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CHAPTER XVII

A CONTRAST IN LEADERSHIP

AT two o’clock-in the morning of April 28th,
1880, the House of Commons received an
important communication. The Hon. Alexander
Mackenzie rose just before adjournment and an-
nounced that he had determined to withdraw from
the position of leader of the Opposition, and hence-
forth would speak and act only for himself. It was
a thin House which received this unexpected state-
ment, and for a moment dead silence rested over
the Chamber. Then the leader of the Government,
who must always be ready with the timely word
and the fitting counsel, rose and said: “ Of course
we on this side of the House have nothing to say
to such a decision. I hope the honourable gentleman
who takes the place of the honourable member for
Lambton, and his party, will display the same
ability, earnestness, and zeal for what he thinks and
believes to be for the good of the country as have
been displayed by my honourable friend who has
just taken his seat.” There was a murmur of
sympathetic applause, the House rose, Sir John
Macdonald and Sir Leonard Tilley crossed the floor,
and with grave kindliness expressed their regret
at Mr. Mackenzie’s withdrawal, while the press
I 1




SIR WILFRID LAURIER

correspondents hurried down from the gallery to put
upon the wires the fact of Mr. Mackenzies resig-
nation, and the circumstances under which his
decision was communicated to Parliament. “There
was,” said a Conservative writer of the time, “a
certain sadness about the act of Mr. Mackenzie’s
resignation of his seat as leader .of the Opposition.
It was two o’clock in the morning. The House was
weary. The members had all fled save the small
band that usually remains on each side to the end;
and at that hour, to that audience, and in a tone
which witnessed some degree of suffering, Mr.
Mackenzie communicated his resolve. We quite
understand the ready natural kindness of Sir John
Macdonald’s reply. Statesmen seldom fail to regret
the partial or total eclipse of foemen worthy of their
steel; and as leader of the Opposition Mr. Mac-
kenzie has proved himself in former, as well as
in present times, a foeman worthy of any man’s
steel.”

Mr. Mackenzie’s statement was unexpected ; yet
for many months rumour had been busy with
the name of Mr. Edward Blake in connection with
the Liberal leadership, and there was a general
impression in the country that a change was im-
pending. In fact, many Liberal journals had openly
advocated the appointment of Mr. Blake in the
event of Mr. Mackenzie’s resignation, while Mr.
Mackenzie’s parliamentary associates knew that his
health was failing, and that he must soon prove
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A CONTRAST IN LEADERSHIP

physically unequal to the cares, burdens, and re-
sponsibilities of the office. Owing chiefly to absence
from the country, Mr. Blake was defeated in South
Bruce at the general election of 1878 ; but through
the resignation of Mr. Burk a vacancy was created
in West Durham, and in the autumn of 1879
he returned to Parliament as the representative of
that constituency. It was thought when this vacancy
was created for Mr. Blake that an immediate
change in the leadership was contemplated. For
many months the Conservative press had hinted at
a conspiracy to depose Mr. Mackenzie in revenge
for the defeat of the party under his premiership.!
But Mr. Mackenzie served as leader during all
of 1879, and as we have seen, until the closing days
of the session of 1880.

There was ground, however, for the suspicion
that his leadership had become unsatisfactory to the
Liberal parliamentary party. Not once during the
session of 1880 had he met his followers in council.
This was resented by the parliamentary contingent;
and as prorogation approached, dissatisfaction in-
creased, and the demand for a caucus became
irresistible. Mr. Mackenzie, however, was inexorable;
and when at length a caucus was called for April
20th, the invitations were issued by the Liberal
whip without the sanction of the party leader.
On the eve of this meeting Mr. Mackenzie

1 “Mr. Blake's title to his place therefore is necessity ; to talk of in-
trigue is less.”—The Bystander, April, 1881, page 172.

II 38




SIR WILFRID LAURIER

announced his resignation in Parliament. It is signi-
ficant that he did not make his communication
to caucus. As leader of the Opposition he had
no official status in the House of Commons. It
is even more significant that his statement to
Parliament was the first intimation his Liberal
associates received that he had determined to with-
draw from the leadership. For many years his
relations with Mr. Blake were not entirely cordial,
and there is no doubt he was firmly persuaded that
in office he had received from Mr. Blake only a
hesitating and intermittent support. There is on
record a letter written by Mr. Mackenzie some
months before the fall of his Government, in which
he said: “From the first I was more willing to
serve than to reign, and would even now be gladly
relieved from a position the toils of which no man
can appreciate who has not had the experience. I
pressed Mr. Blake in November, 1874, to take
the lead, and last winter I again urged him to
do so, and this summer I offered to go out alto-
gether, or serve under him, as he might deem best
in the general interest.” But though Mr. Blake
would not accept the leadership in 1874, nor the
office of Prime Minister, in Mr. Mackenzie’s stead,
in 1877, he now accepted the appointment from
the party caucus which met on the morning after
Mr. Mackenzie announced his resignation in Parlia-

1 The Hon. Alexander Mackenzie, His Life and Times, by William
Buckingham and the Hon. Geo. W, Ross, page 502,
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A CONTRAST IN LEADERSHIP

ment. It may be that Mr. Mackenzie was convinced
that the question of the leadership would arise
in the caucus, and that as differences of opinion
would surely develop, his resignation would sub-
serve his own independence and dignity, and leave
the caucus free to make its decision. It is cer-
tain, however, that he did not recognize his own
increasing physical infirmity, and was not at the
moment favourable to Mr. Blake’s appointment to
the party leadership. In fact, from the moment that
he announced his resignation in Parliament until
the day of his death, Mr. Mackenzie never entered
a Liberal caucus. It is also the fact that then and
ever afterward he was unfitted by physical weakness
for severe or sustained political effort.

Mr. Blake’s position was one of exceeding deli-
cacy and difficulty. It was impossible for Mr.
Mackenzie to resume the leadership, and under all
the circumstances it was hard for Mr. Blake to
accept the office. But the caucus was absolutely
unanimous for Mr. Blake; the temper and interests
of the party seemed to demand his acceptance; and
at length he sacrificed his personal judgment, faced
certain misunderstanding and misrepresentation, and
took upon his shoulders the leadership of a remnant
in the House of Commons, and a broken party
in the country.

It was not Mr. Blake’s fortune to lead the
Liberal party back to office; but no one who ex-
amines the record will deny that he profoundly
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influenced the deliberations of Parliament, and con-
tributed greatly to the maintenance of a sane opinion
and a sound moral temper in the country. Mr. Blake
has the mind and the genius of a great adminis-
trator. It may be that he is not so well equipped for
the part of a leader in Opposition. In truth it seems
an ill caprice of fortune which set this managing
and governing mind to a long warfare in Opposition
in Canada, and to a far less hopeful struggle for
a weak and unpopular cause in the Imperial Parlia-
ment. It is doubtful if this continent has bred a
more opulent mind than that of Edward Blake. He
ranks with Webster and Hamilton and Beecher.
His very first appearances in the courts gave the
impression of great intellectual power and of phe-
nomenal industry. His brief term of office in
Ontario revealed political talent and administrative
capacity of the first order. Throughout the stormy
days of the Pacific scandal his voice rang through
the country, and his stern arraignment of Sir John
Macdonald in the great debate which closed with
the Conservative leader’s resignation of office in
November, 1873, is one of the most overwhelming
speeches ever delivered in the Canadian Parliament.
That and many of his later speeches would take
high rank in any Parliament in the world.

Mr. Blake held office in the Mackenzie Adminis-
tration, and under his direction important steps
were taken in the assertion of the self-governing
rights of Canada. His was the measure which
6 14
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A CONTRAST IN LEADERSHIP 1

demanded for the Canadian Parliament the authority
to pass upon the legislation of the Home Govern-
ment respecting the extradition of criminals in so
far as such legislation affected Canada. He success-
fully asserted the right of Canada to make inde-
pendent extradition arrangements with the United
States. Through negotiation with the Colonial Office )
he secured a revision of the instructions to the \
Governor-General, by which that Imperial officer |
was shorn of independent authority and made the 1
obedient mouthpiece of the Canadian Ministry on f
all questions other than those of Imperial concern.

The Mackenzie Government, in negotiating the |
Brown Reciprocity Treaty and in the Fisheries Ar-
bitration, had persuaded the Home authorities to
give Canada direct representation on the Imperial
Commissions. Later, as leader of the Opposition, ‘
Mr. Blake contended for the right of Canada to |
negotiate her own commercial treaties. In fact, the
assertion of the full self-governing power of Canada
was the dominant note of Mr. Blake’s work as a
federal Minister and a5 leader of the Liberal party,
and it is interesting to speculate how the relations
between Canada and the Mother Country would
have developed if he had become the head of a
Canadian Cabinet. He is a Federalist rather than an
Imperialist, and in any plan of federation he would
very clearly assert the positive political equality of
the colonies. Not once during the years that he has
sat in the Imperial Parliament has he broken silence
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with the language of Imperialism. If he touches
such questions at all, it is to suggest the theory
of autonomous kingdoms for Ireland and the col-
onies rather than a great central Parliament vested
with authority over the widely-separated parts of the
far-spreading British Empire.

Mr. Blake was in poor health, and so was not at
his best during the term of the Mackenzie Govern-
ment. He seemed to lack heartiness for his work
and to be sparing of his public services. In 1873, he
joined the Cabinet as Minister without portfolio;
he withdrew from the Government in 1874, he
became Minister of Justice in 1875, resigned that
office in September, 1877, to accept the Presidency
of the Council, and early in 1878, again withdrew
from the Cabinet. With his subsequent election
to the Liberal leadership began his great struggle
with Sir John Macdonald for the first place in the
confidence of the people of Canada. History must
condemn the redistribution measure of 1882, but
even under more equal conditions Sir John Mac-
donald would have won that election. Business was
good in older Canada, the North-West was passing
through a remarkable period of inflation and specu-
lation, and all over the country protection seemed
justified of its works. A great expansion of manu-
facturing industry and an abounding commercial
and industrial prosperity united the staple interests
of the country in support of the new fiscal policy,
and in the face of these conditions Sir John Mac-
8 I
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A CONTRAST IN LEADERSHIP

donald was invincible. But the mass of Liberals had
an exuberant faith in Mr. Blake, and they learned
with something like a shock that he had not sum-
marily unhorsed Sir John Macdonald in the Do-
minion as he had summarily overthrown John
Sandfield Macdonald in Ontario. It was unfortunate
for Mr. Blake that more was expected of him than
mortal man could hope to achieve.

Mr. Blake’s failure in 1887 was due to the
strenuous hostility of the protectionist manufac-
turers, to lavish promises of public works by the
Administration, and to the deep feeling excited
by the North-West Rebellion. The protectionists
were determined to keep the tariff in the hands
of Sir John Macdonald, and even many manufac-
turers who still maintained a nervous connection
with the Liberal party, were profoundly uneasy at
the prospect of revolutionary tariff changes. Mr.
Blake’s own utterances gave slight ground for
apprehension. But it may be admitted in justice to
the excited protectionists, that some of his parlia-
mentary supporters and many of the Liberal journals
maintained an attitude of stern and uncompromising
hostility to the whole protectionist system, and
persistently denounced the extremer protectionist
features of the existing tariff. This gave the pro-
tected manufacturers their ground of quarrel with
Mr. Blake, and closed the ears of a very powerful
element in the community to all appeal and all
argument upon other vital questions of public

1 9
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concern. Mr. Blake’s own position on the tariff
is clearly expressed in his address to the electors of
West Durham in 1882. He then said : “ You know
well that I do not approve of needless restrictions
on our liberty of exchanging what we have for what
we want, and do not see that any substantial appli-
cation of the restrictive principle has been, or can
be, made in favour of the great interests of the
mechanic, the labourer, the farmer, the lumberman,
the shipbuilder, or the fisherman. But you know
also that I have fully recognized the fact that
we are obliged to raise yearly a great sum, made
greater by the obligations imposed on us by this
Government; and that we must continue to provide
this yearly sum mainly by import duties, laid to a
large extent on goods similar to those which can be
manufactured here; and that it results as a neces-
sary incident of our settled fiscal system that there
must be a large, and as I believe, in the view of
moderate protectionists, an ample advantage to the
home manufacturer. Our adversaries wish to present
to you an issue as between the present tariff
and absolute free trade. That is not the true issue.
Free trade is, as I have repeatedly explained, for us
impossible ; and the issue is whether the present
tariff' is perfect, or defective and unjust.”

Early in the campaign of 1887, he repeated this
declaration of policy, and professed, doubtless upon
adequate authority, to speak also for Sir Richard
Cartwright. In fact, it is understood that he spoke

10 I
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after full consultation with the chief men of the
party, and voiced the reasoned and deliberate judg-
ment of himself and his parliamentary associates.
He said: “No man, I care not how convinced
an advocate of absolute free trade for Canada he
may be, has yet suggested, no man I believe can
suggest, a practicable plan whereby our great

revenue needs can be met, otherwise than by the
continued imposition of very high duties on goods
similar to those we make, or can make, within our A

bounds, or on the raw material. I invite the most
ardent free trader in public life to present a plausible
solution of this problem, and I contend that he is
bound to do so before he talks of free trade as
practicable in Canada. I have not believed it soluble
in my day, and any chance of its solubility, if any
chance there were, has been destroyed by the vast
increase of our yearly charge, and by the other con-
ditions which have been created. The thing is
removed from the domain of practical politics.™
But the organized protectionists could not be
conciliated. They fought as desperately for Sir John
Macdonald as in 1882, and their influence in many
constituencies was decisive. Then the Government’s
faulty, feeble and even corrupt administration of the
affairs of the North-West was enmeshed in the
execution of Riel and the Nationalist agitation
in Quebec. In the general estimation of the English

{ ! From a speech by Mr. Blake at Malvern in East York, January
1 22nd, 1887.
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provinces, Riel was a plotter, an adventurer, if not a
murderer, and behind his turbulent figure stood the
martyred Scott. The inflammatory utterances of
Quebec Nationalists fed the fires of racial bigotry
in Ontario. In consequence, the enthusiasm of
many thousands of Liberals was checked, and pro-
bably many votes that Mr. Blake would have
received under other circumstances, were not polled
or were given to Conservative candidates.

