to make any observations, but simply give
this as the opinion of a gentleman intimately acquainted
with the whole question from the beginning.

On seoction 6,

Mr, MILLS (Bothwell), This clause, I have no doubtis
& necessary provision, the necessity of' which is shown by
the correspondence which has taken place between the
American Government and the Governments of the United
Kingdom and Canada. 1t is a pity, however, that the Gov-
ernment did not recognise this principle and act upon it
without being forced to do so by treaty, but exercised a
meddlesome oversight by means of vexatious reports and
impudent regulations made by the Customs Department
that well nigh drove the two countries into war.

Mr. BOWELL. One would suppose, to hear the hon,
gentleman repeat ihat story from time to time, that new
regulations were adopted and enforced by the customs
authorities and the Government. For the information of
the Honse, 1 -can inform the hon. gentleman that no new
regulations were enacted and no change was made in the
law. The only thing done was to carry out the law in re-
gard to fishing vessels, which were pluced in the same
position as vessels engaged in ordinary commereial trans-
actions. We applied to them the same rules and regulations
that were applied to all commercial vessels or all vessels
trading in our ports, There were no new regulations, but
the law &s it exisied, and has existed for years, was rigidly
enforced in those as in other cases.

Mr. MITCHELL. Does my hon. friend forget that only
two years ago the Government brought in & Bill in order to
perfect a defect that existed in those laws, so as to enable
the Government to make those seizures ?

Mr. THOMPSON. That was not a customs regulation
at all. There was no amendmeut of the customs laws, nor
did any case whatever ocoar under that Act.

Mr. MITCHELL. 1do not enter into the question whether
any case occurred, but I say that the statement of the hon,
Minister of Customs that thero was no new law with refer-

Mr. MitcuELL,

ence to the entrance of these vessels into our ports, was in-
correct,

Mr. BOWELL. What I said T repeat, th&t no new Iaw
was passed and no new regulations adopted by the ‘Customs
Department. The Minister of Justice very clearly stated
wht the object of that law was. -

Mr. MITCHELL., This House passed a law affecting the
powers of the Minister of Customs, or the Government, to
geize and delay vessels for certain violations that were not
provided for before.

Mr. EDGAR. Whether new laws or regulations were
passed or not, the hon, the Minister of Customs developed
extreme activity in annoying and worrying the Americans,
and in devising nuwise moans of putting those regulations
into force against our neighbors of the United States dur-
ing the summer of the year 1886. That is what they com-
plained of ; and, s I pointed out before—and I cannot point
it oat too often, until the hon. gentlemen :and the country
also understand the position—he had not even the poor-ex-
cuse that the American Government were -enforeing their
customs regulations against our fishermen in the same way.
They were not doing so. As the hon, the Minister of Fi-
nance said a few deys ago, the American Government ex-
pressely avoided doing so duaring the very time that the
hon, the Minister of Customs was enforcing those regula-
tions, The hon. the Minister of Finance said :

¢¢Tt was urged, on the other hand, thatin the United States
our fishing vessels were not treated with the same stringency
that those vessels were which under treaty right are permitted
to come into our waters for those four purposes, and evidence
was placed before the Commission to sbow that in the port of
Portland the course pursued was a more liberal course than the
stringent regulstions which had been used in Canads. The col-
lector of that port, who had been ocollector for ten years, was ex
amined and gave his testimony as to the treatment of the
Dominion vessels in the United States waters. He was asked :

“ During the time you have been deputy collector, ‘whether or
not, there have been numerous vases of Dominion vessels, includ-
ing vessels engaged in fishing in that port, and if they ‘failed to
report, though lying more than twenty-four hours, have penaliies
been imposed for such failure during the term of your service?

¢ His answer was, as I remember:

“ If there were any instances of Dominion vesseéls failing'to re-
port when lying more than twenty-four hours, their presence has
been overlooked by the -port officers. I do not recall from
memory a single instance when or ‘where a penalty was imposed,
and I énd no record of any such payments in the accounts of
this office.”

Now, when that is & specimen given by the hon., the Min-
ister of Finaunce, our plenipotentiary at Washington, of the
evidence before the Commission showing how the Ameri-
caps treated our fishermen, I think the hon. gentleman
would be far more justified in the eyes of the public if he
would stand up and acknowledge fraukly that during the
year 1886 he led this country to the brink of war with the
United States. He would stand better with the country
if he would frankly scknowledge he was wrong, and there
would then be some reason for excusing his action. Bat
when we know that he enforced those regulations so as to
prevent, under severe penalty, Canadian citizens who
happened to be fishermen on American vessels landing at
their own homes, when their vessels werein Canadian ports,
to see their families, under severe penalty, and when he even
prevented the olothes of dead Canadian fishermen being
landed until a fine of $200 was paid, I think that the less
the hon. gentleman attempts to justify his condact the
better for him.

Mr. FOSTER. While that assertion is still warm before
the House, I wish to give it an emphatic denial. The hon.
the member for Ontario (Mr. Edgar) has said again to-day
that the captain of an American fishing vessel had his
vessel seized and a fine of $200 imposed, and had to pay
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that fine, and that the reason for the seizure of the vessel |
and the imposition of the fine was that he came in to land
the clothes of some dead seaman. The hon. gentleman
cannot prove that assertion from the bime-books he cited.
The captain has stated in his own affirmation that he came in
under stress of weather, that ten of his men landel in boats
without hwving previously entered at the customs, and
the vessel was seized for that offence and that alone. The
$200 fine was deposited for that offence and that alone. It
was the day after the offence had been committed and after
the vessel had been seized and the fine imposed, that the
captain bimself came on shore and breught with him the
olothes of the seaman, and he gave these clothes to somebody
whe delivered shem to his friends. To say, therefore,
that the seizare was made and the fine imposed for
bringing these clothes ashore is to make a statement
which is not true. This charge was also made by the hon.
member for St, John (Mr. Ellis). When I asked him to
name the vessel he could not do so, but the hon, the member
for Ontario (Mr. Edgar) said it was the Pearl Nelson. So
much for that charge. With reference to the Laura Say-
ward, the hon, gentleman read correspondence in which it
appeared that the captain was badly treated, The hon.
gentleman did not make himself sufficiently acquainted with
the blue-books that were before him, for if he had, he would
have found in the later correspondence that this same Cap-
tain Medeo Rose made an affidavit contradicting entirely the
alleged statements whioh were read by my hon. friend. I
will read his statement to the House, made on the 20th
April, 1887:

¢T called at the custom house early the next morning before
seven o'clock ; stated that, as the wind was fair and blowing a
strong breeze, I would not wait for a reply to telegram, but take
a clearance, which the collector gave me. I was treated kindly,
sallowed to enter my vessel after customs hours, and a clearance
granted me next morning before the office was supposed to be
opened. I was at the port again in November, on my way to the
Banks, and the collector allowed me to report my vessel mwards
and outwards and gave me a clearance at eight in the evening.

“The statements purporting tohave been made by me to the
effect that the collector refused to give me my paper when I
asked forit, also that his treatment towards me was harsh and cruel,
driving myself and crew to sea, having but little flour, water, &c.,
are all untrue. .

“ And I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing
the same to be true.”

The hon. gentleman’s information in this respect was,
therefore, not correct, and his statement based on it conse-
quently not well founded.

Mr. EDGAR. I do net take back & single word of what
I said last night, and my hon. friend is trying to get out of
the whole thing upon a quibble. Asto the case of the Pearl
Nelson, 1 state again to-day that these dead men’s clothes
could not be landed until the fine of $200 had been paid.
The bon. gentleman is quite right in saying that the fine
was imposed upon this captain for having landed some
Canadians on shore to see their friends, but until the captain
had paid that fine of $200, which was remitted more than a
month after, he was not allowed to land the clothes of the
dead fisherman, and that is not denied by any of the Cana-
dian officers, from the beginning of the correspondence to
the end. There are two things in that transaction which I
complained of : One was the imposition of the fine of $200
-and the seizure of the vessel for allowing two Canadians to
go on shore; and the other was that before that fine was
paid, the captain would not be allowed to land the clothes,
Asto the Laura Sayward there is nothing in the state-
ment T make in which I am mistaken. The hon, gentleman

sugar, three ponnds of rice, and a little oil and something
of that kind. That was refused.

Mr. FOSTER. They were never denied any right,

Mr. EDGAR. This paper shows that the officer of the
Minister reported that he did deny them the right, and that
he telegraphed to the Minister of Customs twioce in one day
to know whether those people could buy & pound of sugar
and two pounds of potatoes.

Mr. BOWELL., He did quite right.

Mr,. EDGAR, The Minister says that was quite right,
but the Minister of Marine says he did not do that at all.
He tries to make out that there was no refasal.

Mr, FOSTER. Idid not say so. I say thatthe offlcer
acted under his instractions. te had no instructions to
allow commercial privileges to a fishing vessel, and, when
he was asked for those privileges, he first did as an officer
should do ; he said, [ will telegraph to Ottawa and see if I
can get instructions to do that. That is what he did, and
he did not make an explicit denial of the request made to
him, but said, it is not in the line of my duty and Iwill
telegraph to Ottawa. There was no lack of provisions for
the preservation of life, and that is shown by the seeond
affidavit,

Mr. EDGAR. I will leave it to the Minister of Castoms,
who has stated that the officer did quite right in refusing
to give this relief.

Mr. BOWELL. I said that, if he did refuse, he did what
was right, :

Mr. CASEY. The Minister did not say that he did so.
Mr. BOWELL. I did.

Mr. CASEY, Thao Ministor said that the officer did right.
[he Minister of Marine and Fisheries says that he did not
do it at all, and the Minister of Customssays he did it, and
it was right for him to do it. The Minister of Marine says
tbat, if he did it, it was wrong, and the other Minister says
that, if he did it, it was right.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). Iam surprised that those two
hon. gentlemen should remain in the same Cabinot with tho
Minister of Financo, after the views which he has put for-
ward, Certainly, the inhuman acts which they have endeav-
ored to justify have been denounced by the Minister of
Finance, and that ought to lead those hon, gentleren to retire
from the Cabinet of which the Minister of Finance is 4 mem-
ber. Why should they remain in the Cabinet with the
Minister of Finance, who is marking out a different policy
altogether from that which they are attempting to pursae ?
I would like the Minister of Finance to give us some expla-
nation in regard to this clause. The Minister of Justice, in
an elaborately prepared momorandum, informed the council
that it was utterly impossible to maintain an efficient protec-
tion over our fisheries if such a rule as this, which was the
principle contended for by Mr. Phelps, was recognised. I
have no doubt that the Miniater of Finance has fully consid-
ered that question, and will be able to give us a fall and
satisfactory answer to the declaration of the Minister of
Justice in that regard. [ amsare that the Minister of Finance
has no intention of throwing open our inshore fisheries to
be poached upos, or to leave this Government utterly belp-
less to exercise police protection over them; and, as I
have fall confidence in the judgment of the Minister of
Finance in this matter, | have no doabt that he will ‘be able
to satisfy the House that he is able to give that protection
which the Minister of Justice said it was poasible to afford.

will recollect that in that case I complained, not that the
captain did not get out his papers whon he landed, because
this was not material to the question, but that he was not’
allowed to buy for the American fishermen seven pounds of

Mr. JONES (Halifax). On a previous occasion, I cailed
the attention of 1the Finance Minister to what appeared te
me to bes a.clause providiag for reciprocal advantages, but
which, while giving the American fishermon the advaniages
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claimed in our own ports, with regard to pilotage dues,
harbor dues, light dues, and so on, did not give the same
advantages te our fishermen in American ports. The hon.
gentleman then pointed to clause 12, which says that:

¢ Fishing vessels of Canada and Newfoundland shall have on
the Atlantic coasts of the United States all the privileges re-

served and secured by this treaty to United States fishing ves-
sels in the aforesaid waters of Canada and Newfoundland.”

As I claimed then, I claim now that this is ot sufficient to
give the reciprocal privileges which we should have. There
are no exceptions in this, and I would sugge-t that, after
clauses 4, b, and 6, the hon. gentleman should iosert a
clause to the effect that these privileges shall be given,
provided similar advantages are given to the fishing vessels
of Canada in the ports of the United States. That would
set the matter at rest, I think, because, at present, I think
it would be open to some doubt,

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. The hon, gentleman will see
that it is not my business to alter the treaty. The treaty
speaks for itself, and we are simply providing the legisla-
tion which is necessary to carry the treaty out,so far as
Canada is concerned, and it will be quite time enongh to call
upon the Government of the United States or the Congress
of the United States to take action when any case arises in
which some privileges are not conceded which the treaty
pledges them to concede,

Mr. JONES (Halifax). I can hardly agree with the
hon. gentloman in this matter. If we get into a misunder-
standing at the outset, it will be very difficult to have it
set right. I suppore the other party to this treaty, that
is the United States, cannot take any objection to having
this mado clear. It it was the intention, as the hon, geatle-
man £ays it was the intention, to have it made clear at the
outset, it would not change the meaning of the treaty if a
clause were put in there securing the same privilezes to
the fishing vessels of Canada in the ports of the United
States as the fishing vessels of the United States are entitled
to in our ports. I meanin regard to the exemptions from
pilotage dues, light dues, and the other dues which are
mentioned, Is the hon. gentleman prepared to say that,
in his judgment, this Article 12 of the treaty places Cana-
dian vessels in precisely the same position in American
ports as the American fishing ve:sels will be placed in
our ports under the operations cf this treaty as to exemp-
tion from these dues ?

Sir CHARLES TUPPLR. Yes,
Mr, JONES (Halifax). You are quite clear on that?

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. I am quite clear on that
oint, That was the object of placing that clause there.
t was placed there for that purpose.

Mr. JONES (Halifax). I think the other way would
have made it much more distinct.

Mr. MITCHELL. 1 had not my reference book when the
Minister of Marine spoke & while ago in relation to the
Sayward, but, having sent to the Hansard office for the
book, I find the affidavit of Medeo Rose, the master of the
Laura Sayward, and I find it is to this effect

“ Being then on Western Bank on a fishing trip, and being short
of provisions, we hove our anchor and started for home. The
wind was blowing almost a gale from the north-west and being
almost dead ahead, we made slow progress on our voyage home.
On Tuesday, the 5th October, we made Shelburne, N.S., and
arrived in that harbor about 8 p.m., on that day, short of prov-
isions, water, and oil to burn. Un Wednesday I sailed for the

On going ashore I found the customs house closed, and hunted

up the collector and entered my vessel, and asked permission

from him to buy 7 lbs. sugar, 3 Ibs. coffee, and } to 1 bushel of

Eota.toes, 2 Ibs. butter or lard or pork, and oil enough to last us
ome, and was refusad.”

‘Mr. Jonss (Halifax),

_purchase of supplies or stores
inner harbor of Shelburne, arriving at the town about 4 p.m. 3 na '

I understood my hon. friend the Minister to contradict a
statement made by the hon. member from West Ontario,
and to say that no such thing occurred. The affidavit goes
on:

#1 gtated to him my situation, short of provisions, and a
voyage of 250 miles before me, and pleaded with him for this slfght
privilege, but it was of noavail [ then visited the American
consul, and asked his assistance, and found him powerless to aid
me in this matter. The collector of customs held my papers
until the next morning although I asked for them as soon as I
found I could not buy any provisions, say about 1} hours after I
entered, but he refused to give them to me until the next
morning, Immediately on receiving my papers on Thursday
morning, I started for home, arriving on Sunday. I think the
treatment 1 received harsh and cruel, driving myself and crew to
sea with a scant supply of provisions, we having but little flour
and water, and liable to be buffeted about for days before we
came home.

¢ Mass., Essex, 8. s., 13th Oct., 1886.

¢ Personally appeared Medeo Rose and made oath to the truth
of the above statement.

¢ Before me,
# AARON PARSONS,
“ Nota y Public.”

I merely read that in defence of the attitude assumed by
the hon, member for West Ontario (Mr. Edgar), to show
that the statement he msde in relation to the refusal to
grant these trifling things to the vessel, was true. Now,
while it is true, as the Minister ot Customs said, that he
was not acting contrary to his instructions, did any Gov-
ernment in the world ever refuse in such a case as that to
supply to a vessel in distress a few necessaries, and send
her 10 sea without almost the necessaries of life? Why,
Sir, the thing is ridiculous, It is instances like these that
have brought abeut that ill-feeling with the United States,
which the hon, Minister of Finanee so vividly dereribed in
the able speech he delivered a few days ago when intro-
dacing this subject,

Mr. FOSTER. 1 wish to call my hon. friend’s attention
to a subsequent affidavit made by Medeo Rose made 20th
April, 1887, in which he states thata former statement was
untrue,

Mr. MITCHELL. On what page of the book ?

Mr. FOSTER. On page 110 of the United States Senate
documents, No. 113.

Mr. MITCHELL. We have net those papers.
Mr. FOSTER. I have them.

Mr. MITCHELL. But you should furnish the House
with them,

Mr. FOSTER. They were laid on the Table eight or ten
days ago.

Mr. MITCHELL. Were they distributed ?
Mr. FOSTER. I do not know.

Mr. MITCHELL. I speak from the evidence you have
laid upon the Table of the House.

Mr. FOSTER.—

“Tt is stated to the collector that I was from Western Banks,
bound home, and required provisions as follows, viz : 7 Ibs.
rsugar, 3 lbs. coffee, 1 bushel of potatoes, 2 lbs. butter,
_and to fill water. This was all. The collector told me to fill the
. water, but as there was no provision made in the treaty for the
he would telegraph the depart-
‘ no doubt they would be allowed ;
‘ and I consented to wait until the next morning for a reply.”

| Then he goes on with the extract which I read before,
! stating that he called at the custom house the next morn-
ing, that no word had yet been received from Ottawa, and

ment at Ottawa at once ; that
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that he concluded, as the breeze was fair, not to wait, He
then concluded :

“That is the second affidavit made by Medeo Rose.”

Mr. MITCHELL. - Does that statement contradict his
statements ? No, it does mot. His affidavit is specific.
He does not bring any complaint against the collector ; he
does not eay that he was received harshly by the collector;
he simply says that inasmuch as the collector refused to
allow him the privilege of purchasing these things, the
treatment of the Government was harsh. That was the
meaning of his affidavit, not that the collector behaved uo-
gentlemanly to him, but that the policy of the Government
was harsh. That was Medeo Rose’s :tlatement of 13th
October, 1886. Any later affidavit I have not been able to
find in this book, and I have looked it over carefully., It
may be here, but [ can find no affidavit containing the state-
ment the hon, gentleman has read. If the hon. gentleman
has any sdditionsl papers connected with the fishery
question. he should have laid them before the House in
order thut the House might be charged with the whole case
as it appears to the country and as 1t appears to ihe Ameri-
can Government, and to our own Government at this
moment. Medeo Rose’s statement is quite olear :

“I stated to him my situation, short of provisions, and a voy-
age of 250 miles before me, and pleaded with him for this slight
privilege, but it was of no avail. I then visited the American
consul and asked his assistance and found him powerless to aid
me in the matter. The collector of customs held my papers
until the next morning, although I asked for them as soon as I
found I could not buy any provisions, say 1} hours after [ entered,
but he refused to give them to me until the next morn-
ing. * * * Ithink the treatment I received harsh and cruel,
driving myself and crew to sea with a scant supply of provisions,
weo having but a little flour and water and liable to be buffeted
for days before we came home.”

That is sworn to in 1886.

Mr. EDGAR. I am perfectly willing to accept the state-
ment which the Minister of Marine and Fisheries has read,
though I have never seen it, as the subsequent affidavit on
this point by Capt. Rose; because the statement, as he
has read it, corresponds with the statement of the
collector of customs which I read last night, and on which
1 founded this charge, and not on the original statement of
Capt. Rose, which, however, was substantially correct. I
made the charge, not of having been refused his papers,
but of having been refused by the collector at the port, the
right to buy seven pounds of sugar, three pounds of coffee,
and s0 on, and that until they conld hear from the head-
quarters at Ottawa by telegram, this man could not pur-
chase even those little supplies ; and I contend that was a
harsh and unfriendly treatment of this captain. The col-
leotor’s own statement, published in defence of himself, was
as follows :—

“ T gave him permission to fill water at once ; but as the treaty
made no provisions for the purchase of supplies, I would tele-
graph the department at Ottawa and no doubt it would be al-
lowed. Capt. Rose expressed his willingness to remain until
reply was received. He called at the office next morning (Thurs-
day) at 6:30, and finding I bad not received a reply, said, as the
wind was fair and a good breeze, he would not wait longer. ”

That is what I stated last night, I did not charge that the
parties acted contrary to the treaty, but I charge that the
interpretation of the treaty was harsh and unfair.
Minister of Finance stated:

“Itis one thing to hold a technical construction, and it is
another to undertake to enforce it.”

I say that they did hold an extremely technical oconstruc-
tion of the treaty, and they undertook not only to enforce
it, but they did enforce it.

As the,
,and Fisheries if, when he read the statement of Medoe

Mr. LAURIER. We have had so far two affidavits from
Medeo Rose, but there is a third one which the Minister
has not alluded to. The hon. gentlemsn will find it on page
111 of the book from which he quoted :

« 1, Medeo Rose, of Gloucester, being under oath, do depose
and say, that I was master of the schooner Laura Sayward during
the year 1886, and thatIam now master of the schooner Gleaner,
of Gloucester.

“On April 18, 1887, I went into the lower harbor of Shelburne,
Nova Scotia, in said schooner Gleaner, for shelter and water.

“ On the morning of April 19, Mr. Atwood, the collector of cus-
{oms, with two men wearing badges, which I supposed were Gov-
ernment badges, came on board. Their appearance filled me
with fear, for I felt some trouble must be in store for me when
Collector Atwood would leave his office and come so far (about 4
miles) to board my vessel. I invited him into the cabin, where
he showed me a copy of my statement of October 13, 1886, in re-
gard to the treatment I received from him when in schooner
Laura Sayward (October 5, 1886), and asked me if I made that
statement. I told him I did. Waell, said he, everything in that
statement is false. I told him my statement was true. He then
produced a prepared written statement, which he read to me,
which stated that my statement of October 13 was untrue, and
told me that I must go on shore and sign it. Being nervous and
frightened, and fearing trouble if I refused, I went on shore with
him, to the store of Mr. Purney, and before Mr. Purney signed
and swore to the statement.

“On the afternoon of the same day, realising the wrong I had
done, I hired a team, and with one of my crew (Augustus
Rogers), went to the custom-house and asked Collector Atwood
to read to me the statement I had signed. He did so,and I
again told him it was wrong and that my first statement was true.

“ He said I did not ask for all the articles mentioned in my first
gtatement ; that he did not refuse me my papers, and also that
that statement might be the cause of his removal from his office.
I told him I did not want to injure him, and 1 did not want to
make myself out a liar at Washington.

¢ About the 3rd day of June last I went into S8helburne again
solely to get a copy of the last statement. I went to the custom
house, taking the same man (Augustus Rogers) with me, and
asked Collector Atwood for a copy of the statement.

¢ He refused to give it to me, and said my lawyers had been
advising me what to do and that I need never expect a favor from
him,

“The above is a true statement of the case. The statement
obtained from me by Collector Atwood was obtained through my

fear of seizure if I refused.
“ MEDEO ROSE.”

I find this affidavit is accompanied by another from Augustus
Rogers :

“], Augustus Rogers, one of the crew of schooner Gleaner,
being duly sworn, do depose and say, that I went with Capt.
Medeo Rose to the custom house at Shelburne, Nova Scotis, on
the 19th day of April last, and also on the 3rd day of June. I
heard his conversation with Collector Atwood on both occasions,
and hereby certify that the statements of those interviews, as

made above, are correct and true.
“« AUGUSTUS ROGERS.”

“Miss., Essex, s.9.:
“ Personally appeared Medeo Rose and Augustus Rogere, and
made oath to the truth of the above statements before me.
[Seal.] #“ AARON PARSONS,
“ Notary Public.
August 3, 1887.

So the case is far worse than was stated by the hon.
member for West Ontario (Mr. Edgar).

Mr. MITCHELL. 1 desireto ask the Minister of Marine

Rose, he was aware of the second commaunication being in
the book ? If he was aware of it, and read the other state-
ment alone, without communicating the whole matter, he
was concealing from this Hcuse an important fact and
was misleading the House. I am not saying he was doing
that; but I ask him, was he aware when he read the state-
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ment a few minuotes ago, of the subsequent affidavit of
Medeo Rose ?

Mr. EDGAR. In the same book, on the opposite page.

Mr FOSTER. The only book was this, Senate docu-
ments, No. 113; and I read Medeo Rose’s affidavit as
given in that book, which flatly eontradicted his first
affidavit. I did not know what was in the book. I do not
kpow the book yet, ‘

Mr. EDGAR. It is on page 111 from which the hon.
member for Quebec FEast (Mr, Laurier) read, only the
affidavit the hon. gentlemsan read was dated 2uth April and
the other was dated 3rd August.

Mr, POSTER. I seo it exactly, I did not know it was
in the book.

Some horn. MEMBERS. Oh, oh!

Mr. FOSTER. I knew there were other statements in
regard to Medeo Rose. I have sent to the department for
them, and I will have them all here in a few minutes.

Some hon, MEMBERS. We have them.
Mr. LAURIER. Are there others?

Mr. FOSTER. Yes, there is still a scquel,
Some hon, MEMBERS. Then you knew it.

Mr. FOSTER. With the permission of the House I will
read the reqnel when | veceive it,

Mr. CASEY. The hon. Minister of Marine and Fisheries
i in the tightest place he ever found himself in his life.

Some hon. MEMBHRS., No.

~ Mr.CASEY, I take that back, I have no doubt, from
our experience of the hon. gentleman in this House, that
he has been in & great many tight places in his life, and he
may have been in a tighter place than this. One thing,
howerver, is certain : that he concealed facts which he knew,
and that he was aware of an affidavit made by this Ciptain
Rose subsequently, the one he read to the House. To-day
he brought thig affidavit forward as a surprise, as he thonght
we had not the documents from which he was quoting, and
which he took care that we did not possess, by his
aid at least, and which contained the subsequent affi-
davit to the one he quoted, stating that the second
sfidavit, the affidavit which the Minister read, had
been extracted from him, Capt. Rose, by pressure exer-
cised upon him by the officers of the customs of Canada,
that he had been terrorised into giving that formeor
affidavit to clear the Dominion Government, and to clear
the hon, Minister, from accusations that might be brought
agaiost them. Then the Minister tells us that although this
affidavit was on the opposite page to the affidavit he read,
he did not know anything about it. One of two things is
troe: either he misled the House as to his knowledge of
the subsequent affidavit, or he had not the common gump-
tion or sense to look upon the opposite page to see whether
there was something bearing on the case. He must con-
fess to either ignorance or to misleading the House, and I
do not know which is most damaging to an hon. gentleman
ocoupying his position, and I think a confession of ignor-
snce is about as damaging as anything. I do not accuse
him of these charges. I only state with what he must acouse

himself, if he is to escape the accusation of telling the House
an untruth—he must accuse himself of gross ignorance:
in matters conneeted with his own department. Now he
tells us there is something else. When he sat down he
hinted in & mysterious manmer that there was something
else to be produced, some sequel. What is the card he has
got under thejtable—has he got anything up his sleeve ? .
Mr, MiToHELL,

Be has said that there is something else; and if there is some-
thing else, now is the time to tell it to the House. But apart
from the utter humiliation of the Minister of Marine.and Fish-
eries, which has resnlted from this short debate, and I cannot
call by upy other name a confession of ignorance or
falsehood on the part of an hon. gentleman in the position
of the Minister, there is something else that requires to be
noticed. The hon. member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) has
pointed out the inconsistency between the Minister of
Finance and the Minister of Justice. The Minister of
Justice said some time ago, before the negotiations, that the
privileges granted under this clause we are discussing,
would utterly destroy our control of the inshore fisheries,
and if they were granted we would not be able to preventthe
United States fishermen from using them as they pleased.
1 believe the Minister of Justice is right, and I must confess he
very generally is in & technical matter. But the Minister of
Finance has tuken the other line. He agreed to the clause as
it now stands. And the hon. member for Bothwell (Mr.
Mills) asked for an explanation of the different views held
hy the hon. gentleman, and the Minister of Finance gave
him an answer. And what was the amswer? He said
“carried.” We all know the Minister of Finance i8 the
controlling power in the Cabinet, that he has been working
for and has attained to that pesitioa, but still under the
circumstances we think the Miuister of Justice ought to
have received more consideration from his superior, from
the virtual leader of the Cabinet, than was given to him
and the rest of the Cabinet by simply uttering that word
“carried.” It was as much as to say: I have been to
Washington and have agreed to this provision; it is pone
of your business whether it surrenders the inshore fisheries
or not—I say “earried.” This is the only argument the
hon, gentleman advaneed in regard to the question. Itis
cavalier treatment of the Minister of Justice and the rest
of the Cabinet aud of his venerable chief, to put the matter
in that shape, It is due to the House and to his chief and
the junior members o1 the Cubinet, that ke should give
some explanation as to how he reconciled the memorandum
of the Minister of Justice w:th this clause of the treaty to
which he has agreed. He must take one of two positions :
either the Minister of Justice was wrong in his statement
that the granting of those privileges to American craft
would destroy our control of the inshore fisheiies, or, if they
would be destroyed, the hon, gentleman should state the
reasons why it was necessary that we sheuld grant those
privileges. [t is for him to speak mow. ¢ (arried ” is not
a snfficient argument in & matter of this national import-
ance. It is for him to speak and explain why he said
“ carried,” and why he sits on the Minister of Justice in the
way he has done.

Mr. THOMPSON. I wish to say a few werds, but not at
all in the way of removing the imputation which the hos.
member for Kast Eigin (Mr, Casey) has made, for I do not
feel in the least sat upon, I do wot admit for & single
moment that the privileges I objected to as being likely to
be injurious to our fishing interests, are coneeded by this
troaty or by the Bill now before the Heuse without qualifica-
tions snd without safeguards which will remove the objec-
tions I foresaw. I do mot see how hon. gemtlemen have
made so much out of those affidavits of Medeo Rose. Let
me call attention to what those affidavits are. I am sure
that if they read them again they will hardly find a case on
which to make an attack on the Government or the depart-

i ment for maladministration, or too severe an administration

of the custom or fishery laws. In the firat place the gentle-
men oppesite who are opposing this treaty with great vigor
this afternoon, rely on the ex parte statements of a man who
has made at least three eonflicting affidavits which bave been
already before the Heuse, and who has also made a fourth
affidavit, which, we understand, is contradietory to the other
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hree. So that hon. gontleinen will seo that in pressing this
charge as they have, they are at least pressing it on the |
testimony of a w.tiress whose evidence they would not ask '

the hamblest judge in the country to give judgment
upon. The hon. member for Quebec (Mr. Laurier) read
the third affidavit, and I wonld speocially ask him to read
that agsin. He will find that it is moset eraftily drews and
that the position of Medeo Rose in this matter is this: First
he made an affidavit charging ill-treatment on the
part of the Government, or customs officials; next he made
an affidavit stating that he had been well treated, that the
officer had referred to Ottawa for instructions, but that he
found it convenient to depart without waiiing for a reply,
and had wo complaint to make. The third affidavit which
he made in view of the other two and for the purpose of
removing the second, strange to say, from beginning to end,
although made with that view, does ot state that the second
affidavit is antrue.

Mr. CASEY. Yes, it does.

Mr'THOMPSON. Let me remind the hon. gentleman
what it does say and he will find that I am stating a faet,
although I make the statement from memory. Medeo Rose
says he went to tell the customs officer that the first affi.
dnvit was untrue and that it was extorted from him by
foars, but when he came to give his affidavit as to whether.
it was true or false he 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 house
officer, but Medeo Rose does not dare to swear it was untrue
from beginning to end of thisaffidavit. He says he made it
from fear, without one word being alleged to show that there
was a threat of seizure or the slightest reason for apprehen-
gion on his mind that there would be any seizure or that he
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 house officer was administering. It was
the fishery law of Canada, enforcing the Treaty of 1818, It
was no pew law, no customs regulation, but that
which had been the law of the Province of Nova
Scotia in which this transaction occurred 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 wot the mere permission to by a few pounds
of tea or coffee, bat having goune there and having
remained there for purpeses which were not war-
ranted by the treaty, his vessel was liable to seizure
and he was liable to a hLeavy penalty under an Imperial’
statate and 'a statate of the old Province of Nova|
Scotia passed thirty years ago, What he wanted the
custom house -officer to do was substautially to say that
the seizare would ot be made and that the penalty should
not be enferced. Would the hon. gentlemen entrust cus-
tom house offiecrs, poattered as they are all ovqer the coun-
1ry, to have dispensin; or a8 10 ties like these ?
ﬁﬂ ‘the officet mhﬁ%mﬁ a ‘c‘asep::x?ﬁo refer it to the’
departwont, and when he did refer it to the department,
Medeo Rose, according to his own statement, considering,
perhaps, that he had %it‘tle need of the provisions, took ad-
vantage of a favorable breeze and went to sea.