But though Mr. Blake fought in the teeth of
public sentiment, he fought magnificently. There is
nothing in the political literature of Canada, if we
except his own speeches against the bargain with
the Canadian Pacific Syndicate, equal to his great
series of addresses in Parliament and in the country
on the execution of Riel and the mismanagement
of North-West affairs by the Macdonald Govern-
ment. His voice was heard in every constituency in
Ontario, and at many points in Quebec; but
while he forced a sullen recognition of his great
powers from the most venomous and inveterate of
opponents, he could not overcome the prejudice and
sentiment of the country. Then the Liberal treasury
was empty. There was no party fund even for
legitimate expenses, while his adversaries, as later
events have shown, distributed an enormous cam-
paign fund throughout the country. Besides, Mr.
Blake had strongly antagonized the Orange Asso-
ciation, a great political force in Canada, and its
lodges, naturally enough, laboured with untiring
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zeal to accomplish his defeat; while his strong and
eloquent championship of the cause of Catholic
Ireland brought no corresponding political advan-
tage. It may be doubted if home rule for Ireland is
a legitimate issue in the affairs of Canada; but
there can be no doubt that Mr. Blake, by devoting
his time, fortune, and intellect to that cause, has
proved his sincere attachment to the movement for
Irish self-government.

Mr. Blake felt this second defeat keenly, and
towards the close of the parliamentary session of
1887, with energy exhausted and health impaired,
resigned the leadership of the Liberal party, and at
the general election of 1891 did not seek re-election
to the Canadian Parliament. A year later he ac-
cepted a seat in the Imperial Parliament as the Irish
member for South Longford.

Now and then one may hear the shallow remark
that Mr. Blake was a failure in Canada. The
truth is that on almost every great question of
public policy time has justified his position. On
land policy and railway policy he saw beyond his
time, and the future holds for him a still ampler
vindication. In his gospel of generous dealing with
French and Catholic he was a patriot and a pro-
phet. In his Spartan integrity he gave us a noble
example of the best type of British statesmanship.
He was austere. We thought him cold. We felt
in Sir John Macdonald the kinship of a common
humanity. Mr. Blake seemed to be always “on the

11 13
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side of the angels.” Smaller men felt sometimes
that his imperious mind betrayed itself in intellec-
tual impatience, if not in intellectual arrogance. We
knew that he had Gladstone’s moral elevation,
but were not so sure that he had Gladstone’s
moral enthusiasm. We did not understand that
in the one the enthusiasm was displayed, in
the other concealed. A master of parliamentary
strategy and a very giant in political combat, he
still could not get so close to the people as his
great rival. He could not make a worshipper here
by a shrug of the shoulders, there by a shake of
the hand, yonder by a skilful word that would
penetrate to the very core of a man’s self-esteem.
As ambitious as Sir John Macdonald, he did not
seem to confess it so frankly, and many a time his
towering ability was checkmated by the simple
manifestation of Sir John Macdonald’s humanity.

As a speaker Mr. Blake has remarkable force
and fluency. He is, perhaps, too exhaustive, and
prone to over-preparation and over-elaboration. He
cannot overlook a point or abridge any branch of
an argument, and the characteristics which mark
his work before the courts also distinguish his
addresses to Parliament and from the platform.
It was said that as leader of the Opposition in the
‘ House of Commons he left nothing to his lieuten-
i ants, and that he undertook the condensation and
presentation of a mass of detail that could have
been safely committed to other hands. There is
i 14 1
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point in the criticism. This is something which must
be learned by the leaders in every field, and if Mr.
Blake had been able to distribute the work and
responsibilities of the leadership, he would have
borne better the physical strain of his political
labours. Then, he seemed to speak under a sense
of restraint, and with a check-rein upon his emo-
tions. He has a keen and searching wit, at times
a thoroughly happy humour, but he used it
sparingly. He has a remarkable power to rouse
men and send their blood leaping and plunging,
but as a rule he confined himself to calm, restrained,
deliberate argument. He persuaded to conviction
rather than stimulated to enthusiasm. He seemed
determined to win men by their reason and to
spare their emotions, to show always the temper of
the statesman and never that of the agitator. This
was admirable, but sometimes it was not politics.

Once, at least, in the House of Commons he
slipped the rein, and the incident has never been
forgotten. During the memorable struggle over the
Franchise bill, the House had sat without rising
from three o'clock on Thursday until midnight
on Saturday. The Government knew that Mr.
Blake would not speak for even five minutes into
Sunday morning, and it was determined that he
should not be allowed to close the debate. Mr.
Foster spoke at length, and was followed by Sir
John Macdonald who held the floor until five
minutes to twelve o'clock, and then sat down,

11 15
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amid the cheering of the delighted Ministerialists.
But Mr. Blake jumped to his feet and filled the ’
five minutes at his command with fiery eloquence
and swift denunciation of the tactics of the Gov-
ernment, crowded columns into sentences, gave
himself utterly to the fervour of the moment,
and at the stroke of twelve dropped into his seat
amid such a tempest of cheering and enthusiasm
as Parliament has rarely witnessed.! It was a won-
derful performance, and it was a rare delight to see
this great, calm, pitiless logician quite abandoned
to human passions and emotions. It was seldom
that we saw him thus. The picture we know best
is that of a man of giant frame and serious aspect,
towering and impressive, facing a great meeting,
pouring out a stream of severe, classic English,
broken into sentences of many parts and of curious
complexity, but never obscure or incomplete, driv-
ing home his argument, piling proof upon proof
and fact upon fact, now rising into noble eloquence,
now stern with reproof, now big with counsel and
prophecy, seeming always to stand as one discharg-
ing a solemn responsibility and holding to as
solemn account the people who must determine
the issue of the contest.’
1 Hansard, May 2nd, 1885, pages 1564, 1565.

2 ¢ Mr. Blake, were he a man of ordinary force, would hardly deserve
the name of an orator. The greatest, the most essential gift for an
orator is force, and this he has in the highest degree. . . . Mr.
Blake's intellect is strong, well equipped, quick. His mastery of facts
is astonishing. He is hardly so successful when he deals with figures. )
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Mzr. Blake’s eminence in Canada was undisputed,
and although an Irish member and a colonist, both
disadvantages at Westminster, he has won his way
to an honourable position in the Imperial Parlia-
ment. His was the determining voice that made
Oliver Mowat Prime Minister of Ontario, and
Wilfrid Laurier leader of the Liberal party of
Canada. In each case his judgment was triumph-
antly vindicated.!

Formidable as was the man whom Mr. Laurier
succeeded as leader of the Opposition, not less for-
midable was the man whom he confronted as leader
of the Government. Sir John Macdonald was then
serving his fourth term as Prime Minister, and for
more than thirty years he had sat in either the
Parliament of United Canada or the federal House
of Commons. He had great faults and great quali-
ties. His faults had their chief manifestation in his
election methods, while his greater qualities had
their best expression in his wide national outlook, in
his sympathetic management of diverse racial and
His command of language leaves little to be desired for immediate
effectiveness. But there is a total absence of literary tissue in his
speeches, and there being nothing to relieve the excellent monotony,
they are not easy reading—and how speeches will read has become an

important question in modern times.”—Nicholas Flood Davin in the
Canadian Monthly for March, 1881.

1 Parts of this study of the Hon. Edward Blake appeared in the
Canadian Magazine for November, 1897, in an article entitled
“ Premiers of Ontario since Confederation ” and are now incorporated
in these volumes with the permission of the editor, Mr. John A.
Cooper.
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sectarian elements, and in his judicious recognition

of popular sympathies and even of national pre-

Jjudices as agencies for the consolidation of the

Dominion. There is no doubt that he loved power

for its own sake. It was possibly his deliberate con-

viction that his ideals of policy and methods of

administration were essential to the progress and

J stability of the country. Sir Hugh Allan’s enormous
contributions to the Conservative campaign fund in

1872, and the heavy assessments made upon public

contractors in order to meet the financial necessities

of the campaign of 1887, furnish startling evidence

of the extent to which direct bribery was practised

in behalf of Conservative candidates, and of the

i strength of Sir John Macdonald’s determination to
| maintain at all costs his political ascendancy.! Un-
fortunately, it cannot be shown that the record of
the Liberal party was spotless; and while we know
that Mr. Mackenzie and Mr. Blake discouraged the
use of improper influences in elections, many Lib-
eral candidates did not shrink from illegal expendi-
' tures, and occasional judicial exposures of Liberal
1 Sir Hugh Allan’s contributions to the Conservative campaign fund
in 1872 exceeded $350,000. It was shown by documents published by
the Toronto Globe and afterwards made the ground of charges against
Conservative Ministers, that in 1887 over $100,000 drawn from public
contractors and from persons interested in railway subsidies, were dis-
tributed in twenty-two constituencies in the Quebec district. It was
i established by investigation into the charges made by Mr. Tarte in
1891 against Sir Hector Langevin and Mr. Thos. McGreevy, M.P. for

Quebec West, that $119,000 were contributed by one firm of contractors
to the election expenses of Ministers and their candidates.

18 11
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e corruption materially weakened the attack upon the
' electoral methods of Sir John Macdonald and his
» associates. In truth, electoral bribery seems to be
d ingrained in American institutions, if not in demo-
¥ cratic institutions the world over, and with every
f extension of the franchise the area of corruption

widens. Bribery of the individual voter, bribery of
constituencies by promises of railways and public
buildings, and bribery of provinces by timely re- |
arrangements of the financial terms of Confedera- \
i tion all obtained under the régime of Sir John Mac-
donald; and if he did not originate, he at least
did something to perpetuate and establish, these
deep-seated evils in our politics. A still sterner
Jjudgment must be passed upon the Redistribution
Act of 1882, and the Franchise Act of 1885. These
were bold and direct attempts to use the power of a
parliamentary majority to stifle public opinion and
destroy freedom of elections, and stand in direct
conflict with his earlier and higher ideals. He took
advantage of the violence of political controversy,
and the fear of the manufacturing and financial
interests that the protectionist system would be
prematurely disturbed, to pass legislation that would
not have been tolerated under freer and saner con-
ditions of opinion, and which fatally handicapped
the Liberal leaders in successive general elections.
Sir John Macdonald was neither a popular orator
nor a parliamentary debater of the first order.! He
1 ““Sir John Macdonald is a type of politician which has never failed
11 19
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was, however, a profound student of character. He
had humour, adaptiveness, and readiness. He could
break the force of an attack with a story or an epi-
gram. He had that mysterious quality of personal
magnetism which gives to its fortunate possessors a
strange and mighty power over their kind. During
the last four or five years of his life, his seat in Par-
liament was often vacant. He nursed his strength
and avoided so far as possible the worry and fatigue
of late night sittings. It was his habit to sit with

to delight the English people—the man who, like Palmerston, can work
hard, do strong things, hold his purpose, never lose sight for a moment
of the honour and welfare of his country, and yet crack his joke and
have his laugh, full of courage and good spirits and kindly fun. . . Sir
John Macdonald in the English House of Commons would have been
equal, in my opinion, to Mr. Disraeli in finesse, in the art of forming
combinations and managing men. He never could have equalled him in
invective, or in epigram, or in force as an orator. Sir John Macdonald
brings up his artillery with more ease. He is always human, even in his
attacks. Lord Beaconsfield, as Mr. Disraeli in the House of Commons,
approached his opponent like some serpentine monster, coiled himself
ruthlessly round him, fascinated with his gaze, and struck out with
venomed fang. But Sir John is probably the better debater of the two.
His delivery is lively, natural, mercurial; Lord Beaconsfield’s is
laboured. The power of making a statement is not the forte of the
author of ““Endymion.” Sir John Macdonald makes a luminous state-
ment, and his reasoning faculty is at least as high as Lord Beacons-
field’s. He has very little, comparatively, of the latter's curiosa felicitas
in coining phrases, but his humour is more spont Lord B

field has the charm which is inseparable from genius, but it may well
be doubted if his power of conciliating men and fixing their affections
surpasses that of the Prime Minister of the Dominion. I am sure that in
sober strong sense the balance is in favour of the Canadian statesman.
There is nothing viewy about Sir John Macdonald. Though a man of
imagination, reason is lord every time.”—Nicholas Flood Davin, in the
Canadian Monthly for March, 1881.
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A CONTRAST IN LEADERSHIP