Mr. LAURIER. Just let me refer the hon. gentlemsn to
this third affidavit, The h,o'n.g;e‘nﬁeman says that Medeo
Rose did not say the second affidavit was false and the first:
true. ‘This is what Rose says in his affidavit :

#On theTatternoon of the same day, realising the wrong Thad’
done, T hired a team and with one of my crew (Augustus Rogers)
went t0 the custom house and asked oHector Atwood to read
to me the statement I had signed. He did so, and I again told
him it was wrong, and that my first statement was true,”
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Tt will be observed if the first statement is true, the second
{ was not. He does swear he says he told Collector Atwood,
and if what he swears he told the coliector was true, I would
take it, when he repeats the same thing under oath, he in-
tended it to be trme. After all it matters little what are
the statements of Medeo Rose in this matter., What is the
charge that is brought agsainst the Government? The
charge is that those oustoms regulations were harassing
and oppressive, and is that charge true or net true ?

Mr. THOMPSON. They were not customs regulations,

Mr. LAURIER. Call them customs regalations or any
regulations at all. At all 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 charge,
and the fact is that the Government have pleaded today
that they were most gentle in their treatment of the Ameri-
can 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
to deal gently with the American fishermen. Hencefor-
ward they will be ablo to extend gentleness in their treat-
ment, and henceforward they will be lenient with them and
the American fishermen will practically hawe their own
wWaY.

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 to telegraph to Ottawa to get permie-
gion to give them.

Mr, THOMPSON, Ido not deny that,
obliged *to do so by the law.

Mr. EDGAR. There is nothing contradictory to that in
the afidavits of Medeo Rose or the Collestor of Customs.
That fact remains, Bat, Sir, if the Minister of Marine was
unable to discover this sffidavit of Rose upon the 0£posite
page from the one that he read from, I wonder if he was
unable to discover the letter from Secretary Bayard to Sir
Sackville West whioh is upor the same page as the affidavit
which he read ; and in that letter of Mr. Secretary Bayard
there is & reference made to this Rose dispute in terms
which I think were directed in a statesmanlike manner to
the extraordinary conduct of this Government in 1886. Mr,
Secretary Bayard, in transmitting to Sir Sackville West
this third affidavit of Rose, says :

“1 ghould transmit the doouments without ftrther comment
but that, enclosing your note to me of July 18 last, you ltﬂtﬁ(i
that you were further ¢instructed to ask whether the United
States Government have any observations to make thereupon.’

“In my reply to you on the 19th of July, I promised tocom-
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 and 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 disore-
tion of local and petty officials, and vesting in them powers of
sdministration wholly unwarranted and naturally prolifie of the
irri'gn(zit,i,ons which wise and respensible rulers will always seek to
avoid.’

That is the line we have been taking in criticising the
course of the Government and their officials in 1886, and I
am sure it is & broad and statesmanlike and correct line.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. 1 musteay it appears
to me & ment extraordinary thing, requiring the attemtion
of this House to be eailed to it, that the how. Minister of
Marine and Fisheries should not have made himsell aware
of the letter from Mr. Secretary Bayard to Sir Sackville
i West, under the date of October 21, 1887, and, if he had
- @ver read that letter, how he could possibly have told us

I said he was
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that he was unaware of the existence of these three affi-
davits. It seems to me utterly incredible that a letter of
Mr, Bayard to Sir Sackville West should have escaped the
attention of the hon. Minister of Marine and Fisheries, If
it did escape his attention, all I can say is that his mode of
conducting the business of his department is most extraor-
dinary and unprecedented. Ifhe did read that letter, he
knew the existence of those three affidavits, and I think, in
view of the existence of that letter, the hon. gentleman’s ex-
planation is very extraordinary indeed. Now, I would like
to ask the hon. Minister of Justice, who must also have
seen this letter, whether our collector did or did not pre-
pare & written statement, as this Capt. Rose alleges, and
did submit it to this man to be sworn to. I think, after
what Mr. Bayard stated, enquiry ought t0 be made into
that matter,

Mr. THOMPSON. Ido notsee why the hon, gentle-
man should ask me. Heis not an officer of my depart-
ment, and I have nothing to do with the matter. Bat
what I know is that the second affidavit of Capt. Rose,
in which he states that he was well treated, was fully cor-
roborated, not only by the officer himself, but by others as
well,

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. I think enquiry should
be made as to whether our officer submitted the affidavit to
this American captain to swear to it. I think that ought to
be done in a matter which was of sufficient importance to
be noticed in a letter from the Secretary ot State to the
British ambassador. The whole circumstances are simply
remarkable,

An hon. MEMBER. Fishy.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT, Yes, fishy in the ex-
treme,

Mr. MITCHELL. There is one extraordinary statement
made by the Minister of Justice. He atlempts to discredit
the statement of Capt, Rose by the allegation, but the
second affidavit is against the statement in the first one; but
when the third affidavit was made, contradioting the one
made before, that ought to prove the man unworthy of
belief. But the hon, gentleman fails to notice this fact: that
the man swears that he made the second affidavit under fear
that his vessel would be seized, and that he would be placed
in the power of the officers of a British port. The hon.
gentleman also fails to notice that the third afidavit is sus-
tained by the statement of another party to the transaction.
My hon, friend shakes his head, I presume to signify that I
am stating something that is incorrect.

Mr. THOMPSON. If you will allow me, I will state
what I mean. I explained, when on my feet before, that
what had been spoken of as the corroboration of the affi-
davit was merely a corroboration of the fact that this man
had stated to the collector that his former statement was
untrue, but there was no corroboration of his allegations of
fact. It is & mere corroboration by a witness who was pre-
sent when Capt. Rose said to the collector, “ My former
statement is untrue; ” and I call the attention of the com-
mittee to the fact that he did not swear that the affidavit
was untrue, but simply said so to the collector.

Mr. MITCHELL. He did swear that it was not true, as
I understand. In addition to that, Mr, Augustus Rogers
swore :

“I, Augustus Rogers, one of the crew of schooner Gleaner,
being duly sworn, do depose and say, that I went with Capt.
Medeo Rose to the custom house at Shelburne, Nova Scotia, on
thd 13th day of April last, and also on the 3rd day of June. I
heard his conversation with Collector Atwood on both occasions,
and hereby certify that the statements of those interviews, as

made above, are correct and true,
] “ AUGUSTUS ROGERS,
Sir RioBARD CARTWRIGHT.

4 Pergonally appeared Medeo Rose and Augustus Rogers, and
made oath to the truth of the above statements before ime.
“ AARON PARSONS,
¢ Notary Public.
“ August 3, 1887.”

How can the Minister say that it was not sworn to? Both
of them distinctly contradict the statements made in the
gecond affidavit, and Mr. Augustus Rogers confirms the
statement of Medeo Rose that he did it from fear of arrest.
The thing is as plain as can be, and I am surprised that a
statement should be put before the House by the Minister
of Marine and Fisheries and confirmed by the Minister of
Justice to the contrary. The Minister of Marine and
Fisheries says he did not know of the existence of these
papers,
Mr. FOSTER. I did not say that,

Mr. MITCHELL. Then that makes the matter worse,
If he did, he ought to have told it to the House. The
Minister of Justice listened to the statement made by him,
and he sat still, and allowed the Minister of Marine and
Fisheries to mislead this House by the statement that
Medeo Rose had contradicted the previous affidavit he had
made. The thing is ontrageous.

Mr. THOMPSON. AIlI can say in conclusion is that
there is not one word in the statement of Augustus Rogers
which is inconsistent with the second affidavit of Medeo
Rose. He simply states that he was present when Capt.
Rose made certain statements. The hon. gentleman
perhaps knows how carefully devised some of these
affidavits are drawn with the view of representing a
certain state of facts, when they do not entail the penalties
of perjury upon the person who makes them, Here is the
second affidavit distinctly recalling the charges made in
the first, and the third affidavit, in which he beats all
around the compass, and does not say as a matter of fact
that the statements he made in the second affidavit are
untrue at all. Bui the person who drew the affidavit, and
I venture to say it was not Medco Rose, is very careful
indeed to insert all kinds of statements that he had con-
tradicted it, and eliminate altogether the statements
contradicting it in the affidavit which was sworn to.

Mr. MITCHELL. I look on the explanation of the
Minister of Justice as hair-splitting. It is a nice piece of
special pleading, and, from his well-known ability in that
line, I can understand how he could mislead this House by
such special pleading. He says there is no sworn
statement that Captain Rose’s second affidavit was
false. I will read again what Capt. Rose said:

“On the morning of April 13, Mr. Atwood, the collector of cus-
toms, with two men wearing badges, which Isupposed were
Government badges, came on board. Their appearance filled me
with fear, for I felt some trouble must be in store for me when
Collector Atwood would leave his office and come so far (about 4
miles) to board my vessel. I invited him into the cabin, where
he showed me a copy of my statement of October 13, 1886, in
regard to the treatment I received from him when in schooner
Laura Sayward (October 5, 1886), and asked me if I made that
statement. I told him I did. Well, said he, everything in that
statement is false. I told him my statement was true.”

Mr. THOMPSON. He said so, but does not swear to it.

Mr. MITCHELL.—

% He then produced a prepared written statement, which he
read to me, which stated that my statement of October 13 was
untrue, and told me I must go on shore and sign it. Being nervous
and frightened, and fearing trouble if I refused, I went on shore
with him to the store of Mr. Purney, and before Mr. Purney signed
and swore to the statement. On the afternoon of the same day,
realising the wrong I Lal done, I hired a team and, with one of
my crew (Augustus Rogers), went to the custom house and asked
Collector Atwood to read to me the statement I had signed. He
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did 8o, and I again told him that it was wrong and that my first
statement was true.”

This statement was sworn to by Mr. Aaron Parsons. This
is Capt. Rose's sthtement :

‘% He said I did not ask for all the articles mentioned in my
first statement; that he did not refuse me my papers, and also
that that statement might be the cause of his removal from his
office. I told him I did not want to injure him and I did not
want to make myself a liar at Washington. About the 3rd day
of Junse last, I went into Shelburne again, solely to get a copy of
the last statement. I went to the custom house, taking the
same man, Augustus Rogers, with me, and asked Collector
Atwood for a copy of the statement. He refused to give it to
me, and said my lawyers had been advising me what to do, and
that I need never expect a favor from him. The above is a true
statement of the case. Thestatement obtained from me by Collec-
tor Atwood was obtained through my fear of seizure if 1 refused.”

Yet the hon. the Minister of Customs tells us that Capt:
Medeo Rose did not, in this affidavit, declare his statement
was untrue. Iwill read the words again: “I told him it
was wrong, and that my first statement was true.” The
captain signed to the truth of this last statement, and is
sustained by Mr. Augustus Rogers in the most complete
manner possible, as I have already shown, Mr, Rogers
made the following affidavit :—

“1I, Augustus Rogers, one of the crew of schooner Gleaner,
being duly sworn, do depose and say, that I went with Capt. Medeo
Rose to the custom house at Shelburne, Nova Scotia, on the 13th
day of April last, and also on the 3rd June. I heard his conver-
sation with Collector Atwood on both occasions, and I hereby
certify that the statements of those interviews, as made above,

are correct and true.
“ AUGUSTUS ROGERS.”

What better evidence can be adduced, True, the hon,
gentleman has chosen to assail the testimony of Capt.
Rose because he made the second affidavit, although that
affidavit was made under fear of arrest and seizure of his
vessel, but the moment the captain had made his second
affidavit he found out his mistake and at once tried to recall
it, and his final statement is confirmed by the evidence and
affidavit of Mr. Rogers, who was present the whole time,
and swore to the truth of the captain’s declaration and to the
truth of the facts as stated in his first affidavit,

Mr. MoNEILL. Where was that affidavit drawn up ?
Mr. MITCHELL. At Essex, county of Massachusetts,

Mr, MoNEILL. I should think we all have heard of
hair-splitting Yankee lawyers.

Mr. CASEY. The hon, the Minister of Jnstice has & strong
imagination. He has imagined a host of lawyers advising
this Capt. Rose, who has been giving them so much
trouble and drawing his affidavit so carefully that he might
geot out of it, no matter whether he was swearing to a lie
or not. But it appears from the papers that it was not
Capt. Rose who was advised by the lawyers, but the col-
lector of Shelburne, for he told Qapt. Rose that his law-
yers had advised him about the matter. It was the affida-
vit which Collector Atwood coerced Capt. Rose into sign-
ing, that was drawn by the lawyers for that particular pur-
pose. That was the affidavit which the Government,
through their officer, coerced this man into signing, and
which he afterwards, when free from that coercion, declared
under oath to be untrue. That was the affidavit drawn
by the lawyers, and it appears that Capt. Rose, when
he signed if, did not know exactly what he was swear-
ing to, There is no need to read over the documents
again, for it has been clearly proved that OCapt. Rose
made & declaration in the second place under coercion, and
I submit it was forced from him with the approval
of the Government, because these facts have been known to
them for some time, and they have not yet dismissed Collec-
tor Atwood. This captain was coerced into swearing to

a lie in order to get the Government out of a scrape. The
affidavit was & lying one, drawn out by the lawyers, and
not the spontaneous affidavit of Capt. Rose before other
parties, But there is one point outside of that whioch has
not yet been explained, and to which I merely wish to call
attention again without dwellinion it at all. The hon, the
Minister of Marine and Fisheries has not yet explained—I do
not know whether he can or not—the reusons of his ignor-
ance of the affidavit which is on the page opposite to the
one he read. How it was that he knew of the existence of
the lying affidavit, the bull-dozed affidavit which sustained
his case, and in regard to which this Government are re-
sponsible, because they have maintained in office the
man who forced that affidavit on Capt. Rose—
how it was he knew about that and did not
know about the subsequent free, spontaneous, and amply
corroborated affidavit, he has not explained. I say the subse-
quent affidavit was amply corroborated, because Augustus
Rogers, who was present on both occasions—who was
present when the collector terrorised Capt. Rose into
making the false affidavit, and who was present on the
subsequent occasion—oertifies to its truth. The hon. gen-
tleman may take whichever horn of the dilemma he chooses.
He may admit he was ignorant of the subsequent affidavit,
and, therefore, unfit to be where he is and to have taken part
in the conference at Washington, or he may admit that he
knew of its existence and concealed it from the House by
speaking as if no such thing were in_existence. Ido not
know which horn of the dilemma would be more disoredit-
able to him as a Minister of the Crown.

On section 7,

Mr. JONES (Halifax). When this Bill was under dis-
cussion on & previous occasion, I took the opportunity
to draw the attention of the House to the conces-
sions made to the American fishermen under this and the
previous olause, showing, according to my judgment, that
we had, under these clauses, yielded up the whole value of
our fishing privileges and had obtained nothing whatever
in return. IEma.int.aiu that the wuse of our ports for the
purpose of securing bait and supplies and the transshipment
of cargoes is a privilege of uninestimable value, so far as
the American fishermen are concerned, and that the hon,
gentleman, the Minister of Finance, and the other hon.
gentlemen who spoke on that side, have not been able
to show a single advantage gained by the Canadian fisher-
men on our side. The hon. the Minister of Marine and
TFisheries, pointed to several articles in various newspapers,
showing the advantages of the treaty from our point of
view. Now, I hold in my hand the New York Herald of
Sunday last, in which an interview is reported with Mr.
Phelan, the Consul General of the United States in Halifax,

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Perhaps my hon. friend was
not in the House when the hon. member for Northumber-
land (Mr. Mitchell) read every word of that interview, so
that it is already in Hansard.

Mr. JONES (Halifax). The interview he read was in
the Montreal Herald.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. I think not. Was my hon.
friend in the House when my hon. friend for Northumber-
land read that interview ?

Mr, JONES (Halifax). I was,

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Then perhaps this is a
different one altogether.

Mr, JONES (Halifax). Yes.

“The advantages of the treaty,” Mr. Phelan replied, are
manifold, Among other things it opens up valuable fishing bays
to us by removing all doubts as to our right to fish in them.

This in itself is no small matter, inasmuch as Canadians had pre-
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viously claimed that we were permitted to fish there only on
sufferance. Under the Treaty of 1818 we had no right to enter
Canadian ports, except for four things—wood, water, shelter and
repairs. Even in these cases we were subjected toanunpleasant
espionage, and as carefully watched as if we were 80 many pirates.
Again, thé treaty relieves our vessels entering Canadian ports
for the purposes named in the treaty of all dues, pilotage and
every charge whatever, and at the same time they enjoy the
benefite of light-houses, buoys and other safeguards to navigation,
the same as Canadian vessels do, The treaty alsoeliminates the
ward ‘hovering’' from the Canadian statutes, under which some
of our vessels have been seized and condemmned. Under the
treaty, an American vessel coming in damaged can repair and
procure fresh supplies, provisions, etc, and refit and save the
necessity of returning home for this purpose. All these privi-
leges, you must understand, were denied us under the old
treaty. Now our vessels can unload, sell or transship their car-
goes, and in case they are short of supplies at any time, they can
enter the nearest port and get them. In short, we have sur-
rendered nothingand gained a great deal. The Canadians have
surrendered everything and gained nothing. All the gain is on
our side. True, the treaty might go further than it does, but it
is certainly a great improvement on the one now in force. The
disadvantages under which we have suffered during the past two
years in the way of seizures on technical grounds cannot be com-
mitted under the present treaty. It is my deliberate judgment
that it would be a serious matter for our fishermen if the new
convention should be rejected. To do so means a returns to the
old Treaty of 1818, under which our people have chafed so long.”