his legs crossed and his head thrown back, with
a jaunty air and an alert look, except now and then
when some keen debater across the floor was press-
ing him hard, dealing square, strong blows at “the
old man and the old policy,” with perhaps a touch
of bitterness in the words, and a keen knowledge of
the old man’s ways revealed in the method of attack.
At such times he would move uneasily as the
enemy pressed him close, toss his head, bite his lips,
glance angrily back upon his followers, throw some
taunt to his opponents, and at last come to his feet
and retort upon the adversary. In later years he
rarely lost his complete self-control. In his angriest
mood he was deliberate, and seemed as he faced his
opponents to be coolly and craftily seeking for the
weak spots in the indictment. He did not always
meet argument with argument. He had little elo-
quence. He had no loftiness of speech. He never
sought to cover the whole ground of an opponent’s
attack. That elaboration of argument and exhaustive
mastery of detail which distinguished the speeches
of Mr. Blake is generally lacking in the speeches of
Sir John Macdonald. In Parliament he rarely spoke
to convince or win the Opposition. His aim there
was to touch the party loyalty and rouse the party
enthusiasm of his supporters. He would often turn

his back upon the Liberals and address himself
directly to the Ministerialists. He would strike some

happy thought, some sentence full of keen sarcasm

or genial ridicule, and with a shrewd look and

11 21




SIR WILFRID LAURIER

smiling face and jaunty air, would drop the sentence
with a shrug of the shoulders and a half-con-
temptuous gesture that always tickled his followers,
and often exasperated his opponents. There he
would stand with his back to the Speaker, while the
Opposition chafed at the cool but skilful exaggera-
tion of their position, and the Conservatives cheered
i with delight, and wagged their heads and shrugged
their shoulders in sympathy with the old man’s
bantering humour.
He would pass one of Mr. Blake’s most powerful
arraignments of his policy with a shrug and a story
that perhaps had grown old in his service. He
would meet one of Sir Richard Cartwright’s most
scathing exposures of the tendencies and results of
his rule and methods with a smile for his followers
and a jocular reminder for his opponents that the
country had heard these arguments, and he was still
in office. His relations with Mr. Laurier were
always cordial. He seemed to appreciate the courtesy
of the brilliant young Liberal leader, as he respected
i the firmness with which he stood upon his rights,
,’ and the tenacity with which he held to his pro-

gramme. With Mr. Mills he had most cordial
relations, and yet no man could more readily
disturb his equanimity and touch his temper. Mr.
Mills’ courage, his pertinacity, his baffling questions,
his calculated, persistent, roundabout methods of
getting at the truth sometimes greatly aggravated
the Conservative leader. He hated to be forced into
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e a corner. He hated to make any confession or to be
- driven from any position. Mr. Davies, too, when he
iy came out from behind his desk and flung his keen
e and vigorous eloquence into the face of the First
e

Minister, often stirred his anger and sometimes
roused his resentment. Mr. Lister could likewise
move him out of his usual smiling humour; and
though Mr. Paterson did not often drive the old
man to anger, he was one of the few Liberals
who could reach his political conscience.

Sir John Macdonald was fond of applause. He
delighted in a bit of flattery from an opponent.
He knew, as few men have known, how to use the
social influence to political advantage. The man
who came to Parliament with unsettled opinions,
who wanted social notice, who wanted something
for his constituency, was likely soon to find himself
at the wheels of the old man’s chariot. The young
member was always noticed. The waverer was
strengthened, and the wounded were healed. His
appeals to party loyalty were always effective. His
followers never failed to laugh when he joked.
They always cheered his appeals. They always
warmed into enthusiasm when he pointed to his
majority in the House and in the country, and
to the record of his achievements. The Conserva-
tives in Parliament and in the constituencies loved
Sir John Macdonald, and few men who had ever
followed him could withstand his personal appeal.
He had won great victories for his party, he had
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led them to triumph again and again, and they
were grateful and loyal to the end, and mourned
for him as for one taken out from their very
households.! Many Liberals, too, while they quar-
reled with his methods and were uncompromisingly
hostile to his whole system of government, rather
liked his cheerful audacity, and were not quite
without a feeling of admiration for his strong and

1 ¢Sir John had a wonderful influence over many men. They would
go through fire and water to serve him, did serve him, and got, some
of them, little or no reward. But they served him because they loved
him, and because with all his great powers they saw in him their own
frailties. He abounded in the right kind of charity. And speaking of
the love his friends and followers had for him, Mr. Pope dwells on the
“old guard” and the old loyalty to the chief. So it was, but there
were dark days also, when even those who afterwards enrolled them-
selves in the guard, passed by on the other side. If ever there wasa
man in low water, it was Sir John as I saw him one day in the winter
of 1875, coming out of the House into the bitter air, dressed in an old
Red River sash and coat, and the old historic mink-skin cap, tottering
down the hill to the eastern gateway alone, others passing him with
a wide sweep. The lesson of Sir John’s life is that he pulled himself
out of those days and trials into higher and more solid footing. But
Sir John's real ““old guard” were not the men who stood with him
at Ottawa, but the greater old guard who stood and fought for him
' in every township, year after year, and to whom a call by name or
. a nod of the head was all the recompense they got and yet the recom-

pense they most prized. Sir John has been praised for his statesman-
H‘ ship, and for this I, too, give him all praise. But his statesmanship
was limited to two things: carrying on the Government when no one
else could do it, and do it so well and so continuously, and forging the
country together. He originated no great principle. He appropriated,
however, freely from others when an opportunity offered, or when he
thought another’s idea would lead to or keep him in office.”—Mr.
W. F. Maclean, M.P., in a sketch of Sir John Macdonald entitled
“The Canadian Themistocles,” in the Canadian Magazine, January,
1895.
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picturesque personality. He knew men to the core,
and he could play upon their passions and pre-
judices as the master player upon the instrument
that he loves. He was fertile in expedients, bold
in the use of means, a master at the board by his
very fondness for the great game he played. He
was a favourite with journalists. He deemed no
man beneath his notice. He never forgot that
popularity was power. It may be that he was a
supreme opportunist in face of forces which he
could not control, or which he desired to control
for his own political purposes. But in this sense
Gladstone and Peel and even Cromwell were
opportunists, It is only those whom Stevenson
would call the “faithful failures” of politics that are
willing to go down into history as the champions
of lost causes, and to forego temporary advantage
in hope of reaction or in expectation of the ap-
plause of posterity.

But Sir John Macdonald was more than an
opportunist. He had clear and definite ideals. He
could face a popular clamour with signal courage.
He seldom forgot that in order to promote the
true interests of the Confederation it was essential
to maintain good relations between the two races
which comprise the bulk of the Canadian pop-
ulation, to resist the destructive tendencies of
racialism, to respect even the prejudices of minori-
ties, and to maintain loyally the guarantees of
the Constitution. It is true that he often profited
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by racial and sectarian movements, but he was
always their master, or at least seldom their
servant, and in the end he moderated the temper,
or baffled the purposes of the extremists. It was
here that he did his best work, and his example
of patient conciliation and resolute toleration was
of inestimable value to the country in its formative
| period and must stand always as a beacon light
to Canadian statesmen. He was jealous for the
dignity of Parliament, for the integrity of the
Bench, for the commercial credit of the country,
for the legislative independence and self-governing
rights of Canada. We have, in Mr. Pope’s story of
the negotiation of the treaty of Washington, striking
evidence of his correct appreciation of the duty
of a Canadian statesman under difficult circum-
stances. Devoted as he was to British connection,
and zealous as he was to strengthen the bonds
of affection which unite Canada to Great Britain,
he did not forget that he was primarily and par-
ticularly the custodian of the rights of Canada, and
no man could have done more to prevent sacrifice
of Canadian interests by the British commissioners
! in order to conciliate American opinion. Perhaps
there was after all a partial sacrifice of Canadian
interests on that occasion, but we know now that
Sir John Macdonald was not at fault, and in fact
all his public life was marked by scrupulous con-
cern for the rights of Canada in international
negotiations, as well as for a sympathetic but
26 I
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reasoned and practical conception of Canada’s rela-
tions to the Empire.

He was very human, conscious of his faults,
happy in his successes and achievements, and upon
the whole, patient under attacks as savage and
persistent as ever fell to the lot of any public man
in Canada. These attacks were sometimes so violent
and so bitter that they failed of their purpose,
and possibly created a measure of sympathy for
the Conservative leader. At any rate, in his later
years he became very strongly entrenched in the
hearts of his countrymen, and as the mists fall
away, and partisan rage softens, and prejudices
disappear, we shall perhaps forget that in the
pursuit of power he was often unfair and some-
times even unscrupulous and desperate, and remem-
ber only that the completed work of the statesman ‘
becomes the common possession of the whole
people. Sir John Macdonald must forever stand as
one of the most consummate party leaders in
British history, and one of the most picturesque
and impressive figures among the statesmen of the
Empire.

While Sir John Macdonald laydead at Earnscliffe,
and the country’s grief was at its keenest, and all
party differences were forgotten in the common sor-
row, Mr. Laurier pronounced a remarkable eulogy
upon his great rival. He said that in many respects
Sir John Macdonald was Canada’s greatest son, ‘
and in every sense Canada’s foremost citizen and
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statesman. “I think it can be asserted that, for the
supreme art of governing men, Sir John Macdonald
was gifted as few men in any land or in any age
were gifted—gifted with qualities which would
have made him famous wherever exercised, and
which would have shown all the more conspicu-
ously the larger the theatre. The fact that he
A could congregate together elements the most he-
terogeneous and blend them into one compact
party, and to the end of his life keep them steadily
under his hand, is perhaps altogether unprecedented.
The fact that during all those years he retained
unimpaired, not only the confidence, but the devo-
tion—the ardent devotion and affection of his party
—is evidence that besides those higher qualities
of statesmanship to which we were the daily wit-
nesses, he was also endowed with those inner,
subtle, undefinable graces of soul which win and
keep the hearts of men. . .. He was fond of power
and he never made any secret of it. Many times we
have heard him avow it on the floor of this Parlia-
ment, and his ambition in this respect was gratified
as perhaps no other man’s ambition ever was. In
my judgment even the career of William Pitt can
hardly compare with that of Sir John Macdonald
in this respect; for although William Pitt, moving
in a higher sphere had to deal with problems
greater than our problems, yet I doubt if in the
intricate management of a party William Pitt had
to contend with difficulties equal to those that ‘
28 11 i
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Sir John Macdonald had to contend with.” His
statesmanship, Mr. Laurier declared, was written
in the history of Canada. It may be said, without
any exaggeration whatever, that the life of Sir John
Macdonald from the date he entered Parliament is
the history of Canada, for he was connected and
associated with all the events, all the facts which
brought Canada from the position it then occupied
—the position of two small provinces, having
nothing in common but their common allegiance, \
united by a bond of paper and united by nothing
else—to the present state of development which
Canada has reached. Although my political views
compel me to say that, in my judgment, his actions
were not always the best that could have been
taken in the interest of Canada, although my con- ‘
science compels me to say that of late he has
imputed to his opponents motives which I must
say in my heart he has misconceived,! yet I am ]
only too glad here to sink these differences and
to remember only the great services he has per-
formed for our country—to remember that his
actions always displayed great originality of view,
unbounded fertility of resource, a high level of
intellectual conception, and above all a far-reaching /
vision beyond the event of the day, and still high-
er, permeating the whole, a broad patriotism,—a

1 This is a reference to the charges of ‘‘veiled treason” and dis- |
) loyalty to British tion made against the Liberal party during
i the electoral canvas of 1891.
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devotion to Canada’s welfare, Canada’s advance-
ment, and Canada’s glory.”™ It will probably be
found that this speech correctly indicates the final
judgment of history upon the career and character
of Sir John Macdonald. It was this man, thrice
bedded in the affections of the people, still in
physical vigour, and in plenitude of intellectual
power, whom Mr. Laurier faced when he took
his seat to the left of the Speaker as leader of the
Opposition in the House of Commons.

1 Hansard, June 8th, 1891.
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CHAPTER XVIII
LEADER OF THE LIBERAL PARTY

FEW weeks after the general election which

took place on February 22nd, 1887, Mr.

Blake addressed a private letter to the Liberal |

members of the new Parliament in which he \

intimated that when the House met he would

require to have the question of the leadership con-

sidered by a party caucus. The letter did not

amount to a positive resignation of the office, but

was so worded as to bear that interpretation, and

was so interpreted by the Conservative journals.

The communication, of course, was not intended

for the public, but a copy fell into unfriendly

hands, and its publication on the eve of the

meeting of Parliament was a cause of confusion

and damage to the Liberal party. Some at least

of the Conservative “bolters” of Quebee—now

safely seated for another Parliament, and very

conscious of the fact that power and patronage still

reposed in the hands of Sir John Macdonald, were

i eager to fall back on the commissariat, and the

1 contemplated withdrawal of Mr. Blake from the

Liberal leadership was just the excuse that was

needed. It is likely that the Liberal party would

have stood stronger in the earlier divisions of the
1 81
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session, and that the alliances produced by Mr.
Blake’s North-West policy would have proved more
enduring if it had not been so well understood that
his resignation was impending, and so generally
recognized that his successor, however popular and
gifted, could not at once command all Mr. Blake’s
support in the House or in the country. Selection
by a parliamentary caucus is but the first step in
the making of a party leader. He has still to im-
press his personality upon the country and make
his way into the heart and confidence of the people.
This is the slow growth of years, even in the case
of such men as Sir John Macdonald and Mr.
Laurier, and there can never be certainty that even
the finest parliamentary figure will become a suc-
cessful popular leader. For sheer intellectual power,
Mr. Blake and Sir John Thompson have had few
peers in the Canadian Parliament. Neither had
those rare gifts of popular leadership which be-
longed to Sir John Macdonald, and which are
probably possessed in equal degree by Mr. Laurier.
Hence, a change of political leaders is always
an experiment, and no purely parliamentary repu-
tation gives at once that authority which inter-
course with the people and actual exercise of
leadership finally confer.

It is easily understood, therefore, that the
rumours of Mr. Blake’s retirement had an ominous
sound in the ears of Liberals, and greatly affected
the spirit of the party in Parliament and in the
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country. The House met in April, and at the
first Liberal caucus of the session, Mr. Blake was
formally re-elected as leader of the Opposition.
It was announced that he had accepted, but
closely as the secrets of caucus are guarded, it is
now known that the report was not quite accurate. |
It is safe to say that he was subjected to tre-
mendous pressure, and found it almost impossible .
to secure an immediate acceptance of his resig- i
nation. But he gave no pledge to continue, and
from that moment it was well understood that
before the close of the session his successor must
be appointed. Mr. Blake’s health was bad, he was
worn down by insomnia, and quite unequal to the
long night sittings of the Commons and the
arduous labours of leadership. He was so consti-
tuted that so long as he held the leadership he
could not shirk the onerous duties and responsibili-
ties of the position, and naturally as the session
proceeded his health grew worse and his deter-
mination to resign more fixed and irrevocable.
Finally on June 2nd he met his party in caucus
and definitely and absolutely resigned the leader-
ship. What to do then was a serious problem for
the Opposition. There was no common opinion
4 as to who should succeed, and this, no doubt, be-
: cause few had then thought that it was possible
3 to put a French Canadian Catholic at the head
of a political party in Canada. For the moment,
caucus appointed a small advisory committee to
11 83
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manage the affairs and direct the policy of the party.
This committee comprised Sir Richard Cartwright
and the Hon. David Mills for Ontario, Mr. Laurier
and the Hon. Francois Langelier for Quebec, the
Hon. Charles Weldon for New Brunswick, the
Hon. A. G. Jones for Nova Scotia, the Hon. 1. H.
Davies for Prince Edward Island, and Mr. Robert
) Watson for Manitoba. This was, of course, a
temporary expedient, ineffective for parliamentary
purposes, and impossible during the recess. «If
the trumpet give an uncertain sound who shall
prepare himself to the battle.” It was necessary to
agree upon a leader. At least three names were
seriously canvassed for the appointment. These
were Sir Richard Cartwright, Mr. Laurier, and
Mr. Mills. All three had great qualifications, and
all three had warm supporters in the Liberal
parliamentary party. Mr. Blake, who probably
knew Mr. Laurier better than any other man in
Parliament, thought the interests of the party
‘ would be best served by his appointment to the
x leadership. The knowledge of Mr. Blake'’s prefer-
ence probably determined the action of the caucus
which met on June 7th to choose his successor.
Mr. Laurier’s nomination was made by Sir Richard
Cartwright and seconded by Mr. Mills and unani-
mously ratified.

It was represented in the press reports next
morning that Mr. Laurier had received only a tom-
porary appointment, and that, in fact, his tenure
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of the leadership was conditional upon Mr. Blake’s
restoration to health and return to his place in
Parliament. In its issue of June 8th, the Toronto
Globe said: “Our advices at a late hour do not
fully warrant the opinion that the matter has been
finally settled. It would appear that Mr. Laurier
has been made responsible for at least the tempor-
ary discharge of the duties of chief spokesman, but
to leave the business in such shape will be a grave
error. The Liberals must face the situation squarely, X
and recognize practically that it would be unfair to ‘
Mr. Laurier to place the heavy burden on his
shoulders without reposing in him all the privileges,
freedom, and authority of the lead. His appointment
would be as judicious and generally acceptable as
any, but it would be an error to place him or |
any other man in the false position that would
ensue from a failure to recognize that Mr. Blake’s
return to the lead is absolutely not to be looked
for. It would be no less unfair to Mr. Blake to
allow an impression to prevail in the country that
the stricken chief can be expected to reassume,
at peril of a total break-down, any of the responsi-
bilities which he has been compelled to abandon.
His friends are naturally reluctant to give up hope
of his speedy return, but they must do so, not less
for his sake than for the interests of their Parlia-
mentary organization.”

This was a correct statement of Mr. Blake’s
position, but the writer had not penetrated the
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secrets of caucus. Mr. Laurier was not asked to
accept either a temporary or a conditional appoint-
ment. It was he that fought against the acceptance
of the office, and despite the earnest persuasions
and entreaties of his associates, would agree only to
a temporary appointment and a partial acceptance
of the authority and responsibility of leadership.
He required that the advisory committee should
continue, and insisted that he should not be put
before the country as the leader of the party,
He even pleaded that the action of caucus should
be considered as strictly private, and that the fact
of his nomination to the leadership should not be
announced. It is no secret that he favoured the
appointment of Sir Richard Cartwright, and could
only regard the selection of himself for the office as
a grave personal and political mistake. He pleaded
and remonstrated with genuine emotion against
the insistent determination of caucus to force his
acceptance, and withheld his positive refusal only
on condition that the final decision should be post-
poned until the close of the session, and that in the
meantime he should serve only as the nominal
parliamentary leader in Mr. Blake’s absence.

In Mr. Laurier’s judgment there were many
powerful reasons why he should not accept the
leadership of the Liberal party. He had never
enjoyed robust health, his means were limited,
and desire for the high place to which he was
called had never entered within the scope of his
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ambition. He had now the companionship of books,
the leisure of the student, means, far short of
affluence, but ample for his scale of living, a
position in Parliament which gave him all the
influence he sought and all the authority he cov-
eted. His ideal of happiness was that of Edmond
Schérer,—* to work, to content oneself with little,
to lose without bitterness, to grow old without
regret.” He knew that the burden of leadership
would tax his strength, exhaust his means, and
consume his leisure, and upon all these grounds
the decision of caucus was unwelcome. These,
however, were personal considerations which could
perhaps be set aside if it could be shown that
his assumption of the direction and management
of a national party was vital to the party’s interests
and the country’s welfare. But he found it impos-
sible to reach any such conclusion. He remembered
that he was a Roman Catholic and a French
Canadian, and he was profoundly convinced that
his race and religion would be fatal barriers to
the success of the Liberal party under his leader-
ship. He remembered that he had antagonized
powerful forces in his own province; and while
he knew that the great mass of the people of the
English communities could not be influenced by
racial and sectarian considerations, he still feared
that the proportion of the electorate subject to
such appeals would always be strong enough to
turn many constituencies against any political
1 87
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party which might venture to put a French Catho-
lic from Quebec at its head. He remembered that
the Liberal party had always found its chief
source of strength in Ontario, and deemed it wise,
therefore, that the leader should be chosen from
Ontario, and should profess the Protestant faith
and speak the English tongue as his native lan-
guage. He remembered the old quarrels over the
representation in the Parliament of united Canada,
and the spectre of French domination which loomed
across so many pages of Canadian history. He
knew that even then Quebec was under suspicion
in Ontario, and that the time was unpropitious for
the elevation of a Quebec Liberal, identified with
Mr. Blake’s policy, to the leadership of a national
party. This view indeed found expression in some
influential organs of public opinion.

In commenting upon the report that Mr. Laurier
had been asked to serve as leader for the session,
the Toronto Mail of June 9th, said: “Mr. Laurier
is an eloquent man, of unblemished personal char-
| acter, and of a wide knowledge of our political

history. It is felt, however, that at a time like

1 the present, when great events are in the air,
Ontario should have the commanding voice on the

Opposition as well as on the Government benches,

We pay three-fifths of the taxation; ours is the

only province not begging better terms; we have

by far the largest stake in the present and future ;

f upon our shoulders the support of the whole edifice
! 38 11
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of Confederation is devolving more and more.
There is another objection to Mr. Laurier. His
abilities as a speaker in and out of Parliament, his
kind and winning manner and his spotless repu-
tation as an individual, are not, as has been said, in
dispute. No one on the Opposition side, not even
Mr. Blake, is much better equipped for the leader-
ship as regards these valuable qualities. Unfortu-
nately, he is identified in the public mind more
than any other man with the Riel movement,
which discredited the Opposition at the recent
election.” Notwithstanding all these unfavourable
circumstances, Mr. Laurier so won upon the
sympathy and confidence of his Liberal associates
during the remaining weeks of the session, that
he was at length forced to bow to the will of
caucus and definitely accept the leadership. On the
day of prorogation, June 23rd, 1887, he agreed
that an announcement to this effect should be
made, although he was still persuaded that the step
was unwise, and gravely doubtful if the Liberals of
the country would heartily accept the decision of
the parliamentary party.!

1 Mr. Laurier, notwithstanding his undoubtedly sincere protest, was
elected to the leadership upon the motion of Sir Richard Cartwright,
seconded by Mr. Mills, and with the unanimous approval of the
parliamentary Opposition. His acceptance of the responsibility was
generous and chivalric ina high degree, as all know whoare acquainted
with certain family business of the Opposition, which we do not intend
to discuss at this time. It remains to be seen whether he possesses, in

addition to parliamentary eloquence of the first order and a character
entirely stainless, the skill, the firmness, the grasp of procedure,
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It can hardly be wrong now to say that some of
the Liberal members, while animated by feelings
of the utmost good will to Mr. Laurier, doubted
the success of the experiment, and shared his fears
that a French Catholic could not successfully lead
a political party in Canada. This apprehension
extended to the country, and was strengthened
by the events which surrounded and immediately
succeeded his accession to the leadership. The fires
of the Riel agitation were still smouldering when
Mr. D’Alton McCarthy and his allies entered upon
the campaign for the disallowance of the Jesuit
Estates Act, and for the abolition of French as
an official language in the North-West Territories.
Mr. Mercier became Premier of Quebec in 1886,
L and in the legislative session of 1888, put through
the Assembly an Act for the settlement of the
Jesuit Estates. In consequence of the suppression
by the Pope of the Jesuit order in 1778, these
estates fell to the Crown and were applied to
the promotion of public instruction in the Province
of Quebec. By the Act of Confederation they
became vested i the provincial Government and
subject to the control of the Legislature. All down
the years the authorities of the Roman Catholic
Church had claimed to be the natural and rightful
beneficiaries of these estates. They contended that
by the laws of Quebec as they existed under the

the speedy decision, and the determination to lead, which are neces-
sary to a leader.—Editorial in the Toronto Globe, February 22nd, 1888.
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French régime, property of this nature would have
reverted to the bishops as the ordinaries of the
various dioceses in which the property was situated.
When the Jesuits became incorporated in the |
province by Mr. Mercier's Act of 1887, they like- W
wise made a claim to the estates. These persistent i
claims prejudiced the position of the property,
and seriously reduced its value as a provincial asset.
It yielded a revenue of only 2 per cent. upon a
valuation of $1,200,000, and attempts at sale
were rendered abortive by the intervention of the
religious authorities.

On various occasions provincial Ministers had
opened negotiations with the bishops, but until
Mr. Mercier came into office no progress was made
and the demands of the ecclesiastics remained
unsatisfied. Mr. Mercier undertook to effect a
settlement and there was something bold and
thorough in the terms of his proposition. His
Act authorized the payment of $400,000 as com-
pensation to the Jesuits in lieu of the lands of
which they were possessed prior to the conquest,
and of which they were deprived by confiscation.
It was expressly provided that the sum granted
as compensation should stand as a special deposit
until the Pope could ratify the settlement, and
determine how the money should be distributed.
Subsequently, His Holiness divided the amount
among the Jesuits, the archbishops, and bishops of
the province, and Laval University, while, in conse-
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quence of the settlement, and in order to avoid
injustice to the English population, the grant to
Protestant schools in Quebec was increased by
$60,000. There were twelve Protestants in the
Legislature but only two of these took open
exception to this remarkable measure. Indeed, Mr.
Mercier was able to say: “I thank the Protestant
members for the moderation with which they have
discussed this question. It is a good omen. The
unanimity which now prevails is a proof that the
different races of which our population is composed
have lived in peace and harmony, and approach the
most delicate questions with that spirit of con-
ciliation which accomplishes wonders when it is
properly directed.” But peace and harmony and the
spirit of conciliation soon gave way before one
of the most bitter and intemperate agitations which
even this country has ever witnessed.

Some of the chief journals of Ontario denounced
the measure with vigour and passion, a group
of influential members of the Commons, both
Conservative and Liberal, united to demand dis-
allowance of the Act by the federal Government,
and eminent Protestant clergymen and laymen
organized to influence opinion in the country. The
motion for disallowance, which was moved in the
House of Commons by Col. William E. O’Brien,
of Muskoka, in a speech of great force and elo-
quence, declared that the power of disallowance
was a prerogative essential to the national existence
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of the Dominion ; that it should be fearlessly used
for the protection of the rights of a minority, for |
the preservation of the fundamental principles of

the Constitution, and for safe-guarding the general !
interests of the people ; and that the passage of the
Jesuit Estates Act was beyond the power of the
Quebec Legislature, inasmuch as it endowed from
public funds a religious organization, thereby vio-
lating the undoubted constitutional principle of the ‘i
complete separation of Church and State and of : |
the absolute equality of all denominations before
the law, because it recognized the usurpation of
a right by a foreign authority, His Holiness, the
Pope of Rome, to claim that his consent was
necessary to empower the provincial Legislature to {
dispose of the public domain, and because the
endorsement of the Society of Jesus, an alien,
secret, and politico-religious body, the expulsion
of which from every Christian community wherein
it has had a footing has been rendered necessary
by its intolerant and mischievous intermeddling
with the functions of civil government, is fraught
with danger to the civil and religious liberties of
the people of Canada.!