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. What is the date of that
paper?

Mr. JONES (Halifax). Itis the New York Herald of
Sunday, April 15.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. It is marvellously like that
interview in Montreal.

Mr. JONES (Halifax), Yes, but it goes a little further,
At any rate, it is not of any importance whether it is the
same statement or not. It corroborates the statement that
we have surrendered all the advantages of which we were
possessed under the old Treaty of 1818, and have gaiued
nothing from the Americans in return. 1 think that is an
opinion, from the American side of the case, which will more
than counterbalance gll the quotations which have been read
to the House by the Minister of Marine and Fisheries.

Mr. DAVIES (P.EL) I would like to understand, if I
can, the real meaning of this section., When the motion
for the second reading of this Bill was made, I ventured to
make some observations on the Bill, and especially with
reference to the 6th section, which has been passed, and
the Tth section, which is now before the House; and I sub-
mitted, with some humility, that I could not quite under-
stand whai was the meaning of those sections. I asked the
Minister of Justice what was the meaning of those sections
in his opinion, those sections being, to my mind, the key to
the whole treaty, but the hon. gentleman was g little out
of temper at the time, and he declined to give me the infor-
mation I asked for. Afterwards, he delivered what was
characterised as &8 most spirited address, which seemed to
suit his friends on the other side of the House; but I had
asked for that information with no object in the world ex-
cept to obtain the information. It seemed to me, as I
stated at that time, that there was no controlling power
provided for, t0 determine when or when not the American
fishermen could get the privileges which are accorded to
them under that section. For instance, I stated that the
privilege of transshipment was a great privilege which
they sought, and I felt that, under that sectior, although it
might not be intended to give them that privilege, the
section could be so construed as practically to give them

that right of transshipment. I pointed out that United '

States fishing vessels ord i i : ? . . .
shing vessels, according to the section, entering the ;’ they want, but it seems to me that this clause is very curi-

“Parts, bays and harbors of the esstern and north-eastern
coaqtp of Canada, under streas of weather or in conseguence of
Mr, Jones (Halifax).

any casualty, may unload, reload, transship or sell (subject to cus-
togls laws ayﬂ(?iréélilaﬁbh's)‘aﬂ sh on 1561;.1?(;, wi é}ts?wk uté)lo:;
ing, transshipment or sale is necessary as incidental t6 repairs.”
And T asked, as I now ask, who is to judge whether it is
necessary as incidental to repairs or not? Nobody can
judge. The captain may say, I propose to remain here two
or three days, and, in my opinioh, my fish are in such a
condition that I must transship them. It is not o be sup-
posed that the collector of customs in each port is to have
the right to interpret the treaty. That right is not vested
in him. The result is, that that section will be go conatvaed
that the privilege of transshipment, the mest valuable privi-
e %e that the American fishermen have asked for, is praoti-
cally conceded to them. According to the 'Tth section, the
master of any United States fishing vessel who hag received
a license may obtain i

“ Such provisions and supplies as are ordinarily sold to trading
vessels, and any such vessel, having obtained a license in the
manner aforesaid, shall also be accorded, upon all occasions, such
facilities for the purchase of casual or needful provisions and sup-
plies as are ordinarily granted to trading vessels.”

Now, the hon. gentleman says that this treaty does not
give them the right to purchase bait. 1t seems to me that
bait is a part of the outfit of a fishing vessel. At any rate,
it is so argued, and I think can be successfully argued. 1f a
captain says: “I have lost my bait in this storm and I want
to purchase more,” the treaty says that he may, and all I
have contended for is that this treaty, which is said to be
an interpretation treaty, which is said to be intended to
make matters clear, has simply made them so confused and
so difficult to understand that practically the right to par-
chase bait and the right of transshipment cannot be refused
to American fishermen. Now, [ have already called the
attention of the Minister to the 7th section, and I repeat
my request for isformation in regard to it. The first part
of that section says :

# The Minister of Marine and Fisheries, and any officers of the
Government of Canada whom he may authorise for that purpose,
shall grant promptly, and upon application, and without charge,
licenses to United States fishing vessels to purchase in estab-
lished ports of entry of the aforesaid coasts of Canada, for the
homewsrd voyage, such provisions and supplies as are ordinarily
sold to trading vessels.”

And the latter part of the section goes on to say:

“ Any such vessel, having obtained a license in the manner
aforesaid, shall also be accorded upon all ocoasions such facilities
for the purchase of casual or needful provisions and supplies as
are ordinarily granted to trading vessels.”

Now, the first part of the section would lead anyone who
was seeking to find out its interpretation to believe that it
was only after the master of the vessel had oclosed his
voyage and was going home, and required some small sup-
plies which he would need for that homeward voysge, that
he would be entitled to obtain the necessary sapphes, but
the latter part of the section seems to have a different
effect. It appesrs to state that any vessel which has once
obtained a license, shall, in fature, on all occssions, have
the same facilities for the purchase of sapplies as are ordin-
arily granted to trading vessels, Of course there will be a
great deal of controversy as to what * casual and needful
provisions and supplies” are. My impression is that this
treaty will receive at the hamds of this Government,
if it be adopted, and from the officers of the Government,
a very broad and liberal iuterpretation. My opinion is,
that the Canadian officers hereatter will not be very
astute in examining the demand of the American fishermen,
under this treaty, 1o purchase supplies or to purchase bait
or anything else. They will practically give them what

ously worded, and 1 ask whether a license once obtained i3
intended to enure for the following soason, or whether,
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when a license is obtained in the early part of the summer,
the party is only to be entitled to purchase supplies as he
needs them from time to time during the then season.
If that is ‘the oase, that will enable these men
to do what the Minister of Justice and the Minister
of Fisheries have declared would be fatal to the
fishing interests of the Maritime Provinces. 1do notdesire
to prolong the controversy on these points, which I think
have been put very fairly before the House and the country,
but the quotations whicg have been put before the House
from the Minutes and the State papers show clearly that,
in the b?inipn of those Ministers, it would be fatal to the in-
terestsof everyone, and especially to the interests of the fisher-
ies in the Maritime Provinces, if the American fishermen were
allowed to come in there and make their purchases of bait,
if they were allowed to make the harbors and shores of the
Maritime Proyinces the base for carrying on their fishing
operations. Now, it appears to me that if an American
fisherman can come into port and claims that, by casualty, ho
bas lost his outfit, he may purchase a new outfit, as the 6th
section says. 1 think that tho word ‘““outfit” of a fish-
ing vessel includes bait as & part of it. I may be wrong.
When & fishing vessel goes, for instance, to take cod-
fish from the éﬁnke, the outfit which she takes to enable
her—and, as my hon, friend on my right remarks, almost
all she needs as outfit—to carry on the fishery, is the fresh
bait. In old days, these fisheries on the Banks were carried
on by means of salt bait, but when the fishermen discovered
that fresh bait was taken more readily, they have, of late
years, used only that. No fisherman would presume to go
to the Banks and say his outfit was complete unless he had
sufficient fresh bait to last him for his voyage. My
impression, therefore, was that the word outfit was
intended to cover bait, fresh as well as salt. It would not be
contepded that it would not cover salt—the bait seems
to me to be ip precisely the same category. Therefore
if a vessgl has gone to the Banks, providing her-
self with & supply of bait, in the first instance, to last a
fortnight, snd afterwards enters ome of the poris of the
Maritime Provinges, and the master says that from some
casualty she bag lost her bait, you have no meaus of testing
the accuracy of hig statement; and hon. gentlemen oppo-
site, both to-day and previously, have told us what their

opinion is of the character of the men who man and con-|p

trol these vessels, and how they will make any statement
that is necessary in their interest. 1f he goes there and
says that, from casualty, he has lost kis outfit, he is entitled
under this interpretation, to replenish it. Bul notasa
magtter of favor. He says, under the treaty : I have come here
and as s right 1 demand to purchase my outfit. He will not
speak with bated breath, ag he has bsen accustomed to do,
when pursuing his fisheries under the Treaty of 1818. He
will npow come and say: I demand this as a right, Now, I
would like the bon. gentleman, if he deems it necessary to
reply to my observations at all, to answer me whaether, in
hig opinion, it was intended that the license should be
granted to American fishermen when they go into a bay
in the early part of the seasom, and having got that
licensg, which they get as a matter of right, does that
eatitle them to purchase, in the words of the Tth section,
‘“ such casual and needful provisions and supplies as are
ordinarily granted to trading vessels from time to time.”
1f it was only intended they should purchase such casual
and needful supplies as are required for the home voyage,
then the hon. gentleman will gee that the first part of the
section concedes that privilege entirely—the latter part of
the seotion wag intended to grant something else—that on
all opeasions after baving Uht,&i!{se,d hig licénse, he can
obtsin such casual or needful provisions a8 he re-
quires, If that 8 80, you have given up every-
thing, you have enabled them to make your harbars their
basis for-carrying on their fishing operations. 1fthat is e,

I need not use any stronger language than the language
ased by the Minister of Justice himself, that such a con-
cession would be absolutely fatal to the fishing interests of
the Maritime Provinces. Ifit is fatal, and if you have
given this up, it is well that we should know it, I suppose
this is the proper time to ask an explanation.

Mr. THOMPSON. I should like very much, indeed, to
enter fully into this question with my hon. friend, and to give,
what 1 conceive to be the true interpretation of the phrases
in these two sections. The hon. gentleman, however, must
bear with me if I decline doing 80, not at all out of dis-
respect to him, but because, as he is aware, what-
ever we may say here in favor of the treaty will be used
against it elsewhere. Hon. gentlemen opposite have perfect
freedom to suggest the possible constructions that may
arise unfavorable to Canada, without any injury to the
treaty at all; indeed they are increasing the chances of its
acceptance by the United States. But, on the coutrary, if
we defended the treaty as we might be disposed to do under
other circumstanoces, and made a statement of our views on
the construction of various points suggested to us, we are
making a case for those who are disposed to find fault with
the treaty in another place. The hon. gentleman, how-
ever, will, I am sure, appreciate what I shall en-
deavor to s8ay in reply to the remarks he bhas just
made, in a general way. He has correctly quoted me as
saying that if we ehould do anything which can make the
harbors ot the Maritime Provinces a base of supplies for

‘the United States fishermen, we would, practioally, g.ve up

our whole case and adopt a measure which will be extremely
detrimental to the interests of our own fishermen, at a time
when they are hampered, to some extent, by an adverse
duty in the markets of the United States. But I do not

 regard the sections which the hon. gentleman has referred

to, as to any extent making Canada a basis of sngplies for
the United States fishermen, On the contrary,I think they
contain but a liberal and fair extension of the right of
shelter and repairs which are secured to the United States
fishermen by the Treaty of 1818. Now, in the first place, as
regsrds the question ot transshipment. The hon. gentleman
will remember that the treaty itself deals generally with
the subject of transshipment in that section of it which
rovides for the right of transshipment being given to the
United States fishermen on certain condilions; those con-
ditions being, principally, the admission of our fish free
into the United States; so that the treaty deals with
that particular subject in that specific way. But when
we come down to give, in section 6, the right of shipmeant
in certain specified cases, we are dealing, not with the
general right of transshipment, not conferring, I take it,
the general right of transshipment of cargo at all, but we
are ceding simply the right to transship cargoes in certain
cases, one of which lately ocourred, but which have been
of rare oscurrence, and in which it would be most harsh
to refuse the right of transshipment ; these cases being
cases of vessels coming in out of repair and in distress, and
with their fish in such a condition that they would spoil
or have to be thrown overboard, unless the master ware al-
lowed to transship his cargo, He would not be permitted by
the Treaty of 1818, even under this extreme circumstanoce, to

 transship his cargo, or even to sell it in Canada, if he were

willing to pay the duty upon it; but this simply allows
him, under circumstances of that kind, where transshipment
is necessary and incidental to repairs, to transship. 1 take
it that instead of its being ambiguous, or difficult to ascer-
tain the condition of the vessel when she comes in to make
repairs, under these circumstances it is very easy of ascer-
tainment, The United States vessels are 10 be sabject to
supervigion, by boarding officers and customs afficers.
and in addition there can be no transshipment effected with-
out eertain entries being made in the customs honse, There



8178

COMMONS DEBATES.

Aprin 17,

will be supervision at every point; first of all, when they
enter the three mile limit they will be subject to the in-
spection of our officers who will ascertain their bond fides in
entering the harbors where they come, and if they transship
their cargoes they will have to make customs entries. A
few words as to what the hon. gentleman said about licenses.
I understand that hon. gentlemen opposite are rather in-
clined to believe that this construction might be placed
upon the treaty : that a vessel going ceaward towards the
fishing grounds might, early in theseason, obtain a license for
the purchase of supplies. Now, I do not think that is the
construction that can be applied. A vessel is only entitled
to apply for a licence 10 obtain those provisions and sup-

lies which are ordinarily sold to trading vessels for the
Eomeward voyage, and I should think it very extraordin-
ary if it were set up on the part of any of the American
fishermen on going to the fishing grounds that they
wounld expect to get a license in order to obtain the
casual and needtul supplies for a homeward voyage,
when it would be impossible for them or for the per-
son who. gave the license to ascertain what supplies
would be needed for the homeward voyage, or whether
any would be needed. I do not think that the com-
struction is at all reasonable, that after a vessel has ob-
tained a license she shall forever afterwards be entitled to
obtain those supplies, nor do I think any such contention
will be made. 1 think the proviso in that section is simply
to take care that the condition of the vessel having been
established, the necessity of obtaining supplies having been
established, a license shall be given, notwithstanding any
provision in the law to the contrary, and that every
tacility shall be given to tho captain of the vessel to make
the purchases which the license authorises him to make.
The section which provides for the right of making good
damages or losses arising from disaster, is simply an
extension of the provision of the Treaty of 1818. If a
vessel lost a bowsprit, or sustained any slight damage what-
ever, she had a right to come in for repairs, but if she lost
her nets she would not have the right to come in and pur-
chase nets, strictly speaking. It is simply, I say, a fair
extension of the provisions of the Treaty of 1818, in regard
to repairs, an extension which we were asked to make on
some occasions, but which it was beyond our power to
grant,

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.I) Withthelatter part of the remarks
made by the hon. Minister I quite agree. The hon. gentle-
man says that, under the Treaty of 1818, if a vessel lost her
bowsprit, or some other part of her gear, she had a right to
come in for repairs. It is petfectly true the vessel had no
right to buy supplies, or transship cargo. Her right was
confined simply to repairing the damage which had been
caused to some part of her gear. Now, the hon, gentleman
says that, under this treaty; they have extended that right ;
I agree with him, and the only question is as to what ex-
tent they have extended it, It seems to me that, while
there may be three or four constructions put upon the
6th section, the construction which American captains will
put upon the section—and I make these observations with-
out any desire to criticise the hon. minister too sharply—is
that, when he comes in to repair running gear or bowsprit,
the captain will say that, my fish are in such a condition
that 1 must seud them on, in order that the repairs may be
made. Who is to question the right of the captain to land
them, if it is incidental to repairs to land them? Who is
to question his rigkt if he also demands transshipment
as ircidental to the repairs? Formerly, under the
old treaty, the vessel came in for a specific pur-
pose, which was understood by the collector, and it he
exceeded that purpose his vessel was liable to seizure. But
this treaty couvfers on the captains of American vessels the
privilege, when they come in, to repair losees which have
happened to their vessels; and they may then transship

Mr., THOMPSON,

their fish, unload or sell them if these acts are necessarily in-
cident to repairs, The language is unfortunate, for no one can
say what is incident 1o repairs and what is not incident. The
American captains will put a8 broad construction upon this
term., Abpy one acquainted with fishing knows what will
happen. Suppose a fleet of 200 vessels are fishing off Mar-
garee or Cheticamp on the coast of Cape Breton, or off East
Point. They may come into harbor on the approach of a
storm and one of the captains may say that he wants to
make some repairs as he has lost some gear. He reports
to the custom house, and states that as the repairs will oc-
cupy ten or twelve days, he desires to land his cargo and
send it on. Who is to question his right ?