The advocates of disallowance sought to prove
the various propositions embodied in the resolution,
and it thus became necessary to trace far back
along the years the history of the Jesuit order,
to revive memories of dark and sinister events, and

! Hansard, March 26th, 1889,
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fight over again the ruthless theological quarrels
which had cursed mankind in other generations.
“God gave the gospel,” said Froude; “the father
of lies invented theology.” In Ontario the scope of
the agitation was widened and made to touch some
of the burning issues of provincial politics. At a
convention held in Toronto in June, attended by
700 delegates, not only did the resolutions adopted
denounce the Jesuits as “an alien association, hos-
tile to free institutions;” characterize the Jesuits
Estates Act as “a violation of the trust under
which the said estates were transferred by the
Crown to the provincial authorities for the pur-
poses of education exclusively;” and call for united
and persistent action to *““guard against the political
encroachments of ultramontanism;” but it was also
demanded that every citizen of Ontario should be
entered on the assessment roll as prima facie a
supporter of the public school system, and that
English should be the language of instruction in
all public schools in the province.

Still, the main object of the agitation was to
secure the disallowance of Mr. Mercier’s Act, and
it was with that question that the federal Ministers,
and Mr. Laurier as leader of the Liberal party
were concerned. No one among the political leaders
of the country stood out against the agitation more
firmly and inflexibly than Mr. Laurier. As a feder-
alist he could take no other position. The ostenta-
tious recognition of the Pope in Mr. Mercier’s
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Act was, perhaps, unwise and unnecessary, but the
estates belonged to the province, and the Act of
Settlement was within the competence of the Legis-
lature. It was no small satisfaction to Mr. Laurier
and the Liberal party that the Government was
forced to abandon the policy of the federal veto
and meet the advocates of disallowance with the
arguments Liberals had always employed in re-
sisting the attempts of the federal authority to
override provincial legislation. The position of the
Government was stated by Sir John Thompson,
Minister of Justice, in answer to petitions asking
for the disallowance of the Jesuit Estates Act, in
these words: “The subject matter of the Act is
one of provincial concern only, having relation to a
fiscal matter entirely within the control of the
Legislature of Quebec.” This throughout the de-
bate was the position of the Government, and
practically the position of Parliament, for only
thirteen votes were recorded in favour of Col.
O’Brien’s motion.? The soundness of the position is

11t is reported from Ottawa that an effort is being made to secure
the disallowance of the Compensation Bill, which has just passed its
third reading. Beyond question, however, the Quebec Legislature is
well within its rights in passing that measure, as well as in passing the
Jesuit Incorporation Act of last year.—Toronto Mail, July 5th, 1888.

2 The thirteen members of the House who voted for the disallowance
motion were: Barron of North Victoria, Bell of Addington, Charlton of
North Norfolk, Cockburn of Centre Toronto, Denison of West To-
ronto, Macdonald of East Huron, McCarthy of North Simcoe, MeNeill
of North Bruce, O'Brien of Muskoka, Scriver of Huntingdon, Suther-
land of North Oxford, Tyrwhitt of South Simcoe, and Wallace of
West York.
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now generally recognized, and from this time dates
also the disuse of the federal veto as a feature of
Conservative policy.

Before Sir John Thompson entered Parliament,
Mr. McCarthy was the chief constitutional adviser
of Sir John Macdonald. He leaned like his chief to
the aggrandizement of the federal authority. Sir
John Thompson was a greater lawyer than either,
perhaps as great a lawyer as ever sat in the House
of Commons, and under his authority the Conserv-
ative party was led gradually but surely towards
the adoption of sounder constitutional principles.

In the course of his speech in the House on
Col. O’Brien’s motion, Mr. Laurier said: “Ever
since the year 1854 I charge against the Govern-
ment and against the Conservative party that they
have been able to retain power, almost without
interruption, largely by pandering to the preju-
dices of the one province and the prejudices of
the other province. In the good Catholic Pro-
vince of Quebec, to which I belong, the party
supporting the Administration have always repre-
sented themselves as the champions of the Roman
Catholic cause. They have always denounced their
opponents, the Liberals of French origin like my-
self, as men of dangerous doctrines and tendencies.
They have always represented the Liberals of On-
tario as men actuated in all their actions and
inspirations by a hatred of everything French and
Catholic. At the same time, in the good Protestant
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Province of Ontario the same party has always |
been held up to the front as the party of unbending |
and uncompromising Protestantism; and the Con-
servative press to-day represent honourable gentle-
men on this side as basely pandering to the influence by
of the French people and of the Catholic persua-
sion.”* It was natural under the circumstances, and
in view of the continuous struggle of Quebec Liber-
als against clerical intimidation and coercion, that
Mr. Laurier should make these observations, and
natural that he should resent the attempt to put him
before the country as an agent of the Jesuits for
no other offence than faithful adherence to a tradi-
tional Liberal doctrine. For the time, however, his
hold upon the Liberals of Ontario was lessened by
this agitation, and he was conscious of the weak-
ness of a Catholic leadership under such trying
conditions. Besides, his record in Quebec was but
imperfectly understood in Ontario, and his fitness
for the Liberal leadership was not yet fully de-
monstrated. In the previous summer he had made
a tour of the Muskoka Lakes, and had spoken
at Oakville, Beaverton, Guelph, Mount Forest,
and St. Thomas, and was received everywhere with
cordial good will. But he was still a compara-
3 tive stranger in the province, and had no personal
hold upon the masses of the Liberal party. Hence,
when it was proposed that he should come up to
Toronto and defend his course on the Jesuit Es-
! Hansard, March 28th, 1889,
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tates Act, there was grave misgiving among many
Liberals, and a general fear that only harm to the
leader and to the party would result. He was
strongly and generally advised not to make the
experiment. It was represented that he should
leave the business of defence to the Conservative
Ministers, and not further involve the Liberal party
in these mischievous and dangerous controversies.
For a time he yielded to these representations. But
he grew more and more restless, and more and
more determined upon an appeal to the Protestant
population of Ontario; and at length with the co-
operation of a small group of Liberals in Toronto a
date was fixed and a meeting announced. On Sep-
tember 80th, 1889, therefore, he spoke to a great
meeting at the Horticultural Pavilion with that
candour and eloquence which mark all his im-
portant deliverances, and it is seldom indeed that
one speech has more profoundly influenced public
opinion. The temper of the meeting was critical, if
not positively hostile. The mention of the name of
Mr. D’Alton McCarthy evoked a tempest of cheer-
ing. More than once the audience threatened to
get out of hand. But the orator held on his way,
tactfully, warily and resolutely, until all scoffing
was silenced, all hostile feeling overcome, and the
meeting keyed to genuine respect for the man, if
not quite won to general acceptance of his argu-
ments.

The speech was a clear enunciation of the princi-
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ple of federalism; a vigorous repudiation of the
charge that the Liberal party had sacrificed its
principles and dishonoured its traditions for the
support of a dominant Church; a spirited review of
the long struggle of the Liberals of Quebec for
civil and religious freedom, and an eloquent asser-
tion of the right of the French people to use their
native tongue. He knew, he said, that it was a
great disadvantage for a French Canadian not to
speak English, but it was not intended that Con-
federation should be based upon the humiliation of
any one race, “It was not intended that any should
give up its characteristic, but it was expected that
though every nationality might retain its individu-
ality, yet that all would be actuated by one aspiration
and would endeavour to form one nation.” He
said: “If any there are amongst my fellow-coun-
trymen of French origin who have ever dreamed of
forming themselves into a small community of
Frenchmen on the banks of the St. Lawrence, I
am not one of them.” They had a long struggle to
secure the privileges of British subjects, but though
rights were long withheld, at last the concession was
made without any reservation and in the most
ample manner. “ It would be the blackest ingrati-
tude if, after we had sought from England the
privileges and rights of British subjects, we were
now to reject the responsibilities of British subjects.
I say that it would be the blackest ingratitude if,
having sought the protection to grow strong, we
11 49
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I 4 were, when strong enough, to attempt to stab the
friendly hand and to refuse to cast in our lot with
those who are fellow-countrymen of ours, whose
fellow-countrymen we are in deed, and whose

) birthright we claim as our own inheritance since we

' became subjects of England.”

He denied that it was ever the intention of any
Roman Catholic in Lower Canada to put the
supremacy of the Pope over the supremacy of the
Queen. “If,” he said, “the Legislature of Quebec,
or any other Legislature were ever to attempt to
substitute the authority of the Pope for the au-
thority of the Queen, that Legislature by that very
fact would place itself beyond the pale of the
i Canadian Confederation, would place itself beyond
the pale of British citizenship, and that act would
: be simply treason and would have to be dealt with
i | as treason.” He reminded his audience that he was
’ a French Canadian Liberal, and belonged to a
party that for thirty years had fought the Ultra-
montanes in the Province of Quebec. But in the
i 5 demand for the disallowance of the Jesuit Estates
1§l Act it was a constitutional point that was at issue,

t and attacks upon the character and teachings of
i

P p—

" Jesuits and Ultramontanes, could not justify a fed-
| eral invasion of the legislative domain of the pro-
i vinces. “This,” he said, “is not the place to attack
i ' Ultramontanes. The proper ground of attack and :

defence on this subject is on the soil of the Pro- ;
vince of Quebec. I will only say here that the
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Ultramontanes, like all French Canadian Conserva-
tives, have borrowed their political views, not from
the British, but from the French school of politics.”
The power of disallowance, he argued, was the
greatest danger to Confederation, and was antagon-
istic to the federal principle. All our history had
shown that when that power was vested in the
central Government, principle was sacrificed to ex-
pediency.
He dealt also with general political subjects, and
particularly with the question of reciprocal trade
with the United States, which was fast becoming
the chief issue before the country. But, in the main,
the address was a hand to hand encounter with the
spokesmen of the Equal Rights movement, and
the effect upon the country was marked and en-
during. It was of this speech that a British journal
said : *“ Mr. Laurier’s Toronto speech places him at
one bound in the front rank of British statesmen.
To the eloquence native to the French Canadian,
Mr. Laurier adds honesty, directness of purpose,
and pure-minded patriotism, which mark him out
as a leader. Men of such high mental and moral
power were never more needed in the forefront of
affairs in Canada than now.”! Liberals who feared
that no good could come out of Mr. Laurier’s
appearance in Ontario to resist the demand for
disallowance and to justify the position of the
Liberal party on the questions raised by the leaders
1 From the Canadian Gazette.
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of the Equal Rights movement, soon perceived their
error, and throughout the country it was widely
recognized that he had performed a great national
service in the spirit of a patriot, and with the
courage, discretion, and moderation of a statesman.
Henceforth his authority over the Liberal party
was undisputed, and the notion assiduously propa-
gated by his political opponents in the English
provinces that he was nothing more than an ami-
able figurehead, became thereafter only the last
refuge of incorrigible partisans.

The movement for the abolition of the official
use of French in the North-West Territories was
an outgrowth of the Equal Rights agitation. The
proposition was not unreasonable in itself. Three
was but a small French population in the Western
Territories. It required no seer to foretell that the
Western provinces would be English. It was im-
portant, if not essential, that these new communi-
ties should determine the character of their own
local institutions. But the motion which Mr. Mec-
Carthy introduced in Parliament took a wide sweep,
and threatened the French language in Quebec as
well as in the far western country. The preamble
to his resolution declared that: “It is expedient in
the interest of the national unity of the Dominion
that there should be community of language among
the people of Canada, and that the enactment in
the North-West Territories Act allowing the use
of the French language should be expunged there-
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from.”* The motion was the more objectionable
when the character of some of the speeches Mr.
McCarthy had made outside Parliament was con-
sidered. “ We must buckle on our armour,” he told
the people of Ontario. “This is a British country,
and the sooner we take in hand our French Cana-
dian fellow subjects and make them British in
sentiment and teach them the English language,
the less trouble we shall have to prevent. Sooner or
later it must be settled.” He added: “ Now is the
time when the ballot box will decide this great
question before the people; and if that does not
supply the remedy in this generation, bayonets will
supply it in the next.?

1 Hansard, January 22nd, 1890,

2 From a speech delivered by Mr. McCarthy, at Stayner, July 12th,
1889.

It is interesting to contrast with this speech by Mr. McCarthy a
speech made by Mr. Mercier, leader of the nationalist movement in
Quebec, at the dedication of a monument to Jacques Cartier, one of
the early discoverers, and to Brébeuf, one of the first missionaries to
Canada, at Quebec, on June 24th, 1889, Mr, Mercier said: “‘The
Government of which he was the head was ready to disappear if that
would be the means of uniting the French Canadian people for the
triumph of their sacred cause. For the sake of their nationality, for the
sake of their religion they must be united. Religion and nationality
formed a harmonious union in their midst. The strength of the French
Canadian people lay in the union of the people with the clergy. . . .
By coupling the name of the Jesuit hero, Brébeuf, with the immortal
Jacques Cartier, they said to their insulters: It is useless to imagine
that we will ever cease to be French and Catholic. This monument de-
clares that after a century of separation from our ancient mother we
are still French. More than that, we will remain French and Catholic.”
He said this not as a provocation but as a reply. But once more he
would say that to render this reply effective they must cease their
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Mr. Laurier read his motion in the light of his
speeches, and directly challenged the justice of his
position and the propriety of his utterances. The
Liberal leader said:

“The French Canadians are to be deprived of

fratricidal strife and be united. That was his word of advice to them on
this great occasion. Let them cherish it and act accordingly, and all
the actions of the fanatics of Ontario would come to naught.

Mr. Laurier spoke on the same occasion, and said : ““We are French
Canadians, but our country is not confined to the territory overshadowed
by the citadel of Quebec; our country is Canada, it is the whole of
what is covered by the British flag on the American continent. . . Our
fellow-countrymen are not only those in whose veins runs the blood of
France. They are all those, whatever their race or whatever their
language, whom the fortune of war, the chances of fate, or their own
choice have brought among us, and who acknowledge the sovereignty
of the British Crown. As far as I am concerned, loudly do I proclaim it,
those are my fellow-countrymen. 1 am a Canadian. But I have told it
elsewhere, and with greater pleasure I repeat it here this evening,
among all my fellow-countrymen, the first place in my heart is for
those in whose veins runs the blood of my own veins. Yet I do not
hesitate to say that the rights of my fellow-countrymen of different
origin are as dear to me, as sacred to me as the rights of my own race,
and if it unfortunately happened that they ever were attacked, I would
defend them with just as much energy and vigour as the rights of my
own race. . . What I claim for us is an equal share of sun, of justice,
of liberty ; that share we have, we have it in ample measure, and what
we claim for ourselves we are anxious to grant to others. I do not want
French Canadians to domineer over any one, nor any one to domineer
over them. Equal justice,equal rights.. It is written that the sands of
the seas are numbered. It is written that not a hair falls from one's
head without the permission of an Eternal Providence, eternally wise.
Can we not believe that in that supreme battle here, on the Plains of
Abraham, when the fate of arms turned against us, can we not believe
that it entered into the decrees of Providence that the two races, up to
that time ies, should henceforth live in peace and harmony, and
henceforth form one nation? Such was the inspiring cause of Con-
federation.”
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their language, not only in the North-West Terri-
tories, but wherever their language exists. They
must be deprived of everything which constitutes
their distinct individuality in this Dominion, and
this must be done by legislation now ; but if not
done now by legislation, in future it will be done by
force and violence—by bullets and bayonets. The
expression is not mine, but that of the honourable
gentleman himself. It has been repeated, not once
or twice, but several times in different parts of the
Dominion. So this is the policy upon which the
honourable gentleman is endeavouring to form a
new party, or to reorganize an old party. This is
the policy the honourable gentleman offers to his
fellow-countrymen of English origin. I denounce
this policy as anti-Canadian ; I denounce it as anti-
British ; I denounce it as being at variance with all
the traditions of British Government in this country;
I denounce it as fatal to the hope we at one time
entertained, and which I, for one, am not disposed
to give up, of forming a nation on this continent. I
denounce it as a crime, the consequences of which
are simply shocking to contemplate. The honourable
gentleman may mean nothing more than a mere
party device, but he is opening the flood-gates to
passions which, once aroused, perhaps no human
power may be able to restrain. He is appealing
to national and religious passions, the most in-
flexible of all passions; and, whatever may be his
motive, whatever his end, whatever his purpose, his
1 55
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movement cannot be characterized by any other
language than that of a national crime.”™

This was strong language, but if Mr. McCarthy
could have succeeded in his object, the results would
have been hardly less serious than Mr. Laurier
predicted. There are in Quebec more than a million
of French-speaking people. They learn French at
the mother’s knee. They are cradled in French
traditions. They look to the British flag as the
symbol of the covenant which secures them in the
possession and enjoyment of their language, their
religion, and their local institutions. To put this
population under attack and threaten it with loss of
privileges and violation of constitutional guarantees
is surely repugnant to rational patriotism and re-
sponsible statesmanship, and wholly foreign to the
spirit of British institutions. In many respects Mr.
McCarthy was an admirable figure in Canadian
politics. He was singularly courageous and incor-
ruptible. But in his attitude towards Quebec and in
his handling of questions which touched the passions
and prejudices of the French and Catholic people,
he was often rash, impolitic, and unjust to the last
; degree. In so far as the motion affected the North-
West only, Mr. Laurier was not disposed to offer
serious objection. He said: “If the bill were a
measure for the proscription of the French language
‘ in the North-West Territories alone, where the
| l French population is small, I would be inclined to

! 1 Hansard, February 17th, 1890.
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say, let the motion pass, and let us get back to
those measures of practical usefulness which de-
mand our attention.” Nor was he satisfied with
an amendment declaring that the then state of
things in the North-West should be permanent.
He said: “It is impossible to admit that the insti-
tutions of the North-West are permanent. On the
contrary they are exceptionally temporary ; they deal
with a state of things which is exceptional in itself;
they were devised at a time when there was no
population, and they must be modified from time to
time as the necessities of the case require.” He
found his refuge again in the principle of federalism,
and foresaw and conceded that the same measure
of control over local affairs, and the same right to
determine the character of their local institutions,
must be granted to the western provinces of the
future as were possessed by Quebec and Ontario
and the Maritime communities. This was enough
for the moment, and thus far on the questions
raised by the Equal Rights Association it will
hardly be disputed that Mr. Laurier was patient,
prudent, and far-seeing, and that his attitude and
utterances made for the unity and stability of the
Confederation.! It was under such circumstances

1 In 1891 the Parliament of Canada enacted that either the English
or French language might be used in the Legislative Assembly of the
Territories and in the Courts of Justice, and that the records and
journals of the Assembly and all ordi should be printed in both

languages. The law is virtually a dead letter. French is used neither in
the Courts nor in the Assembly, and all the official papers are printed
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and in the throes of such issues that Mr. Laurier
served his apprenticeship as leader of the Liberal
party of Canada. When we review the events of
that heated and tempestuous period, we can under-
stand why he strove to induce Mr. Blake to
reassume the leadership, and held so tenaciously to
the opinion that his race, his religion, and his
province were formidable hindrances to the success
of the Liberal party in the constituencies.

in English only. The departments sometimes receive letters in French,
but not more often than in German or Russian. The school ordinances
of the Territories provide for the teaching of a primary course in
French. Provision is also made for Catholic representation in the
Educational Council for the Territories. Either Protestants or Catholics
being in a minority in any school district may insist on the establish-
ment of a Separate School. The majority of the Public Schools are
Protestant. Where the Catholics are in the majority, their school
is called the Public School and the Protestant the Separate School;

but the Protestant Separate Schools are not d inational and are
subject to exactly the same regulations as the Public Schools. The
system is said to work smoothly.




CHAPTER XIX
COMMERCIAL RELATIONS

OMMERCIAL and political conditions in
Canada were seriously affected by the adoption

of free trade in Great Britain. The new policy in-
volved the repeal of the Navigation Laws and the
abolition of the preferences in favour of colonial
products. In 1840 there were more than eighty
differential duties in favour of the Colonies. During
the next ten or twelve years, all of these, except the
preferences on timber, food, wine and spirits, were
abolished. In 1821 the duty on colonial timber was
ten shillings a load, while a tax of fifty-five shillings
was imposed on foreign timber. In 1842 and again
in 1843, the duties were reduced, and in 1846 legis-
lation was adopted which by 1848 cut down the
preference to fifteen shillings on foreign, and one
shilling on colonial timber. In 1851 the preference
was again reduced by half, and finally in 1860 the
duties were equalized at one shilling on foreign and
colonial timber alike. So it was with sugar. Down
from 1844 the preference was steadily reduced, and
in 1854 was finally abolished. Canada was hit hard
by the equalization of the timber duties, and it is
doubtful if the West Indies have ever recovered
from the great blow dealt to their staple industry
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by the abolition of the preference on colonial sugar.
The repeal of the Navigation Laws was contem-
poraneous with the disappearance of the system of
preferential treatment of colonial products. These
laws, which according to Adam Smith were founded
in national animosity, restricted the coasting trade
to British vessels, and required that the owners,
masters, and three-fourths of the crews of such
vessels should be British subjects. It was impossible
that such regulations could survive the teaching of
Adam Smith and the ascendancy of the free traders;
and in 1849 British trade was thrown open to the
ships of the world, subject only to the provision
that in order to secure reciprocal treatment from
other nations, prohibitions or restrictions may by
Order-in-Council be imposed upon the ships of any
country in which British ships are liable to similar
prohibitions or restrictions.

Down to the repeal of the Navigation Laws, the
commercial fleets of Halifax, St. John, Quebee, and
Montreal had a practical monopoly of the trade of
the West Indies, while the differential duties in
favour of colonial products gave the grain and
timber of the North American colonies a substantial
advantage in British markets. It is not strange,
therefore, that these revolutionary changes in the
historic policy of the Mother Country spread dis-
may throughout the colonies. All the material ad-
vantages of the connection with the Empire were
swept away. The chief industries of the Canadas
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and of the Maritime Provinces, in which great sums
were invested, and upon which the labour and
commerce of the country mainly depended, had to
be adjusted to the changed circumstances. The
process of adjustment necessarily involved loss and
hardship. For a time the business energy of the
country was paralyzed. The most adventurous spirits
hesitated to embark in new enterprises. The output
of old industries was restricted and wages and
profits reduced.

These are the inevitable consequences of the
removal of tariff discriminations, except by slow
degrees and with infinite discretion. If by Acts
of Parliament we establish particular industries and
direct trade into particular channels, we turn the
industrial energies of the people from other pursuits;
and in the event of a reversal of the legislative
policy, jeopardize capital and imperil the interests
created by discriminatory tariffs. In the establish-
ment of the free trade system the Home Govern-
ment proceeded by gradual and calculated stages;
but the colonists could not keep step with the new
commercial policy, and as their fiscal advantages in
Britain fell away, and new competitors met them in
ports long closed to foreign vessels, colonial resent-
ment deepened, and the tone of colonial remon-
strances grew more angry and vehement. Treason,
economic heresy, and revolutionary propaganda are
the natural brood of commercial depression. The an-
nexation manifesto of 1849 was not due altogether
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to the intense gust of popular passion evoked by
the appropriation of £100,000 of public money
as compensation for rebellion losses in Quebec.
That measure exasperated Conservatives who had
stood as the champions of order and authority
against the forces of Papineau, Nelson, and Mac-
kenzie, but no mere domestic incident could have
driven such men as the Redpaths, the Molsons, the
Torrances, the Workmans, Francis Johnson, John
Rose, A. T. Galt, David L. Macpherson, L. H.
Holton, Edward Goff Penny, James Ferrier, and
J. J. C. Abbott, genuinely attached as they were
to British institutions, to declare for separation
from the Empire. Loss of trade was at the basis of
the manifesto, and commercial rather than political
considerations inspired the movement for political
union with the United States.!

One memorable paragraph of the address, signed
by more than three hundred of the representative

14The immediate effects were, of course, in the highest degree
discouraging, and a moody feeling of discontent pervaded the mercan-
tile community of Canada. Shackled by such restrictions as those
under which they laboured, they could not hope to compete with the
capital and enterprise of the United States in prosecuting the carrying
trade. A large majority of the persons most seriously affected had
always been zealous loyalists. They now considered that their loyalty
had been ill requited by the Mother Country, and the conviction was
forced upon them that their position would be improved by annexation.
++ + » Three-fourths of the merchants were bankrupt, and real estate
was practically unmarketable. As usual in such cases, most of the evils
under which the colony groaned were charged by the sufferers upon
the Mother Country."—Dent's ‘‘ Canada Since the Union,” Vol. II,
pages 128-129,
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merchants and traders of the country, tells how
dark was the situation and how gloomy the out-
look. *“The reversal,” said the manifesto, “of the
ancient policy of Great Britain, whereby she with-
drew from her colonies their wonted protection in
her markets, has produced the most disastrous
effects upon Canada. In surveying the actual con-
dition of the country, what but ruin or rapid decay
meets the eye? Our provincial Government and
civic corporations embarrassed; our banking and
other securities greatly depreciated; our mercantile
and agricultural interests alike unprosperous; real
estate scarcely saleable upon any terms; our un-
rivalled rivers, lakes, and canals almost unused;
whilst commerce abandons our shores, and the cir-
culating capital amassed under a more favourable
system is dissipated, with none from any quarter to
replace it. Thus, without available capital, unable
to effect a loan with foreign States, or with the
Mother Country—although offering security greatly
superior to that which readily obtains money, both
from the United States and Great Britain, when
other than colonists are the applicants—crippled,
therefore, and checked in the full career of private
and public enterprise, this possession of the British
Crown—our country—stands before the world in
humiliating contrast with its immediate neighbours,
exhibiting every symptom of a nation fast sinking
to decay.”

It was argued that the proposed union would
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render Canada a field for American capital; equalize
the value of real estate on both sides of the boun-
dary; give stability to our institutions; raise our
public, corporate, and private credit; increase our
commerce both with the United States and foreign
countries, without necessarily diminishing to any
great extent our intercourse with Great Britain;
render our rivers and canals the highway for the
immigration to and exports from the West; intro-
duce manufactures, particularly into Lower Canada,
where water privileges and labour were abundant
and cheap, and thus give remunerative employment
to a non-producing population; secure forthwith
the construction of railways with American capital,
as feeders for all the great lines then approaching
the Canadian frontiers; raise the value of agricul-
tural produce at once to a par with that of the
United States; greatly cheapen agricultural imple-
ments and many of the necessaries of life; enhance
the value of timber; give to our shipbuilders at
Quebec and on the Great Lakes an unlimited
market in all parts of the American continent;
while in the place of war and the alarms of war
with a neighbour, there would be peace and amity
between this country and the United States, and
disagreements between the Republic and her chief, if
not onlyrival among nations, would not make the soil
of Canada the sanguinary arena for their disputes.’