Mr. THOMPSON. We can ascertain the fact, and he is
responsible for the penalty.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.L) Does the hon. Minister say that a
sub-collector at Cheticamp or Souris would dare to say to one
of the American captains: You claim that right to do this
under the 6th clause, we will seize your vessel and test
your case in the courts. I do not think officers would dare
to 80 act. I am talking of the practical construction and
application of the section. It seems to me that when the
hon. gentleman stated formerly that concessions of this
kind would destroy the fisheries of the Maritime Provinces,
he stated the truth. Again, the hon. gentleman claims
that it would not be fair to press him to place a con-
struction upon the words of the section. But that is sarely
not a fair contention on his part. It is not fair that this
country should be called upon to ratify the treaty without
knowing the meaning to be put upon the most important
words in it? Surely we should understand what is the real
meaning of the concessions we are making, and that the
United States should understand what is the real meaning
of the concessions which they are receiving. If * outfit,”
as I oontend it does, includes bait as well as salt, and if the
construction of the 6th section is as I put it just now, every-
thing for which the Americans have ever contended has
been given up to them., The hon, gentleman, in referring to
the 7th section, stated, if I understood him rightly, that
American fishing vessels will only be entitled to purchase
supplies when they are on their homeward voyage. But
an American fisherman is only on his homeward voyage
when he is leaving the last port in the bay. What is the
use of getting & license then ? Surely the hon. gentleman
must see that some meaning must be accorded to the last
part of the section, which states that after they have ob-
tained such licenses they shall on all occasions be accorded
permission to purchase such casual supplies, etc., as are
ordinarily granted to trading vessels, The meaning of the
clause is this: that an American fishing vessel coming down
to the bay can obtain & license when she comes into the
bay. And after obtaining her license she, from month to
month and from week to week, is entitled under the license
to go into any Canadian port and purchase any such casaal
supplies as she may require from time to time. I cannot
put any other construction on the last part of the section.
It has no meaning unless it means that,

“She shall be accorded upon all occasions such facilities.”

Surely it must mean that, and if it does mean that, the hon.
geuntleman sees he has made our harbors the basis to enable
them to carry out their fishery. LIf he has done so as the
Minister of Fisheries and the Minister of Justice have said, he
has struck a fatal blow at the fisheries of the Maritime Pro-
vinces. He says, in his Minute of 1887:

¢ If the Provinces are to be judges, it is most prejudicial to
their interest that United States fishermen should be permitted
to come into their harbors on any pretext, and it is fatal to their
fishery interests that those fishermen, with whom they have to
compete at such a disadvantage in the markets of the United
States, should be allowed to enter for supplies and bait, even for
the pursuit of the deep sea fisheries."” :
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It is, therefore, fatal to the fichery interests that they should
be allowed to enter for supplies and bait. It appears to me
the broad comstruction of those two sections will enable
them to do that which my hon, friend says will be fatal to
our interesis. That broad construction is the construction
American fishermen will contend for—that is, the construc-
tion they will give it, and that broad construction is the con-
struction the American people will endorse. My own
impression is that is the construction we will finally have
to accept. The hon. gentleman says, truly enough,
and it would be a very fair argument in answer to
their contention, that the transshipment of their fish and
the purchase of supplies and bait is provided for in another
part of the treaty., Of course it is, but it is provided for
in this part of the treaty too, under the circumstances
mentioned in the section, The question is, who is to
declare when tho-e circumstances exist and when they do
not exist? An American captain comes in and says: I
bave lost my outfit from casualty. There is nobody to
dispute it. You must acoept it and when you do he has
the right to buy a new outfit, and the outfit if it embraces
salt must necessarily embrace bait. If that is so we are
giving away, by this section, everything he wants, and the
latter part of the other section which gave him the right to
transship and purchase bait when they admit our fish duty
free, will never be brought into operation, because practi-
cally he will have the right under the section we are now
considering, if that construction I am submitting to the
House is adopted, and [ believe it will be. My own
impression is, and [ have heard it stated by some gentlemen,
that the American Senate will not ratify this treaty.
Personally, I do not think that would be an unmixed
evil, I, for one, do not fear we will have a repetition
of the disastrous state of affairs we had in
1886. We are not going to have that any more.
There will be no enforcement by this Government of the
obnoxious customs laws, whether this treaty goes into
operation or not. There is no doubt about that., The
language used by the Finance Minister, and acquiesced in
by the members of the Government, puts that beyond
doubt. 'We will have our rights under the old treaty and
they will be maintained with a firm hand, and not with the
technical exactness in which the Minister of Fisheries in
1866 tried to carry them out. In 1887 & new state of
matters was introduced, and 1 do not think that the
Americans complained very much of their treatment in
that year. I rose for the purpose, as far as possible, of
getting light myself upon the meaning of those sections,
and if anything I could say would add to the information
of others, I thought it well to speak, as I believed it desir-
able that this House should understand the matter
thoronghly.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. If the hon. gentleman was
making the treaty 1 could understand his action in this
matter, but we are not doing that.

Mr. DAVIES (P.EIL) I was trying to arrive at the
meaning of this section, and I think it is very important.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Iwilldraw the hon, gentle
man’s attention to the fact that the course he has taken is the
course that would be taken by the deadliest enemy of the
Canadian fishermen.

An hon. MEMBERS. No.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Yes; and I will show it. We
are not now making a treaty, Sir. The treaty is made and
we are not deciding whether we will accept this treaty.
That the House has already unanimously decided, and the
hon. gentleman himself, after discussing this treaty, closed
his remarks by saying he intended to vote for it. I say
that we are not making a treaty, and as we are not deciding
whother we will accept the treaty, for that has been done

and done unanimously by this House, I say that every word
the hon. gentleman is using in the criticism which he has
offered to the House, he knows is impotent to change a
line in that treaty, but he knows that all the weight and
influence that his position in this House, his position 8s a
member of the legal profession, will give him, will be quoted
hereafter in opposition to the rights of Canadian fishermen
and in support of the claims of American fishermen. I
cannot understand a man, who professes to be the friend of
our fishermen, taking this course. If his object, Sir, is to
aid me, if his ohject is to aid Canada in getting this treaty
adopted by the American Senate, then his conduct is intel-
ligible; but from any other standpoint I say that I am
astounded thata gentleman of the legal profession, 2 man hav-
ing the knowledge of public affairs that the hon. gentleman
has, should take up the time of the House, as he has, after
the Housre has solemnly decided by a unanimous vote to
ratify this treaty, when he knows he cannot change a line
in it, I am astonished at the hon. gentleman standing on
his feet here and for this length of time endeavoring to
make a case for the United States fishermen against the
Canadian fishermen, and throwing all the weight and
influence of his legal opinion, whatever that may amount to,
into the acale of the American fishermen against the Cana-
dian fishermen.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.I). I do not know what I have done
to merit this exiraordinary scolding at the hands of the hon.
gontleman, When I first addressed the House I ventured
to ask information on those most important clauses which
the hon. gentleman has incorporated in this trealy, clauses
which were susceptible of a broad meaning, the result of
which would be to surrender our fisheries entirely to the
United States. I venture respectfully to ask the hon. gentle-
man and the Minister of Justice who accompanied him to
Washington, and who was a party to the construction of this
treaty, I ventured to ask them what was the understanding
come to by the plenipotentiaries at Washington as to the
meaning of those words, and 1 was answered with a flip-
pancy altogether unfair and unjust. I was not answered, in
tact, at all. I was not told whether the construction I said
those clauses were susceptible of was the proper construction
or not in the opinion of the hon. gentlemen, or whether it
was the construction generally adopted by the plenipoter-
tiaries at Washington. The hon. gentleman did not tell
me then and when I ventured to exercise my undoubted
right in this House, before I voted for the passage of that
treaty, and asked what it really meant, I am sat upon by the
hon, gentleman and lectured as if [ had done something
wrong. What does the hon. gentleman mean? Does he
ask us to acecept every word and clamse of this
treaty in ignorance of its real meaning ; does he want the
fishermen to believe that they have conceded nothing when
it may turn out they have conceded all? Does the hon,
gentleman want me to vote blindly for a clause of this
treaty which the Minister of Justice hassaid admits Ameri-
can fishermen to our ports and bays, carrying off our fisheries
from us? What does the hon. gentleman take me for? I
am here, Sir, solely and earnestly looking for information
which 1 believe to be of the greatest importance, before this
House adopts this treaty. I am asking it, too, ata time
when the treaty is before the United States Senate. I say
itisunworthy of this Parliament, and unworthy of the hon.
gentleman, to seek to smuggle through a treaty under the
assumption that it contains a secret meaning which he
wiches to hide from the American people. I thought the
day had gone by for any underhand deslings between the
two great nations. I thought we were going to deal
frankly and honestly with our friends to the south of us.
I say it is in the highest interests of peace for this assembly
of Canada and the Senate of the United States, if they adopt
that treaty, to thoroughly understand what its real meaning
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is. Does the hon. gentloeman want that before the next season
goes by, a construction should be put on that treaty by the
Minister of Figheries diametrically oppoesite to that which
Mr. Bayard puts on it? Does he want us brought to the
point of the bayonet, to which he says the administration of
the Fisheries Department brought us two years ago? Does
he want us brought to that condition of affairs which Mr.
Bayard describes in that private and confidential letter he
wrote to the hon. gentleman ? I trust not; and if he does
not, wo can only bring about a better and more cordial
state of affairs by dealing honorably and frankly with each
other, and, if we have entered into a treaty, by under-
standing what the real meaning of the treaty is. If we
have made concessions, in heaven’s name let us understand
the full meaning of them ; and if hon. gentlemen are going
to vote, let them know what they are voting for 1 wiil
not submit Yo be lectured by the hon. gentleman in the
tone aud manner which he has assumed to-day, when 1
ask what construetion is put upon that treaty by himself
and the other plenipotentiaries. I was within my right,

and instead of being lectured by the hon. gontleman, I

was entitled to a fair and decent answer, which I have not
got.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. I want to know whether
this whole business is a farce or not.
sider and discnss every line of this treaty, what is the use
of patting you in the Chair? We have a right to know
what we aro doing. We do not approve of this treaty ; we
do not pretend to say that it is a good treaty or honorable
to Canada. We accopt it under compulsion, but we have a
right to know what we aro accepting, and that we propose
to know.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. The hon. gentleman had an
opportanity of giving this treaty a most careful and
deliberate examination ; and with all its obscarity and
defects, with all its want of oclearness 'of constructien or
explicitness of statement, he knew that this House oould
not alter one jot or tittle of it. The hon. gentleman who
has just taken his seat will not pretend for a single morment
that, in discussing this treaty, the House is in the position
that it would be in if we had before us a Bill on any sub-
ject over which the House has perfect control. When we

have a Bill before us in which we can alter claumses, hon.

goutlemen may contend in the most vigorous terms for the
oonstiruction of the law or the meaning of a phrase, because
it is in the power of the Houre to alter the Bill upon such
representations. Bat the hon. gentleman knows that that
is not oar position here. The treaty is made,

Mr. MACKENZIE, There is an alternative,
Sir CHARLES TUPPER. What is that alternative ?
Mr. MACKENZIE. To reject it.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. That is precisely the position.
That alternative was preserved to this House, so that not
one line of this treaty can become operative or can affect
the interests of Oanada until the Parliament of Canada,
having deliberately considered it in all its bearings, decides
to acoept and ratify it.
hon. gentteman who has spoken. He would have been
within the linesof his duty as an independent member of
this House if, coming to the conclusion that this treaty was
faalty, obscure, or that for any other cause it was andesir-
able that it should become binding on Canada, he had
determined to give it the most unqualified hostility, and
defeat it if he could ; and even if he stood alone as & mem-
ber of this House in taking that view, he was boand in the
interests of Canada to vote for its rejection. But that was
his only alternative, as it is not in our power to alter a line
of the ireaty or change it i any way. But what did the hon.
gentleman do? After giving the treaty the most care-

Mr,_Davizs (l?.li‘.Igl

If we are not to con- |

| hon. gentleman could take.

But that is not the position of the |

ful consideration that he was bound as member of this
House to give it, he said:
“The treaty has been agreed upon, and I for one hopo that no

action will be taken by this Parlinment to threw it out. Iam
willing, Sir, that it should be accepted.”

{The hon. gentleman having taken that position, having

come to the conclusion that he owed it to his comstitnents

|and to Canada that this treaty should bocome a binding

treaty, I say that when he stands up here and takes half an
hour of the time of this Hounse in order to give the weight
of his opinion as & lawyer in favor of the interests of the
United States and United States fishermen, I say he is not
fulfilling his duty to Canuda or the fishermen of Canada.
He asks, is it not desirable that we should know what the
treaty means. When I submitted the treaty to the House,
I explained as fully as I was able, the bearing and operation
of each clause, I am nota lawyer, but I do not believe
there is any such obsoarity in it, or any sach doubt can
be raised, and as the hon. gentleman alteges, Does he
not think that if this treaty is to betome law, he had better
leave it to United States lawyers, to fizht for tne interests
of United States fishermen, to take the ground he has
taken this afterncon? And does he tot think ke had better
reserve his ire‘at legal powers to fight for the interests of
Canadian fishermen agaivst those pretemsions on the part
of the fishermen of the United 'States? I am mot disposed
to lecture the hon. gentleman, I should be doing very
wrongly if I were to attempt it; but he must allow me to
say, not with a view to lectaring him, butin order if I can to
stop a course which I deem more mischievous to the interests
of Canada and Canadian fishermen than any course the
It was with that view that I
drew the hon, gentleman’s attention to the fact that he
was not making a treaty, and was not in a position to alter
a line of it, and, that being 83, he was not actin

fairly in the interest of Canada in tak‘ing a line whic

the most extreme advocates oppossd to ‘Canadian
fishermen would take. That was the reason I drew the at-
tention of the House to the nnwisdom and ‘the wurfairness,
in regard to the rights and interssts of our own people, of
the hon. gentleman expressing opinions on the floor of this
Parliament, which might be quoted in the crur'ts; and used
by those endeavoring to get advantages over out fish.
ermen under this treaty. I confess I could not under-
stand how an hon. gentleman who professed to be, and I
have no doubt is, anxious to promote tho interests of Cana-
dian fishermen, could express such opinions and leave them
to be quoted by parties at another tims, #nd in ansther
place, against our country and against the interests of our
fishermen. Now, 1 say that if the hon. gentlemain holds the
opinion he has stated to-day, if the hon. gentletven atround
him hold these opinions, they huve not discharped their
duty im sapporting this treaty. 1 have mo hesitation in
saying that, I am very thamkful to hon. gemtlemen oppo-
site for the manner in which they hawe dealt with this sub-
ject. I felt I was justified in saying, when I submitted this
treaty to the House, that it was not a question of party,
and I felt no little pride and gratificstion ¥ finding that,
to a large ex'tent, hon. gentlemen opposite seemed to revog-
nise that fact to the fullest extent, and to Foel that, under
existing circumstances, they would be jastified in giving
this treaty their support. But I o trest that that
support will not be affeted by statements,
made with the weight and authority which their position
in Parliament give hon. gentlemen, whith may be used to
our disadvantage in any other place. Perhaps itis becaase
I am not & lawyer that I am not able to draw theee fine
distinctions that gentlemen of the legal profession can draw
;on almost every question and every law, however plain
| and clear, that may be submitted fo them for approval ;
and perhaps for that reason, I think this is a plain, clear
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statement upon which there will be no difficulty whatever
in arriving at a sound and just conclusion as to the mean-
ing of the language in whieh it is couched. I have en-
deavored to give a frank, candid and explicit statement to
the House of my views as to what the treaty contains, as to
the effect of its various clauses, and as to the manner in
which it was understoed these sheuld be operated; and I
feel that hon. gentlemen opposite are searcely fair in
endeavoring to take the line that a very foew of the mem-
bers, I am happy to say, have taken, of forcing the Govern-
ment into making such statements in its support as would
be caloulated to prevent its ever becoming operative.

Mr., DAVIES (P.E.L) The hon. gentleman has misre”
presented my position in this matter. The hon, gentleman
has said that I addressed the House as a lawyer, and placed
& construction on the treaty which was not in the interest
of Canada—a construction calculated to affect injuriously in
the future, a8 well as in the present, Canadian interests,
The House will bear me out in saying that I have put no
construction on the treaty. I have said that the lan§uage
of the treaty was so loosely drawn that it is capable of such
and such a construction, but Idid not say whether I entirely
agreed with the one construction or the other.