1 Lord George Bentinck, then leader of the English Tory party,
writing to Disraeli on April 16th, 1846, said : ““I hope we shall have an
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In Toronto a weekly journal called 7%e Inde-
pendent was established to carry on the agitation,
and its chief arguments centred in the withdrawal
of the colonial preferences and the necessity there-
by created for free access to the markets of the
United States. The movement, however, made
slight headway in Upper Canada, and was actively
resisted by the British American League formed at
Kingston, of which John A. Macdonald was one of
the chief spirits, and which declared for the main-
tenance of connection with the Mother Country, for
a confederation of all the provinces, and for a pro-
tectionist policy.! At a joint meeting of the British
American League and the Colonial Association of
New Brunswick, it was resolved: “That these col-
onies cannot remain in their present position with-
out the prospect of immediate ruin, and that it is
the duty of the Imperial Government either, first,
to restore to the colonies a preference in the British
markets over foreign goods; or, second, to have
opened to them the markets of foreign countries,

important deputation over from Canada, representing that the inevita-
ble results of these free trade measures in corn and timber will be to
alienate the feelings of our Canadian colonists, and to induce them to
follow their sordid interests, which will now undoubtedly be best con-
sulted and most promoted by annexation to the United States.”—From
““Lord George Bentinck: A Political Biography,” by Benjamin Disraeli,
5th edition, London, 1852, page 180,

1 See Pope’s ““ Memoirs of Sir John Macdonald,” Vol. 1, pages 71-72;
J. C. Dent’s “Canada Since the Union of 1841,” Vol. II, pages 172,
173; and Lt.-Col. J. P. Macpherson’s “‘ Life of Sir John Macdonald,”
Vol. I, pages 187-196.
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and more especially the United States, upon terms
of reciprocity.” The Parliament of Canada, in 1846,
passed an address in which it was declared that the
abandonment of the protection principle, the very
basis of the colonial commercial system, was calcu-
lated materially to retard the agricultural improve-
ment of the country, and check its hitherto rising
prosperity. Situated as Canada was, with a climate
so severe as to leave barely one-half of the year
open for intercourse by the St. Lawrence with the
Mother Country, the cost of transporting her pro-
ducts to market was much greater than was paid
by the inhabitants of the United States, and with-
out a measure of protection or some equivalent
advantage, Canada could not compete successfully
with that country. The improvement of water
communications in Canada had been undertaken
on the strength of the advantage it would give to
the export trade to England. Should free trade be
adopted the Canadian exports would fall off, there
would be a diminution in the revenues from canal
tolls, and consequently in the power of Canada to
pay the debt guaranteed by England. The shipping
interests in Montreal would be injured, and the
consumption of British manufactures in Canada
would be lessened. “It is much to be feared that
should the inhabitants of Canada, from the with-
drawal of all protection to their staple products,
' find that they cannot successfully compete with
their neighbours of the United States in the only
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market open to them, they will naturally and of
necessity begin to doubt whether remaining a por-
tion of the British Empire will be of that para-
mount advantage which they have hitherto found
it to be.™

In the reply of the Imperial authorities to this
remonstrance there is a touch of satire which must
have been irritating and unwelcome at the mo-
ment. Mr. Gladstone, who had succeeded ILord
Stanley as Colonial Secretary, stated that Her
Majesty did not recognize any distinction in her
affection for her subjects in England and those

1 “‘Scarcely had the impulse been felt, when English policy, impell-
ed by free trade principles, well nigh swept away every hope that had
been inspired by glimpses of a dawning prosperity. The withdrawal of
that artificial protection which had been accorded by the Imperial
Parliament to the colonial trade forced these provinces into the family
of nations. Canada felt the shock the most, but, imbued with a spirit of
self-reliance, at once looked about for means whereby she might
strengthen her crippled commerce. England had discriminated in
favour of colonial breadstuffs and lumber, and the provinces had
imposed differential duties in the interest of the Mother Country. The
commercial policy of both had thus been in harmony. The repeal of
the Corn Laws threw open to the United States a market in which the
colonies had been hitherto favoured, and left the Canadians to struggle
with a rival abroad which at home used every means to prevent their
trade getting any headway. Canada possessed canals, but the commerce
which they had been built to facilitate died on its hands, and the Navi-
gation Laws then prevented foreign vessels from using them. The
subsequent repeal of the Navigation Laws gave another advantage to the
States which they have never reciprocated. The United States ship-
owners were admitted to share the coasting trade of the Empire, and
the provinces saw, not without chagrin, American vessels both on the
sea-coast and on their lakes, enjoying benefits for which nothing was
granted to British subjects in return.”—W, A. Fosterin The Westmin~
ater Review for October, 1866,
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beyond the seas. The Parliament of England was
showing its equal regard for all the subjects of the
Queen by enacting measures especially intended to
ameliorate the conditions of the poorest and most
numerous class of the people. It would be a source
of the greatest pain to Her Majesty’s Government
if they could share in the impression that the con-
nection between that country and Canada derived
its force from the exchange of commercial prefer-
ences only. That might be a relation consisting in
the exchange not of benefits but of burdens. Her
Majesty’s Government hoped that the connection
rested upon a firmer basis, upon resemblance in
origin, laws and manners, in what inwardly binds
men and communities of men together, as well as
in the close association of material interests, which
interests, however, they felt would be advanced by
commercial freedom. The people of Canada could
not desire that the market for their farm products
should be maintained by means of a perpetual tax
upon the people of England. The Gladstone Gov-
ernment’s acknowledgment of the Home Rule
resolutions of the Canadian Parliament more than
a third of a century later was hardly more frigid or
more incisive.

In dealing with this correspondence and the
adoption of free trade by Great Britain, the To-
ronto Globe said it was amusing to watch the
effects of the new British policy upon the Tory
press of the province. The comments of these papers
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afforded an admirable illustration of the selfish-
ness of Toryism. Give them everything they could
desire and they were brimful of loyalty. They
would chant peeans till they were sick, and drink
goblets till they were blind, in praise of “wise and
benevolent governors” who gave them all the offices
and all the emoluments. But let their interest,
real or imaginary, be affected, and how soon did
their loyalty evaporate. Now there was talk of
separation from the Mother Country unless the
mother would continue to feed them in the method
prescribed by the child. Tory loyalty was estimated
in pounds, shillings and pence. When these were
withdrawn it sustained a complete collapse. It was
a strange thing, the Tory’s loyalty. You might
trample on every privilege, you might oppose the
passage of every good law, you might enact class
legislation by which the interests of the many were
entirely sacrificed for the few, and you would not
disturb the Tory's loyalty. He seemed to be the
better pleased to show his loyalty for the preserva-
tion of things as they were. But the moment the
Government ventured legislation on a broad, just,
and comprehensive scale, the Tory’s loyalty van-
ished. The Globe pointed out that Canada’s exports
of wheat had never equalled 200,000 quarters, and
therefore her loss by the abolition of the preference
would not exceed £40,000, while the British people,
largely of the poorer classes, would gain £8,000,000
in the remission of taxation. Canada had a higher
11 69
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destiny before her than to be merely the annual
exporter of a few hundred thousand bushels of
flour to Great Britain. From this 7%e Globe went
on to advocate the establishment of manufactures
in Canada, which would afford a home market for
the products of her farms, and overcome the loss
sustained by the abolition of the British preferences
in favour of colonial products.'

It was, of course, out of the question to hope
that the petitions and remonstrances of the colonies
could effect a reversal of the free trade policy of
England in the very hour of its inception, and par-
ticularly in view of the teaching of the Manchester
school, which set trade above colonies and extension
of commerce above extension of empire. The idea,
in fact, was then growing in the minds of many
British statesmen that colonial possessions were a
danger and a disadvantage, and a few years later
there was the open advocacy of dismemberment,
which an American has described as “the ass-born
policy of the British Government.”? Still, British

1 See ““Commercial Federation and Colouial Trade Policy,” by Prof.
John Davidson, of the University of New Brunswick, for a careful and
comprehensive account of the events of this period.

2 ¢ Imperialism,” by C. De Thierry, page 19.

{ In a contribution to’ the At/antic Monthly, for March, 1902, on '
“England and the War of Secession,” Mr. Goldwin Smith said: i
““Gladstone wished that the North should let the South go, and be
indemnified in course of time by the voluntary accession of Canada. He

said this in a letter to a friend, who, fearing that the letter might be
embarrassing to the writer thereafter, thought it better to keep it

to himself. But it did not follow, nor was there any reason to believe,

that Gladstone ever voted for intervention.”
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Ministers loyally and energetically seconded the
efforts of Canada to effect a reciprocity arrange-
ment with the United States, and finally in 1854,
mainly through the patient, judicious, and skilful
diplomacy of Lord Elgin, a treaty was successfully
negotiated. This convention gave to the fishermen
of the United States, in common with British
subjects, the right to take fish of every kind, except
shell-fish, on the sea-coasts and shores, and in the
bays, harbours, and creeks of Canada, New Bruns-
wick, Nova Scotia, and Prince Edward Island, and
the adjacent islands, with permission to land upon
the coasts and shores of such colonies and islands
for the purpose of drying their nets and curing
their fish; and admitted into the United States
from the British provinces free of duty:—grain,
flour, animals, meats, cotton, wool, seeds, vegeta-
bles, fruits, fish, poultry, eggs, hides, furs, skins,
stone, marble, slate, butter, cheese, tallow, lard,
horns, manures, ores of metals, coal, pitch, tar,
turpentine, ashes, timber, lumber, firewood, plants,
shrubs, trees, fish-oil, rice, broom-corn, bark, gyp-
sum, burr or grindstones, dye-stuffs, flax, hemp,
tow, rags, and tobacco unmanufactured. The free
navigation of the St. Lawrence and of the canals
in Canada was conceded to the citizens of the
United States, and the navigation of Lake Michi-
gan secured to British subjects. It was also provided
“that no export or other duty shall be levied on
lumber or timber of any kind cut on that portion
I 71
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of the American territory in the State of Maine
watered by the River St. John and its tributaries,
and floated down that river to the sea, when the
same is shipped to the United States from the
Province of New Brunswick.”

Under this liberal and comprehensive convention
the trade of Canada had a remarkable and splendid
expansion, and very close and intimate business
relationships were established between the Ameri-
can states and the British provinces. Possibly we
over-estimate the advantages which Canada derived
from the arrangement. In any event we should
have measurably recovered from the disappearance
of the British preferences and the repeal of the
Navigation Laws, and possibly have discovered, as
we did discover so many years later, that a free
British market has a voracious maw for Canadian
products, and that an abiding trade depression in a
country with Canada’s wealth of resources and
thrifty and energetic population need never be
apprehended. Still the Treaty of 1854 was of timely
and of signal benefit to Canada, and also of
substantial advantage to the United States. The
value of fish taken by the fishing vessels of Maine
and Massachusetts in the fisheries of the Gulf
and in Canadian waters increased from $280,000
in 1854 to $1,265,000 in 1856. Similarly, the
mackerel fishery increased from 250 vessels, man-
ned by 2,750 men, to 600 vessels, employing 9,000
men, and the value of the catch from $85,000 to
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$4,567,000. The gross exchange of natural products
between the British provinces and the United States
rose from $20,000,000 in 1853, to $84,000,000 in
1866; and during the thirteen years that the treaty
was in operation, our exports to the United States
were in round figures $267,000,000 and our imports
therefrom $363,000,000. Hence, even if we allow
for the inflated prices which prevailed during the
war of the rebellion, it is still manifest that a
free American market is of great consequence to
this country, and that we cannot easily over-esti-
mate the importance of good commercial relations
with the United States.