Bir CHARLES TUPPER, Iam very glad to hear that,

Mr. DAVIES (P.EI) I pointed out most clearly
to the hon. gentleman thai the language used was
capable of several constructions, and I asked him—and I
had & right to have an answer—what was the meaning the
British plenipotentiaries, at least, placed upon the treaty,
and whether that meaning was accepted by the American
Government or not ? I am sick of hearing this argument
cast against us from time 1o time that the truth cannot be
spoken for fear it may affect Canadian interests. It is
.time the truth was spoken, and we should endeavor to get
at thereal meaning ef this treaty before it finally passes
the House. The hon. gentleman says that my mouth is
‘olosed because I told the House that I did not intend to
move any resolution against the treaty, but that it ought to
be acoepted; I did say the treaty ought to be accepted,
and I said that with the full knowledge, as the hon. gentle-
man repeats my words, that we could not alter a line of it.
Why did L say so ? The hon, gentleman knows well that
in that very Sﬁaech to which he refers, I pointed out the
concessions which, in my opinion, Canada had made—oon-
cessions, which, if the opinions of the hon. gentleman and his
colleagues, the hon. the Minister of Justice and the hon. the
Minister of Marine and Fisheries were correct, would be fatal
to the interests of Canada. But I said this, that if the
hon. gentleman’s statement was correct; if the relations
between Canada and the United States had become strained
to the extent he said they had; if we were brought face to
face with a condition of facts not far removed from war;
if, to use Mr, Bayard’s language, we had “entered upon a
career of embittered rivalry staining our long frontier with
the hues of hostility ; ” if, to use the hon. gentleman’s own
language, we had cemented 65,000,000 people and their
entire press in bitter hostility to the people of Canada—I
said then, as I do now, that such being the case, any settle-
ment, which was not absolutely dishonorable, should be
accepted in order that we might get out of the humiliating
and dangerous position to which the policy of the Govern-
ment had brought us. I pointed out as strongly as I could
that the harassing and injurious exactions which the Gov-
ernment of the day had inflicted on American vessels in
carrying out our customs laws, had been of very great in-
jury to our people, and had been chiefly instrumental in
bringing about that irritable state of feeling on their part.
I pointed out further that while, technically, hon. gentle-
men opposite were, 88 I believe they were, right in their
eomt]rlncltion of the treaty, the manner in which they ad-

ministered it was fatal and suicidal, and the result of their
administration was to bring us face to face with the
determination on the part of 6%,000,000 people that the man-
ner in which we had acted towards them with regard to our
fisheries should not be repeated, except at the risk of war.
I was not prepared, for one, to risk & war with the States ;
I thought any settlement would be preferable to a condition
of things in which we would be brought face to face with
war. And I say again, rather than revert to the dangerous
condition of affairs in which we were only one year ago,
when we had the retaliation Bill passed by the Congress
and the Senate of the United States, we should acoept this
treaty. That, however, dues not absolve me from my duty,
as & member of this House, to enquire, as minutely as I can,
into the meaning of the treaty. I repeat, that common
courtesy demands at the hands of the hon. gentleman, and
at the hands of the hon. the Minister of Justice, where two
constructions may be found as to any important clause of
this treaty, that they should say what is the correct con-
struction, instead of denouncing those who point out to
their notice these two construstions. They should tell the
House what their opinion is, and what the opinion of the
plenipotentiaries at Washington is, as to the proper ocon-
struction.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. I did so to the best of my
ability.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.1) When I raised the question here
to-day, the hon. gentleman did not do so. When I raised
the question the other day, in my remarks following those
of the hon, the Minister of Justice, he did not do so, and I
have the right now to call for an answer. Iam not open to
the attack of the hon. gentleman of being in any sense unpa-
triotic, or of having advanced arguments which would be
fatal or prejudicial to Canadian interests,

Mr. JONES (Halifax). The warmth exhibited b{ the
hon, the Minister of Finauce can only be aocounted for by
two suppositions : First, that the hon, gentleman finds him-
self in a difficult position.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Certainly; I have explained
that,

Mr. JONES (Halifax), In the next place, that he is un-
willing to explain, because he desires to keep somethi
back from the people of the United States. With rega
to the first, I believe the hon. gentleman comprehends that
perfectly, With respect to the second, I hope he has no
such object in view, because I believe no bon. gentleman
here desires, now or at any time, to keep anything back
regarding the operation of the treaty, which is susceptible
of a different explanation at a subsequent day. at is
the position of the hon. member for Queen’s ﬁ . Davies) ?
He recognises, as every one must, the difficulty of putting
& construction on these two clauses, taken together, and he
asks the hon, the Minister of Finance, the hon, the Minister
of Justice, and the hon, the Minister of Marine, who took
part in framing this treaty, to be good enough to
explain the privileges which the American fishermen
would enjoy under the operation of these two olauses,
And what reply has he reccived ? He has received no
reply from either of those gentlemen, but the Minister of
Finance is sheltering himself under this pretext, this
flimsy pretext, as I must call it, for it is nothinf elge, that
he is afraid to give an explanation of the Act for fear it
might be used in the United States. He knows that there
is nothing to offer in defence of the Act, as far as Canadian
interests are concerned, and therefore he is sheltering
himself behind that pretext. The case which the hon.
member for Queen’s (ilir. Davies) has suggested may easily
arise, A fishing vessel obtains a license, and desires to

know how long it can obtain fishing supplies. To whom
is the decision to be left ? Are the collectors of customs in
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the different ports to give that decision, or are they to come | while the matter is fresh in the mind of every hon. gentle-

to the Minister of Marine, or the Minister of Finance,
or the Minister of Customs? Why do not the
bon. gentlemen, while this matter is fresh in the
minds of the people, give the information to the
country as to how this will affect the question when this
treaty goes into effect ? I say that every collector of
customs along the coast of Nova Scotia, taking that Act
and interpreting if for himself, will get into a difficulty, and
will have to apply to the hon. gentlemen for an interpre-
tation which they are best able to give. Can an Ame-
rican fisherman when he comes to Nova Scotia, take his
license and get his supplies and go to the fishing ground ?
That is one question which I would like those hon. gentle-
men fo answer.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. If the hon. gentleman reads
the olause, he will see that they ocannot,

Mr. JONES (Halifax). I want the hon. gentleman to
interpret that clause for me. I am merely paying that
deference to the opinion of the hon, gentleman which he is
entitled to from the position which he occupied on that
Commission. He is bound, I think, to give us the interpre-
tation which he places upon that clause. Of course, we
have heard what he has said, bat those who have not had
the benefit of listening to him will be even more at sea on
this matter than I am., Suppose those American fishermen
come here and require supplies, the Minister of Justice
says they cannot get them, while the Minister of Marine
says they can get salt and go on their voyage. 1 want
that distinctly understood. Then, when they come to port
with their oargoes, and the hon. member for Queen’s (Mr.
Davies) has referred to the privilege which is given to them
of transshipping their cargoes, who is to be the judge? Are
the collectors of the ports to be the judges whether they are
entitled to transship their cargoes or not? The hon. gentle-
man knows that not one collector out of twenty along
the coast of Nova Scotia, or, for thal matter, in the
whole of this Dominion, is capable of being a
judge in regard to such & matter. To whom then are they
to apply for the interpretation of this Act? If they were
to apply to a harbor master or & port warden, or to some
competent authority who would be able to understand the
position of the vessels, and whether or not it was necessary
for the vessel to obtain these supplies, I could understand
it, but the hon, gentleman does not give us any information
on that subjeet, in fact we have no explanation at all. The
Minister of Justice and the Minister of Finance have not
answered the plain, practical question which was put by
the hon. member for Queen’s (Mr. Davies), as to what the
American fishermen oan do. The American consul in
Halifax said, in reference to these clauses, when I was
speaking to him : I do not know how I am to interpret
them ; how do youinterpret them ? T said: Wheu we are in
Parliament, and meet the gentlemen who made this treaty,
we shall receive from them the explanation, asfar as our
contention goes, as to the interpretation of the meaning of
the treaty, and no doubt you will have your own orders
from your own Government; but at this moment I am just
as much in the dark as I was before, because now, ifanyone
were to ask me, if this discussion was to cease now, what
the American fishermen can do and what they cannot do, [
could not tell them from any explanation which has been
given by hon. gentlemen on the other side. I say, there-
fore, that it is, in my judgment, absolutely necessary that
these gentlemen should tell us exaoctly the bearing which
these clauses have in reference to the privileges of the
American fishermen in our ports. If this opportunity is
passed over without further explanation, they will have to
give that explanation when each case is presented for their
consideration, and it would be far better for them to do it

Mr, Jonss (Halifux).

man here.
Committee rose.
It being six o’clock, the Speaker left the Chair.

After Recess.

MEMBER INTRODUCED.

The following member, having previously taken the oath
according to law, and subscribed the roll containing the
same, took his seat in the House :

JoserE GAvuTHIER, E3q., Member for the Electoral District of L’As~
somption, introduced by the Hon. W. Laurier and Mr. Amyot.

FISHERIES TREATY.

House again resolved itself into Committee on Bill (No.
65) respecting a certain Treaty betweon Her Britannic
Majesty and the President of the United States.

(In the Committee.)

Mr. MITCHELL. I was out of the House during & part
of the time that the discussion was going on this afternoon,
and just as I came in I heard an utterance from the Min-
ister of Finance which I regretted very much indeed to
hear. It was to the effect that ifhon. gentlemen on the other
side of the House felt that this was a bad treaty for
Canadsa, they had net done their duty in allowing it to paas
without putting it to & vote and endeavoring to defeat it,
or something like that. 1 think I defined, the other night,
pretty well, my attitude in relation to that treaty. I stated
that I looked upon it as a complete give-away of the in-
terests of Canada, but, notwithstanding that, knowing as I
do the past transactions between England and this colony,
where any conflict came up in regard to our rights as be-
tween the United States and this country, I felt, and I
fear 1 shall always feel, that the interests of Canada
are likely to be given away, except under severe pressure,
The hon. Minister of Finance stated truly the other day
the lamentable fact of the existenee of a hostile feeling in
the United States that has grown up in reference to our-
selves. Now, while I believe that that hostile feeling has
been mainly created, indeed I may say entirely created, by
the want of tact and judgment in the adminstration of our
fishery rights under the Treaty of 1818, I must say that if
the existence of this ill-feeling which has been so lucidly
described by the Minister does exist in the United States—
and I regret to say that I believe it does, from what I see
in their press, from the statements of their public men, and
the facts recited in the correspondence and despatches of
the Seeretary of State and their representative at the
Court of London—1I say while I believe that state of things
does exist, I must justify myself for not opposing this
treaty, not because 1 think it is in the interest of Canada, so
far as regards the material concessions on either side, but
I justify my acceptance of it upon the ground that it is a
means of leading to peace, and & settlement of a question
which has long been a source of ill-feeling. Whatever may
be the fate of the treaty in the United States Senate,
England never can recede from that treaty made at
Washington ; she never can ge back and claim the rights
that we enjoyed before the nnfortunate treaty was signed.
Now, Sir, 1 say this in justification of myself, and to
put my views on record in the Hansard, in order
that they may go to the ocountry. Whatever other
gentlemen may do, they can answer for themselves;
whatever motives may have influenced them, that is
their business; for myself I want it placed on re-
cord that the reasons why I do not oppose this treaty
are not that we have got the rights we were entitled
to get under the Treaty of 1818, rights which were cloarly
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roozgnisod for many years in the correspondence and des-
gat o8 between the Governments of England and the United
tates, but it is because I see in ita prospect of peace and more
ocordial relations with our neighbors. We never can go back
to our old rights. If that treaty is rejected by the Senate
of the United States, will England attempt to enforce the
headland system for us, after what has been done at Wash-
ington ? %’Vﬂl she attempt to enforce exclusion from bays
along our coasts, after what has been done at Washington ?
No, Sir; we have got to confine oeurselves and our preten-
sions in the future to the points and delimitations specified
in the Treaty of Washington, Therefore, while I do not
approve the treaty, while 1 cannot give it my cordial sup-
port on its merits, I say that the one great point in the
whole matter in its favor is, that by it we may hope to se-
cure peace with our neighbors the Americans, and that
g:aoe may lead to an extension of commercial intercourse
tween the two countries, Could it accomplish that I
feel that it will have acocomplished a very great deal. Axnd
that is the one point in its favor, and the only point, [
do not know what provoked my hon, friend the Minister of
Finance to make the retort I heard as I came in, bnt I feel
I must make this statement to the House before 1 withdraw
ny o%poaition to the treaty ; I do so purely upon the
ground of endeavoring to establish a friendly feeling with
our neighbors on the other side of the border, and in the
hope that once these friendly relations are restored, rela-
tions that never should have been ruptured, once they are
restored this treaty may lead to more extended commercial
intercourse, and to that greater prosperily which existed
from 1854 to 1866.

Mr. WELDON (St. John). I agree with the sentiments
which have just been expressed by the hon. member for
Northumberland (Mr. Mitchell) with regard to the unfortu-
nate existence of unfriendly feelings in the United States
towards Canada. I must say that I think they are in great
measure due to the course pursued by the Government in
this very matter, who first tried a spirit of reconcilia-
tion, and then turned round and used those harsh measures
which, I must say, might have resulted much moreseriously
than they have done. Speaking for the Maritime Provinces,
I think the people accept this treaty somewhat in the same
spirit of the hon. member for Northumberland, for the
purpose of getting rid of that feeling of irritation, and in a
desire to attain to more friendly relations between the two
countries ; and also, 1 believe, with the object—certainly
that is the desire in the Maritime Provinces—of securing
more extended commercial relations. Therefore, I am glad
that a treaty has been made. I do not think it is necessary,
at this stage of the debate, to go into particulars. I regret
not having had an opportunity of being present while the
debate wes going on. I may say, however, that under the
circumstances, I think it is about as good a treaty as could
be made, considering the peculiar circumstances in the
United States, and the unfavorable time when the negotia-
tions were entered into. [ think if our Government had
been more anxious, they could have chosen a more favor-
able time, and perhaps bave got a better treaty. Buat we
have this treaty now before us. While it is trune that we
cannot alter it, that treaty is now between the two great
powers of Great Britain and the United States—yet we have
s right to discnes it, and to obtain explanations in regard to
it; more especially since we are responsible for putting the
Act of Parliament upon the Statute-book. As representatives
of the people we have the right to examine, to criticise, and
to require explanations. 1 have carefully read the treaty.
I thivk there are some portions of it that might have been
rendered more clear in its language, and I fear it may even-
tually lead to complications and difficulties. That portion

obtain any olear view with regard to it, With regard to
the 6th section, and the word * outfit,” there is no doubt in
my mind, taking the whole text of the treaty, that it must
include bait ; and when we find in the other sections that
they have a right to purchase provisions, supplies and outfits,
we see that a construction has there been given to the word
‘““ outfit " in other portions of the treaty which will include
bait. But be that as it may, I believe it will be a benefit
to our people as much as to the United States, because I
think the more trade we can get the better it will be for
our people, and it will tend to more closer commercial re-
lations. With regard to the Tth section, I was not present
when the Minister of Justice gave his explanation, but I
must say that if the construction is confined to the home-
ward voyage I cannot understand the meaning of the latter
portion at all, becanse we must construe that along with
the rest of the treaty. We find that a license may be
granted when the vessel is on a homeward voyage. So far
that is very clear. The vessel on & homeward voyage,
may, upon application, get a license to purchase in estab-
lished ports of entry, the necessary supplies it may require.
Having obtained a license an American fishing vessel shall
be authorised :

% To purchase in established ports of entry of the aforesaid
coasts of Canada, for the homeward voyage, such provisions and
supplies as are ordinarily sold to trading vessels.”

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. No, casual or needful sup-
plies.

Mr. WELDON (St. John). I must say itis a difioult
matter, and I think it is one that we should disouss and see
clearly what it involves. The section continues:

% And any such vessel having obtained a license in the manner
aforesaid, shall also be accorded upon all occasions such facilities
for the purchase of casual or needful provigions and supplies as
are ordinarily granted to trading vessels.”

If I construe that as a lawyer, and I do so with diffidence
where I find other legal gentlemen may take a different view,
it is that if a vessel gets a license she will be entitled to get
on all occasions those supplies. I think it is a matter of re-
gret that this should not be made clear, becaunse I believe, I
may say 1 am confident from my own personal acquaintance
with some of the gentlemen connected with the treaty on the
American side, that the spirit in which the treaty was ap-
proached was a most friendly one towards Great Britain and
Canada, and the consideration was entered npon with & view
of getting rid of the difficulties that have existed since
1818 in the construction of the treaty and the
headland question, 1t seems to me that the language
should have been a little more clearly definite, and we are
fairly entitled to explanations. We can reject the Bill, but
we cannot alter the treaty, which, however, cannot go into
effect unless assented to by the Parliament of Canada; but
when- we come to disouss the provisions of the Bill we are
responsible, as representatives of the people, for the language
of the statute; and Isay that in enacting these provisione
we should do it in language that will prevent difficulty,
remembering that this is an international question, not one
between individuals but between two great countries, the
Imperial power and ourselves on one hand and the adjoin-
ing republic on the other. I repeat that I entirely
endorse the views of the hon. member for Northum-
berland (Mr. Mitchell) that we should not oppose
this treaty. I believe in the spirit which has
actuated the framers of the treaty, and I hope, whatever
the results may be, nothing may arise under it to disturb
the friendly relations between the two countries, but that
all action under it may be of sach a character as to restore
friendly feelings. I have very strong opinions on this sub-
ject, because it is one of very great importance to my con-

of the treaty which is embodied in the 7th section contains | stituents. In our hour of distress and trouble, when we
a great difficulty, to my mind. I cannot construe it as to' met with as great a calamity as any city could meet with
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the men who came to our succor at that time were the
people of the United Btates, and we have a strong desire to

t rid, as far as possible, of all possible causes of irritation

tween the two countries, and more especially with a
view to promote an extension of our commercial relations
with the United States. I trust the result of this treaty
will be such as I bhave indicated, and that all the efforts
made will tend to accomplish that result ; but it is our duty
to weigh the %uestion carefully, obtain all necessary
explanations, and have the question discussed so that the
people will thoroughly understand it.

Bir CHARLES TUPPER. I thank very sincerely my
hon, friend from the city of St. John (Mr. Weldon) for the
irit in whieh he has approaehed this very important ques-
tion, and I feel the more the friendly expressions to which
he has given utterance in reference to this treaty because,
coming as he does from one of the principal ports of the Ma.
ritime Provinoes, no member of the House is better able to
speak on this matter, and perhaps no one is more interested
tEan is the hon. gentleman in baving this treaty one that
will be fair and just to the great fishing interests of Canada.
I must remind my hon, friend, howewer, that expressions
of opinion are not of much value, that in times past when
plenipotentiaries or high commissioners who have been
engaged in tho construction of treaties, have afterwards
attempted to put a construction on what the treaty contained,
they were told, and very properly told, that they had no
power to give any construotion to the treaty any more than
any other individual, and if they were witnesses before a
court of law and under oath testified as to what was the in-
tention of the framers of the treaty, it would not have any
weight, because it is held that the treaty must construe it-
self, If there is, therefore, vagueness, the hon, gentleman will
see I eannot remove it ; if there is any question of doubt that
arises, my hon, friend will see that no explanation I could give
would beof any avail. Ihave no hesitation in saying that my
hon. friend is much better able to construe this treaty than I
am, and for the reason that the construction of this treaty
would not depend on laymen like myself, but on legal
gentlemen whose profession naturally throws upon them
the responsibility of giving constructions of Acts of Parlia-
ment. My hon. friend says we are throwing this treaty
into an Act of Parliament; but that does not chango it.
My hbon. friend knows that veither this Parliament nor the
Senate of the United States, nor any party connected with
this treaty, can in the slightest degree alter one of
its provisions; the treaty will have, so long as it lasts,
to speak for itself, and it is the terms of the treaty
and not any comstruction I can give it that will be
held to be operative. What might be of greater weight
would be where members of Parliament, gentieman
occupying high positions in the legal profession, hastily
committed themselves to very strong expressions as to the
true and legal construction of any clause of this treaty, for
such opinions might be quotnd afterwards in a court of law
as giving a particular construetion as to a portion of the
treaty, this opinion being given at the time of its diroussion
by & member of Parliament; and I, therefore, think it is
very much to be desired that we should as far as possible
avoid, a5 we cannot alter the treaty, that being beyond our
wer, giving any construction of the treaty that would be
eld or might be held to be an unfavorable construction in
regard to the interests of our own people. I put that to my
hon. friend. But I desire to draw my hon. friend’s atten-
tion to what I think has been overlocked by the hon. mem-
ber for Queen’s, P.E.I. (Mr. Davies), and by the hon.
member for Halifax (Mr. Jones), and that is that this
treaty must be read as a whole. It is not going to be a
single clause in the treaty that will decide its meaning. We
bhave provided in the absolute part of this treaty that
certain facilities, rights and privileges will be conceded
Mr. WxLoon (St. John).

to vessels coming into our ports in distress. They have
the right to transship, but that dees not give the right of
transshipment to a vessel not in distress, Tbere is not an
hon. member in this House who has said we ought not to
give the right to unload and transship, if it is absolutely
necessary to the vessel in distress, in order that she may
make repairs. She may unload, she may transship so far
only as necessary. If the repairs that a vessel requires
do not make it necessary that she should unload, she
cannot unload. I am asked by #n hon. gentleman, who is
to be the judge in all such cases. You must bring the
principles of common sense to bear upon & question of this
kind, If any vessel comes in and claims the right to
unload and transship her cargo, you would bring profes-
sional men, shipwrights, who would say that the vessel was
in a condition that made it necessary to unload or not,
You would have the means of subjecting the matter
to a question of evidence, and it is upon that the decision
would be made. She could not transship cargo simply
because she said she was in distress; she must prove it, and
it must be perfectly obvious that she is entitled to the
benefit and advantage that the treaty confers. Suppose
she is loaded with salt fish, she could not transship, she
could not sell her fish, because she could unload the salt
fish and after the repairs had been made reload without
suffering injury. But if the cargo was fresh fish and it was
necessary that she should unload for purposes of repairs, she
was entitled to transship that cargo or pay the duties
and sell the cargo. Is that not right ?

Mr. JONES (Halifax). Did I understand the hon. the
Finance Minister to say that an American vessel with a
cargo of salt fish could not transship it ?

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. I say that coming in for
repairs entitled the vessel to enter, The clause says that
in consequence of any casualty she may unload, reload,
transship, or sell subject to the customs laws and regulations,
all the fish on board ; then such unloading or transshipment,
or resale must be incident to the repairs,

Mr, JONES (Halifax). Thereis no distinction between
fresh fishand salt fish.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. The distinetion is this, that
it is a8 far as necessary, If the cargo was salt fish, there
was no necessity for selling or transshipping.

Mr. JONBS (Halifax), Yes.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Not at all. If the cargo was
salt fish she could unload and reload, but she may not sell or
transship unless it is necessary, and that only would become
necessary when her cargo was of fresh fish, and for the pur-
pose of avoiding the destruction of that eargo. That, [
think, is perfeotly clear and obvious. Then, Sir, I want to
draw the attention of hon. gentlemen to another point, and
that is that you must construe this treaty not by a clause, but
by the whole. You give these provisions to vessels coming
in in distress, You say that a vessel if she is damaged
in astorm, or if she has lost her rigging, or lust her sails, or
lost her ealt, or lost her bait—I will go to the length of
that—and I will say that a fair and liberal construction of
that clanse would, in my judgment, entitle a vessel in dis-
tress, having by shipwreck lost her salt and bait, to such
outfit as would enable her to be relieved from the conse-
quences of that storm. That I do not hesitate to say, but
my opinion, of course, is worth no more than that of any
other gentleman in this House in reference te this mat-
ter. But I would nut hesitate to give it such a construc-
tion as that because the object is, in the comity of
nations for the purpose of good neighborhood and friendly
relations, to succor a vessel in distress as far as the necessity
of the case demands. That is the position and that is the
object of that clause. But when you come to transshipment
it is confined to that. You not only have to read that
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clause, but to read the Tth olause in coaneotion with
casual and needful supplies, such as  trading vessels,” not
“ fishing vessels” are entitled to. It is limited to oasual
and needful supplies. It does not outfit her for the fisheries
at all. You can give her such supplies as will take her
home, or having given her a license to purchase supplies to
take her home, you give her such casual and needfal sup-
plies as the necessity of the case may demand. Buat, Sir,
they are limited to these. If you come to the question of
commercial privileges, sappose one of those fishing vessels
demanded that they should be entitled to supplies and en-
titled to purchase bait, and to transship their cargoes, the
answer is that that is all provided for in the contingent
sections, and the United States plenipotentiaries have
agreed that United States fishing vessels shall only
be entitled to those commercial privileges; to the purchase
of supplies, to the purchase of bait and to the trans-
shipment of cargoes when they make fish free—when
they take the duties off fish and enable the fishermen of
Canada to go into the markets of the United States on the
same terms a8 their own fishermen. You have not only to
cougider those two clanses but yon have, in order to inter-
pret them, to consider the broad, general prinociple laid
down under which those commercial privileges that the
advantage of transshipment shall be enjoyed by vessels that
are in distress, and that are driven in by stress of weather
and obliged to be furnished with this relief in order to
remove this inconvenience to them, and it is evidently the
opinion of both sides of the House we should give this
aid to vessels in distress. I will not take up the time of
the committee further than to say that it is not in my
power to give any explanation which will have any moro
weight or influence than that of any other person. The
treaty is not to be construed by me, but it is to be con-
strued by the principles of common law, which ought to be
the principles of common sense. If there is a vagueness it
is not in my power, or in the power of the House, to re-
move it: We have to take it as it is, or reject it. As I am
happy to say we have by common assent agreed to take it,
1 do hope that we will not have a very extended discus-
sion on nice points at this time which I think might
probably be attended with considerable inconvenience.

Mr. JONES (Halifsax), If the hon. the Minister of
_ Finance had made this statement earlier, I think that a
great deal of this discussion would have been avoided.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. I did made this explanation.
Read my speech at the beginning of this question, and you
will find that I am merely repeating myself now.

Mr. JONES (Halifax). The Minister of Finance in his
speech is rather at variance with the principles he has laid
down to-night, I think no one reading clause 6, under
which the hon. gentleman provides that cargoes may be
reshipped, would for one moment eontend that it applies to
‘any one class of cargo, no matter what that vessel may
have on board—whether it is fresh or salt, under the provi-
sions of this clause as it has reference of an extensive
character, They can reship this cargo and whether it is
salt or fresh fish that is distinctly provided for in this
clanse. But the next question with reference to the pro-
curing of their supplies was explained by the hon. gentle-
man on a previous occasion, After reciting that clause, he
eays:

# That was another concession. There is no doubt at all, 8ir,
that these were rights which under the strict terms of the
Treaty of 1818 they could not demand, nor could they insist upon
their being granted ; but at the same time I think I am within
the judgment of the House on both sides, when I say that in the

case of a vessel which is homeward bound and requires provisions ,
or needful supplies to take her home, if, for instance, she has
some of her rigging carried away, or some of her salt washed over-
board, and is obliged to lose her voyage in going back to a distant ’
port to refit, a provision that she may obtain casual and needful

supplies of that kind was demanded in the interests of good
neighborhood, and it was not going too far to say that we would
allow them to enjoy those advantages.”

Therefore under those circumstanaes she can come in and
get supplies, not to take her home, but to continue her voy-
age without going back to the United States at all. The
hon, gentleman also says:

4 And is obliged to lese her voyage in going back to a distant
port to refit. It was in the interests of good neighborhood and
it was not going too far to say we would allow them to enjoy
these advantages.”

Here the hon. gentleman distinotly lays down the prineiple
that any vessel losing part of her outfit may supply that
outfit and may return to the fishing grounds without going
back to the United States to purchase them. That is ex-
actly the comparison which my hon. friend from Queen’s,
P.EI. (Mr, Davies), laid down in the earlier part of this
diseussion.

Mr. MITCHELL. There is just oune point that the hon,
the Minister of Finance stated which [ will refer to now, I
am not going to take the time of the House disoussing it at
any length,

Mr. JONES (Halifax). Do not apologise.

Mr. MITCHELL. I am not apologising. I never apolo-
gise to anybody as a rule, even when [ am wrong. I follow
the example of the hon, the Minister of Finance, and always
claim to be right. I think the hon. gentleman went a little
too far in his contention. " He said that it would be impos-
sible for any interpretation of his to have any effect in the
construction of the tresty hereafter, and that gentlemen on
this side of the House, who had a legal training, were better
fitted to interpret the treaty than he was who made it. I
wish to call the hon. gentleman’s attention to the fact that
for a very considerable time after the convention of 1818 was
made, in constrning that document, constant referenco was
made to the opinions expressed and the discussions that took
place at the time the arrangement was made. We had an
advantage in the case of the convention of 1818 that we have
not in this treaty ; the protocols which have been laid before
us in connection with this treaty are not of the character of
the protocols of the convention of 1818, We had in the
latter the arguments used and the positions set up by the
negotiators on either side, and the conclusions at which
they arrived; and we know as a fact that United Siates
statesmen, in construing that convention, time and again
referred to the opinions and arguments used ; and will any-
body tell me that if a question should arise five or ten years
hence, they will not turn up those secret protocols which
we have not got sight of, for the purpose of determinirg
what the construction of the treaty is ? I think the hom,
gentleman has gone a little boeyond himself in taking the
position he has done. I regretthat the ancient system of
giving us in the protocols ali the propositions and argu-
ments that were presented was not followed in the case of
the Washington Treaty. The more astute statesmen of to-
day think concealment is the best policy, and no doubt the
hon. gentleman has been astute in concealing what the
propositions and arguments advanced by him and those
opposed to him were. If we could only ascertain the
positions taken by my hon. friend, and the able arguments
which he no doubt nsed, with regard to getting extended
trade relations, we should have an amount of information
that would be valuable to Canada, and we should then be
able to judge for ourselves, what the prospects of those
extended trade relations are. Therefore I do not agree
with my hon. friend in saying that any uttorance of his
would have no effect in the interpretation of that treaty.
If it were given, that ntterance would have a weight here-
after that if the Amorican Sinate ratified the treaty after
that utterance was made, and with the knowledge that it was
made, it would be in a measare bound, and the future
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decisions of the two countries would be determined, by the
interpretation my hon. friend should put on the treaty.

Mr. DAVIES (P.EL) I wish to call the attention of
the Minister of Finance to the fact that the same rule does
not apply to the construction of a treaty as to the construc-
tion of an Act of Parliament. In the case of an Act of Par-
liament, the courts do not refer to any expression of opin-
ion given by any of the members who voted for it, inde-
ciding what the meaning of the Act is; butin the case of a
treaty it is not so. It is an agreement between two con-
tracting parties, and the words of one of those parties are
very often receivable as the very highest evidence of what
the meaning of the parties was at the time, I would give
the hon. gentleman a historical and memorable instance of
that, The hon. gentleman will remember the difference of
opinion that arose as to the construction of the Treaty of
1818, A ocontention was put forward by the United States
that their fishermen had & right to purchase bait notwith-
standing that according to the treaty they could only enter
our ports for the four purposes of purchasing wood and
water, for shelter, and for repairs ; and when the contention
was put forward that within the words of the treaty they
could also enter for the purchase of bait, what was the
reply of the hon. Minister of Justice? It was, that cannot
possibly be the constraction of the treaty, and I will give
you the very bost evideuce in the world of it. When the con-
tracting parties sat down to make that treaty, the commis-
gsioners, on behalf of the United States, proposed to intro-
duce into the treaty the very word ¢ bait,” but it was re-
jected, and it is not now open to yoa tosay that the treaty
includes it.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. The hon. gentleman quite
misapprehends me. 1 did not discuss the question as to
what would be shown by the proceedings and protocols.
That is not an ex post facto expression of opinion by one of
the commissioners ; it is & something of an entirely differ-
ent character,

Mr, DAVIES (P.E.I.) The hon, gentleman is perfect-
ly right, and be will recollect that when we were pressing
him this afternoon for bis opinion as to the construction of
the treaty, we did not ask what his opinion as a lawyer was
now on the construction of these words, but what was in-
tended by the contracting parties at the time they drew that
clause ; and I maintain that the intention of the parties is
the best evidence in the world as to what the meaning of
the treaty is.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. That is good ovidence.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.L) Buat the hon. gentleman this
afternoon denounced me in right good set terms for having
ventured to say, not that such was the construction of the
treaty, but that it was open to such a construction; and
after he had denounced me for saying that I had no doubt
that would be contended for by the United States, what
does he say tonight? I have no doubt, he says,
that construed in accordance with the broad comity
of nations, the word “outfit” will include the word
“ bait”—just what I was contending this afternoon when I
pointed out that it was important that we should know ex-
aotly what the meaning of the treaty was before it
passed. The hon. gentleman says that by this clause, the
Ameriocan fishermen may load, unload, transship or sell, if
transshipment, unloading or selling are incidental to repairs
consequent eon stress of weather or casualty, We do

not differ on that point, but the difficulty was in applying !

& practical construction to the clause. If a man reports

that under stress of weather he has heen driven into & -
harbor, and contends that it is necessary to make repairs '

and to transship, there is nobody who can control him, and

it is therefore a matter open to endless litigation, difficulties

and disputes. The hon, gentleman was right enough in
Mr, MrToHELL. ‘

ealling our attention to the fact that under artiole 11 of the
treaty, special provision is made enabling the American
fishermen to purchase provisions, bait, ice, seines, lines and
all other supplies and outfit, under & certsin state of facts
recited in that clause, and the hon. gentleman said that
provision having been made in that article for the purchase
of supplies and outfit, it is perfectly plain those articles can-
not be purchased under the 6th section of this Bill. Bat the
hon, gentleman is wrong, because while these may be pur-
chased under the 11th article of the treaty when the con-
tingency which brings it into operation arises, they may
also be purchased under the 6th section. He admits that they
may be driven in by stress of weather, and it i8 necessary,
as incidental to repairs, that they shall purchase ao outfit,

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Yes.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.I.) The hon, gentlemar says mo
doubt they can, irrespective of the 11th article, altogether,

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. They are two different cases.

Mr, DAVIES (P.E1) The hon. gentleman states the
argument which I barely suggested, and for the snggestion
of which he denounced me.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. No.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E1) Yes, the hon. gentleman did,
but I am not going to bandy words any longer. I am
satisfied I was right in calling the attention of the House to
the true meaning of these two important clanses of the
treaty, and I am satisfied that the suggestion I made as to
the pogsible construction of those two sections has received
the endorsement of the hon. gentleman himself, and, so far
as my remarks this afternoon were concerned, instead of
denouncing me as he did in the extreme language he used.
I deserved his approbation.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). Before we leave these two sec-
tions I would just say 'a few words. I donot think my hon,
friend was open to the animadversions of the hon. the
Minister of Finance when my hon. friend called the hon,
gentleman’s attention to the possible construction that
might be put by the opposite party upon the provisions
contained in these two sections. Nor do I think that
because we have no power to amend the provisions of the
treaty, we ought, therefore, not to discuss them or seek to
ascertain preocisely what they mean. Itis quite true, as
the hon, gentleman has said, that we have no power to alter
a single line or word of the treaty. There is no doubt of
that, but we are called upon to ratify the treaty ; and being
called upon to ratify it, although we have voted once on
the second reading, the very object of going into committee
and taking another reading of the Bill, which the hon,
gentleman proposes’ to ratify the treaty, is to give the
House an opportunity of reconsidering that which is done;
and if, upon examination, it is found that these provisions
of the treaty were not what we for the moment supposed
they were, but were of a different character and con-
ceded more than we were willing to eoncede, this House
would be altogether remiss in its duty if it did not
avail itself of the opportanity afforded it, at the
different stages of the Bill, to resonsider what it had already
done. I do not think that the Minister was called upon to
commit himself to anything when he was asked to state
what was the intent of these sections. We did not ask the
hon. gentleman, as a lawyer, to state his views; we did not
call upon him, as we might have called upon the Minister
of Juastice, to state his views. But the hon, gentleman was
a party to these negotiations; he knows what propositiouns
or counter-propositions were made; he knows what the
protocols contained and the argnments accompanying them;
and that being the case, what we supposed the hon. gentle-
man would do would be to put upon record his view of what
_was right, and of what was most favorable, if at all defensi-
ble, to this country. That, I think, was & legitimate demand,
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and the hon. gentleman had no right to take exception to
the question put him, becanse it wonld be in the highest
degree preposterous to suppose that we should here go into
committee to consider the various propositions of the Bill,
and confirm what was done in Washington in negotiating
the treaty, and, at the same time, refuse to consider
the wmeaning and purport of each of its propositions.
Now the hon. gentleman has stated the meaning,
and I do not think he has imperilled the fate
of the treaty here or at Washington by that statement.
The hon. gentleman has told us under what circumstances
the American fishermen might buy bait under this 6th
section. There is no doubt that & certain contingency
may arise when that may be done, and that it is not of
universal application under the treaty, or else its other pro-
visions would be wholly unnecessary. The other provisions
preclude the ﬂ;;ossibility of putting a construction on this
section other than this, that when the vessel loses part of
its outfit by stress of weather, and js obliged to put into
port, it may have an opportanity of supplementing what
remains by purchasing the necessary supplies. Well, the
hon, gentleman might as well have said that, without the
indignant denunciation he made of my hon. friend, as to say
it now. We were quite right in endeavoring to ascertain
precisely what was intended by this treaty; and it does
seem to me that the discussion having thrown some light
upon the intention of the parties to it, the hon. gentleman
has nothing of which to complain in the oriticisms of my
hon, friend,

On section 9,

Mr, DAVIES (P.EL) I wish to ask what is the reason
for the modification or limitation of the penalties which,
up to this day, have attached to the offence of preparing to
fish within the presoribed waters, The hon. gentleman
knows that under the Imperial Act the two offences of fishing
and preparing to fish were accompanied with forfeitares in
both instances; and it seems to me that the offence of
actually preparing to fish, the vessel being in prohibited
waters, ought to be punishable with forfeiture just a8 much
a8 actual fishing,

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. My hon, friend is quite
familiar with the fact that very great difficulties have
arisen in connection with the question of preparing to fish,
and he will observe that under this clause a vessel may be
forfeited for preparing to fish, Baut this gives to the judge,
if he thinks that the question is not sufficiently clear, that
the preparing to fish had not gone to the extent of making
it necessary to forfeit the vessel, the power to apply a
lesser penalty ; but, inasmuch as the clause still contains a
provision leaving it in the discretion of the judge to forfeit
the vessel and everything appertaining to her, my hon.
friend will see, I think, that it is more calculated for the effi-
cient and vigorous carrying out of the law than if it were
lett without giving the judge the discretion which is given
under this clanse.

On section 10,

Mr. DAVIES (P.EL) [ notice that Mr. Joseph
Chamberlain, the chief plenipotentiary on the side of Great
Britain, in several speeches and representations in regard
to this treaty, seemed to take great credit because the pro-
ceedings had been rendered more easy and more cheap
than they were previously. What is the meaning of the
words ¢ shall be conduected in a summary manner ?" Surely
these proceedings must be conducted under the Vice-
Admiralty Court, which every one knows has an exceed-
ingly summary mode of procedare.

Mr. THOMPSON. Undoubtedly the proceedings must be
conduoted acsording to the practice of the Vice-Admiralty

Court, but the hon, gentleman will remember that that
court has discretion in matters of procedare.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.I) Ido not see thatthe judges of
that court can lay down any practice which is not presoribed

by statate.

Mr. THOMPSON. I do not think anything further
could be done by this Parliament than simply to enact the
words of the treaty in this regard, whatever weight they
may have, and it 18 possible that, if the procedare of the
court is not found to be of sufficiently summary charaocter,
and if any further powers are required for the Vice-Admi-
ralty judges to modify the practice, legislation elsewhere
may be necessary, but, in the meantime, it is well that our
statute should embody the words of the treaty. I have no
doubt that, without any enactment of the kind, if the Vice-
Admiralty judges are willing to do so, the proceedings can
be made very summary and comparatively inexpensive.
Practically, if the proceedings are made summary, they
are inexpensive, and it is only when the proceedings are of
a more formal character as regards the pleadings, which
may extend to great length, as they sometimes do, that the
expenses become large; but, if it is necessary to enforce up-
on the court any amendments to their practice, until wo
have legislation in England to transfer to us the jurisdic-
tion over the Vice-Admiralty courts, it may be necessary
to seek special legislation.

Mr. WELDON (St. John). The question is whether we
have any power over the Vice-Admiralty courts.

Mr. THOMPSON. I think we have not.

Mr. WELDON (St. John). The practice now is really
as summary as it possibly can be. Does the hon, gentleman
propose that the Vice-Admiralty Court should sit in any
one place— for instance, in 8t. John for New Brunswiok,
and 1 Halifax for Nova Scotia? 1 think the statute pro-
vides that these courts shall sit in those places. Now it is
provided, as I understand, that the court shall be an ambu-
latory vourt, but I think that will add 1o the expense much
more than if they sat in the same place, bscause we know
that the great expense of these courts is incurred in the
travelling of the judges and their officers. I do not exactly
understand what is meant by the provision of this clause,
Does it mean that if & vessel is seized at Pictou, for instance,
the court shall sit there ?

Mr. THOMPSON. Yes, for the purposes of the trial,
though the hearing might take place at the capital.

Mr. WELDON (St. John), At present the trial is
mostly by affidavits.

Mr. THOMPSON. Not always now,

Mr, WELDON (8t. John). Of course, there is & viva voce
examination also, but the great expense now is incurred
by the travelling,

Mr. THOMPSON., I think it is contemplated that power
should be given to the judge to go to the place ot the
detention of the vessel, but I quite agree that in most cases
there would be less expense in trying the matter at the
capital than there would be in trying it at the place of de-
tention. It is easier for the witnesses for the vessel to go to
the capital, where the owners can get the advice and assist-
ance of their consul and where thoy can get counsel ; but it
is diseretionary with the judge on the application of the
defence to go to the place of detention. That is, that the
Crown shall not apply to fix the place of trial,

Mr. DAVIES (P.EI) Must not that power be given by
Imperial statate?

Mr. THOMPSON. It is quite possible that that will be
so. In all probability, before long, we shall have jurisdic-
tion over these courts,
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Mr. MILLS (Bothwell.) As I understand, this gives to
the American Government the right to make the subject of
the constitution of the Admiralty Court for this purpose a
matter of diplomatic controversy, and to ask the Imperial

overnment to simplify the proceedings of the court and
make them less expensive. The American Government
would have a right to complain if they thought there was
unnecessary delay or unnecessary expense, and they might
suggest what provisions they thought would be necessary
to carry this article into effect.

Mr. THOMPSON. I concur with the hon, gentleman to
this extent that, if it were found, under the practice of the
Vice-Admiralty Court, that the proceedings were of such a
character as not to fulfil the provisions of this artiele of
the treaty, that they were not summary and inexpensive,
the American Government would have a right to ask, and
we would have & right to ask, that the practice should be
simplified quoad those proceedings.

Mr. WELDON (8t. Jobn). Would it not be necessary to
have additional legislation under any circumstance ?

Mr. THOMPSON. I think not. I think, if prompt atten-
tion is given to it by the courts, the practice can be made
sammary and inexpensive. The great difficulty in the ad-
judication of these admiralty cases is that the judges who
conduct the business of those courts have a great many
other judicial engagements, but we have power to appoint
assistant judges if necessary, and, if those judges are over-
burdened with work, it will he very easy to appoint assistant
judges with the approval of His Excellency, and in that
way delay wili be avoided, and the proceedings will be made
summary.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.I.) I think some Imperial statate will
have to be passed on the subject, because, under the treaty,
every step, every action or proceeding, in every city, has to
take place at the place of detention. I amunder the impres-
sion, as the courts are now constituted, those cases can be
heard alone at Halifax, or St. John, or Charlottetown, as the
case may be, and the judge has no power to try a case, for
instance, at Canso if a vessel is detained there, or at Pictou.
I fancy that some Imperial legislation has got to take place
to carry that section of the treaty out.

On section 12, sub-section 3,

Mr. JONES (Halifax). Will the hon, gentleman explain
the reason for making an exception in favor of bait ? Is he
not afraid it will lead to smuggling along the coast ?

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. That provision was introduced
especially to meet the practice in Newfoundland. In New-
foundland, as I dare say my hon. friend knows, it is the
practice of American fishing vessels to sell the small fish
that they do not wish to form a portion of their cargo to
take back, to the person who catches the bait on the shores
of Newfoundland, The practice is to exchange one class of
fish for the bait. It was in order to meet that difficulty that
we provided not to interfere with a practice that has be-
oome very prevalent there, and we provided that bait might
be subject to barter,

Mr. JONES (Halifax). Of course I can see the force of
the explanation. But is the hon. gentleman not afraid that
it will lead to smuggling all along our own coast ?

Sir CHARLES TUPPER, No, for the reason that n¢
American fishing vessel can come into our waters at all, or
be in & position to buy bait, without first obtaining a license,
and the moment she obtains & license, she brings herself
under the surveillance of the officers of the courts, and they
can at once ascertain whether she has goods on board for the

urpose of exchanging them with the inhabitants for bait.
he fact that she has to obtain a loense in order to buy
Mr. THOMPSON,

bait, will bring herinto a position that will make it ex-
tremely difficult for her to violate the customs law.

On section 14,

Mr. JONES (Halifax). With regard to this amount to be
received for licenses, does the Government propose putting
that into the revenues of Canada? It would almost appear
that they are selling the privileges of the fishermen for the
sake of getting a certain amount of money to go into the re-
venues of the country. Should there not be some understand-
ing that the money derived in that way should be added to
the bounty which the fishermen now get ? 1t may amount to
a considerable sum, and I think it would be a fair mode of
disposing of the license fees received, to devote them to the
use of the fishermen, because our fishermen certainly are
going to be placed at a disadvantage if these people are
allowed to come in, and the money received for licenses
should be distributed among them.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER., That subjeet has not yet re-
ceived the consideration of the Government., It is an old
adage, First catch your hare ; and before we give ourselves
a great deal of trouble as to the disposition of this money,
it will be necessary to obtain it, It is not exactly as the
hon. gentleman says. The tonnage fee that requires to be
paid by American fishermen will correspond to the duty
that our fishermen in the meantime have to pay in the
ports of the United States ; and the hon. gentleman will
8ee that the fact that they are obliged to ebtain these com-
mercial privileges by the payment of this tonnage fee, does
Dot give them the advantage they would otherwise enjoy
in competing with our fishermen iu the markets of the
United States. Bat the suggestion the hon, gentleman has
threwn out is one that he is quite aware would commend
itself very much to the consideration of this Government,
who have always exercised such a paternal care for the in-
terests of the fishermen.

On sub-section 4,

Sir CHARLESTUPPER. Thisclause was really for the
purpose of enabling & vessel running in for shelter and
running out again, not entering for wood and water, but
purely and simply for shelter, to avoid any detention.

Mr, DAVIES (P.EI) Iam rather inclined to think
that the intention was not exactiy carried out by the treaty.
There are four purposes named, two of which are wood and
water, and if American vessels come in for wood and water
it is perfectly clear that they must communicate with the
shore, So this proviso seems to nullify the concession so
far as regards wood and water.

On sub-section 5,

Mr, DAVIES (P.E.L) Under thissection it is competent
for the Government to maintain the existence of the modus
vivendi even if the treaty is rejected by the Senate.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Yes,

Mr. DAVIES (P.EL) I wish this to be understood
clearly. We delegate to the Government the right to con-
tinue the modus vivendi for two years even notwithstanding
the rejection of the treaty by the Senate of the United
States.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. We would have power to do
it by avoiding a proclamation.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E1L) Parliament delegates to the Gov.
ernor in Council power to maintain the medus vivend: even 1f
the treaty is rejected by the United States Sanate.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. For the two years only.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.L) Themodus viveadi is only for two
years, and it would be for any such portion as the Goovernor
in Council may see fit.
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) Sgr CHARLES TUPPER. The hon. gentleman is quite
right. : :
Mr. JONES (Halifax). Has the Government arrived at
any policy on that question ?
Sir CHARLES TUPPER. No, they have not.

Mr, JONES (Halifax). They have not come to any
- oconclusion in regard to giving them the advantage of the
modus vivendi even if the treaty is rejected by the United
States Senate.

8ir CHARLES TUPPER. That bas not been considered.
We simiply propose to take power to do it, -

_Mr. DAVIES (P.EI.) Under what possible combina-
tion of pircumstances would the hon. gentleman think it
desirable 1o continue the modus vivends, provided the treaty
were absolutely rejected by the United States Senate ? The
hon. gentleman evidently has considered the question,
because he retained to himself powers:to maintain the modus
vivend:, .

Sir CHARLES TUPPER  The hon. gentleman will see
that the spirit running through the whole of this treaty is
to avoid difficulty as far as possible, and it will be quite
possible even in the eveat of rejection of the treaty by the
Sepate to anticipate its adoption at a very early day; and
it under those circumstances there was reason to suspect
after the presidential election that the question would stand
in a different position, it would be very desirable to have
the means to avoid any friction in the matter,

Mr. WELDON (8t, John). If the treaty were rcjected
by the Senate it would be practically dead.

' 8ir CHARLES TUPPER. Technically perhaps not, 1
“am in hope, first, that that will not occur; and, second,
even if it did, the houn. gentleman will see that if the Gor-
ernments of Great Britain and the United States, having
praetically come to an agreement, found at an early day
that the position was favorable to having the subject dealt
with in a different way, that difficulty counld be got over
without much trouble.

Mr, MITCHELT.. I think the suggestion made by the
hon. gentleman to take these powers is a reasonable one,
and I do not think the hon. gentlemen on this side of the
House will objeet to it. If we were on the rejection of the
_treaty by the United States to drop the modus vivend:, it
would be sure to revive those troubles which the hon,
gentleman hopes are pretty well allayed, and I, therefore,
think this is & reasonable proposition,

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.L) If the treaty is rejected, it is at
an end and a dead letter, so far as it is & treaty between
the two eonntries, and if the hon. gentleman will reflect
for & moment he will see that if these rights are continued
for.a bertain. period they must be continued for all time,

* Mr. MITCHELL. No. We have reserved scarcely any-
thi