The treaty was terminated in 1866 at the instance
of the American Government. Mr. McCulloch,
Secretary of the Treasury, in a report to Congress
in 1865 said: “The people of the United States
could not consent to be taxed as producers while
those outside of our boundaries, exempt from our
burdens, shall be permitted as competitors to have
full access to our markets.” J. W. Ingalls, collector
of customs at Cape Vincent, reported: “So far as
the trade of this district is an indication of the
relative advantages of the reciprocity treaty to the
two countries interested, they are in about the pro-
portion of twenty to one in favour of Canada. . ..
It appears that our imports of dutiable and free
goods before and since the treaty was in about the
proportion of one to twenty, while our exports of
the same before and since, show the proportion of
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twenty to one. In other words we offer a premium
of 95 per cent. of our former revenue for Canadian
competition in our markets while they pay to us
but 5 per cent. of theirs to compete with them in
their markets.” It was contended at Washington
that Canada had not fairly observed the terms of
the convention. In 1858 and 1859 higher customs
duties were imposed upon manufactures, the duties
upon cottons were increased from 15 per cent. to
20 per cent., and upon iron from 5 per cent. to
10 per cent. Protests came alike from Westminster
and from Washington, The new tariffs and the
general bearings and results of the treaty were
investigated by commissioners acting in behalf of
the Washington Government. George W. Brega,
one of these commissioners, reported that the free
navigation of the St. Lawrence was a matter of
necessity in view of the immense growth of the
great North-West. He represented that the prin-
cipal reason for the termination of the reciprocity
treaty was not so much a consideration of ine-
quality in its provisions—for these might have ;
been amended without going to the extent of
abrogating the convention—as the fact that the

rebellion had forced upon the United States a con- j
dition of things which did not exist when the
treaty was made, and which rendered its continu-
ance an embarrassment in the arrangement of their
complex tariff system. He, however, declared in
favour of re-opening commercial intercourse with
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the British provinces. Israel T. Hatch, another of
these commissioners, found that “during six months
when the St. Lawrence route is open it is seldom
safe, owing to strong currents, immense masses of
ice, and fogs almost perpetual.” He contended that
“viewed as a question of national integrity, the
conduct of the Canadian Parliament in taxing the
products of American industry almost to their
exclusion from the province must be pronounced
to be a violation, not only of the letter and spirit of
the treaty, but of the amity and good faith in
which it was conceived.”* He reported, therefore,
in favour of abrogation. The position of the Cana-
dian Government was clearly set forth by A. T.
Galt, Canadian Minister of Finance, in his reply to
the remonstrances of the Imperial Government
against the protective character of the new Cana-
dian tariff. Mr. Galt said: “The policy of the
present Government in re-adjusting the tariff has
been, in the first place, to obtain sufficient revenue
for the public wants ; secondly, to do so in such a
manner as would most fairly distribute the addi-
tional burdens upon the different classes of the
community; and it will undoubtedly be a subject of
gratification to the Government if they find the
duties absolutely required to meet their engage-
ments should incidentally benefit and encourage
the production in the country of many of those
articles which we now import.”
1 Executive documents, 40th Congress, 2nd Session.
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The United States have never considered the
free entry of their natural products into Canada as
an adequate equivalent for the free admission of !
the natural products of Canada into American |
markets. Hence they held that the very basis of
the Treaty of 1854 was violated by the increase of
Canadian duties on imported manufactures. Besides,
the unfriendly attitude of the official classes of
Britain towards the North during the civil war, and
occasional manifestations of Southern feeling in
Canada, bred resentment at Washington, and dis- :
posed Northern politicians to punish the British .
provinces by the withdrawal of commercial privi-
leges. Congress, in short, was manifestly determined
to abrogate the treaty, or to exact, as the price
of its continuance, extraordinary concessions from
Canada.' In 1862 the Committee of Commerce of

14The causes which led to the repeal of a treaty so largely advan-
tageous to the United States have been long well understood. The
commercial classes in the Eastern and Western States were, on the
whole, favourable to an enlargement of the treaty, so as to bring in
British Columbia and Vancouver Island, now colonies of the Crown,
and to include certain other articles, the produce of both countries ;
but the real cause of its repeal was the prejudice in the North against
) the provinces for their supposed sympathy for the Confederate States
during the war of the rebellion. A large body of men in the North
| believed that the repeal of the treaty would sooner or later force the
] provinces into annexation, and a bill was actually introduced in the
House of Representatives providing for the admission of those coun-
tries—a mere political straw, it is true, but still showing the current of
opinion in some quarters in those days.”—‘“Canada and the United

| States,” an historical retrospect by Sir John Bourinot.
’ ““If there was one thing more than another, apart from the irritation
growing out of the events which happened during the late war, which
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the House of Representatives proposed to supersede
the treaty with a commercial Zollverein, but Mr.
Galt intimated that “the project of an American
Zollverein, to which the British provinces should
become parties, is one wholly inconsistent with the
maintenance of their connection with Great Britain,
and also opposed on its own merits to the interest
of the people of these provinces.”

Opinion in the United States was by no means
unanimous for the abrogation of the treaty. At the
instance of the Board of Trade of Montreal, the
Chamber of Commerce of the State of New York
in 1865 undertook an investigation into conditions
under the treaty, and prepared a luminous and
exhaustive report on trade relations between the
British provinces and the United States. The select
committee appointed to conduct the investigation
addressed letters of inquiry to the Boards of Trade
in the cities chiefly interested in trade with Canada,
and the replies received were incorporated in the
report. The Board of Trade of Philadelphia de-
clared unanimously for the abrogation of the treaty,
instigated them in abrogating the reciprocity treaty, it was the belief
that they could compel us into a closer political alliance with them. It
is, therefore, desirable, and indeed our ifest duty, to show them,
not in a spirit of hostility, but certainly in that of independence, that
while we value their friendship and value their trade, we will not
conform to unreasonable terms, and will not have either our commer-

cial policy or our political allegiance dictated to us by any foreign
country.”—From the budget speech of A. T. Galt, June 26th, 1866,

! Report of the Hon. A. T. Galt, adopted by the Canadian Govern-
ment, March 17th, 1862.
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on the ground that its advantages had been alto-
gether in favour of Great Britain. The Board of
Trade of Chicago pronounced the subject one “of
great importance,” but reported “conflicting views
respecting the advantages and disadvantages of the
treaty.” The Troy Board of Trade declared against
abrogation. The Board of Trade of Baltimore held
that the general operations of the treaty had been
beneficial to both countries, and declared that they
would regret to see the arrangement terminated.
Some modifications and changes might be needed,
but it appeared to the Board that a free exchange
with each other of their chief products was desira-
ble, and the mutual concessions granted in the
treaty of the free navigation of the St. Lawrence
and Lake Michigan, and the right of taking fish on
the shores bordering on each country were very
important. These privileges, enjoyed for so long a
period, could not now be abolished without much
inconvenience and perhaps ill-feeling, particularly
on the part of the border residents. They, therefore,
recommended the. continuance of the treaty, with
such modifications as the changed conditions of trade
might require, and with the object of increasing
rather than diminishing the free commercial inter-
course then existing under the treaty. The Mer-
chants’ Exchange at Bath, Me., concluded that the
treaty as it stood was satisfactory. They were not
in favour of its abrogation nor of negotiating a new
convention, and were not aware of any disadvantage
78 I
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that the United States had suffered under the
arrangement.

The committee summarized these various reports,
and then proceeded to declare the position of the
Chamber of Commerce of the State of New York.
It was pointed out that in 1852 the Chamber had
memorialized Congress in favour of a reciprocity
treaty with the British provinces; that in 1856
in order to “remove all commercial restrictions on
the commerce and navigation of the Canadas and
the United States,” they had proposed to admit
into the respective countries the natural productions
and manufactures of both, and to open to their
vessels the coasting trade on the intervening waters
of the two countries, with “all the advantages that
now exist between adjoining States;” and again in
1859 had memorialized Congress to enlarge the
operations of the existing Reciprocity Treaty by
removing all duties and restrictions on the im-
portations into the United States of all articles, the
growth, produce, or manufacture of the Canadas,
and to permit all vessels built in Canada to partici-
pate on equal terms in the shipping and coasting
trade on the interior lakes and waters intervening
between the two countries, and to open to the free
and common use of both all coasts, ports, and water
communications whenever the British Government
reciprocated by a similar enactment.

They said : “ Across and far beyond a remarkable
natural chain of lakes and rivers, which seems to be
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rather a bond than a barrier, there is a country
to which we wish well as our fathers did. Its \
institutions assimilate to ours, and if not entirely so,
it is its own business. In the largest degree, the
population has with us a common ancestry, and
such portions of it as have not, may find among us
great numbers of their own language and creed,
who have found here their preferred home.” They
took a liberal view of the new Canadian tariff,
to which such strong exception was taken at Wash-
ington, and said : “ With regard to the duties levied
in Canada on American manufactures, Mr. Galt,
the present able Minister of Finance of Canada,
explained to the Manchester Board of Commerce
when he was last in England, that the colony was
too poor to bear direct taxation for increasing ,
the revenue, the public debt being $60,000,000, of ri
which $20,000,000 had been expended on canals,
and as much more on railways ; that the duties of
20 and 10 per cent. on manufactures of textile
fabrics were moderate, and for revenue and not for
protection ; and any further increase would be only
to keep pace with the increase of the American ]
tariff caused by the war.” They argued that the
additional duties laid on American manufactured \
imports into Canada were still moderate, and were «
‘ for revenue purposes only; that “with our own ¢
{ , 4 present high tariff, we are the last persons who have v
{ a right to complain of any similar procedure;” and t
i ¢ that, “notwithstanding the provincial duties, our o
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manufacturers find a large outlet in that direction.”
The United States could still furnish an immense
variety of fabrics which the Canadas needed and
could not as yet manufacture for themselves, and in
return for this trade could offer the British prov-
inces “their best and nearest markets, great cities
on the lakes, greater cities on the ocean, where
capital is always ready for the purchase of their
products.”

The report proceeded: “Looking at these lakes,
the Mediterranean of the North, so ingeniously
connected by the enterprise of man that they have
become almost one, and noticing how far into the
interior their cheap and abundant navigation ex-
tends, it would seem like shutting our eyes to
the gifts of Providence, bestowed in this magnificent
and useful form, if, by any short-sighted or narrow
policy, we should close them against further pro-
gress. It would seem the part of extreme folly,
if, after constructing so many iron paths to these
reservoirs, which collect from every bay and inlet
on their shores the materials for inland distribution
or foreign consumption, we should close them now.”
If the reciprocity arrangement entirely fell, the
whole advantage gained from the free navigation
of the St. Lawrence would fall with it. In that
case the great agricultural interests in the West
would be excluded from a natural and cheap outlet
they now possessed, and be driven entirely to rely
on the American canals, which were choked up

I 81




SIR WILFRID LAURIER

with business already, and required enlargement, at
an enormous expense, to do the transportation
pressed upon them. It was for the interest, as it
was the right, of the cereal and other crop pro-
ducers in the West, to have, not only a domestic
market, but a foreign one near their own boundaries,
which would cost nothing but an intelligent appre-
ciation and a proper commercial use of them. It
was added that, “To throw away the existing com-
merce we possess under the treaty, which in the
aggregate since 1854 amounts to upwards of $300,-
000,000, is to ignore the existence of a great country
on our borders, our commerce with which is more
secure from maritime dangers than any other we
possess ; and to retire from the full use of the great
lakes and rivers emptying into the Gulf of St.
Lawrence, their natural outlet, would be an act of
very doubtful policy, if not positive injury.” The
Committee therefore recommended that the policy
of the Board founded on sound commercial prin-
ciples should be maintained, and the Reciprocity
Treaty renewed with such just and liberal modi-
fications as would render it still more advantageous
to all concerned.! '

In 1866 the treaty was terminated, and for a
time there was just such gloom and apprehension
in Canada as prevailed when the Navigation Laws

1 See Report of the Select Committee of the Chamber of Commerce
of the State of New York on the Reciprocity Treaty as to trade between
the British North American provinces and the United States of
America, 1865.
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were repealed, and the British preferences in favour
of colonial products abolished.! Few among the
public men of Canada then attempted to deny the
enormous advantages of free access to American
markets, and almost from the very day that the
treaty was denounced, the British and Canadian
authorities laboured at Washington for its revival,
or for the negotiation of some similar measure
of reciprocal trade between the two countries. There
followed thirty years of vain and impotent diplo-
macy, thirty years of harsh tariff treatment of
Canada, thirty years of gradual relaxation of

1 The industry of Canada had been largely directed to the supply of
the American markets with dities for home ption, as well
as for foreign exportation, and the repeal in 1866 of the Reciprocity
Treaty, under which so vast a trade had grown up, rendered im-
peratively ry prompt es to open new markets for the sale
of Canadian produce. These measures were at once taken. Under the
influence of the formal notice given by the United States in 1865,
of their intention to terminate the treaty, federation of the provinces,
then under discussion, was hurried on, and became a fait accompli
within fifteen months after its repeal. The Intercolonial Railway was at
once undertaken, at a cost of over $20,000,000, at the national
expense, to secure direct connection to and from the Atlantic Ocean,
at Halifax and 8t. John, on Canadian soil ; and the last section of that
road will shortly be open for traffic. C issioners were despatched to
the British and other West India Islands, and to South American States,
w promote the extension of direct trade between them and the

The enlarg t of the canals, the improvement of the
mv:gltaon of the Lakes and River St. Lawrence, the construction of
the Bay Verte canal, to connect the waters of the Bay of Fundy and
the St. Lawrence, the subsidizing of ocean and river steamship lines,
and the promotion of the great ship-building and fishery interests, all
received a new and vigorous impetus.—From the memorandum of the
British Plenipotentiaries appointed to negotiate the Reciprocity Treaty
of 1874.
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Canadian rights under solemn treaty engagements
in order to preserve good relations on this continent
and keep the peace between Great Britain and the
United States. When John A. Macdonald, George
Brown, George E. Cartier, and A. T. Galt visited
London in 1865 to discuss the details of Confeder-
ation with British Ministers, they urged upon
the Imperial Government the importance to Canada
of a renewal of the Reciprocity Treaty with the
United States, and fruitless representations to this
end were made both through the American Minister
in London and the British Minister at Washington.
During the same year in response to a suggestion
from Washington that something could perhaps be
accomplished by concurrent legislation, Mr. Galt
and Mr. Howland went down to the American
capital, and apparently found the temper of the
Executive and of Congress not wholly unfavourable
to some modification of the imposts upon Canadian
products in return for equivalent concessions from
Canada. At any rate, the Canadian Government
decided to send to Washington a delegation repre-
sentative of all the provinces which had embraced
the scheme of Confederation, and Galt, Howland,
Wm. A. Henry, of Nova Scotia, and Albert J.
Smith, of New Brunswick, were appointed to con-
duct the negotiations.

It was in consequence of the agreement made by
Galt and Howland with the Ways and Means
Committee of Congress to accept a scheme of con-
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current legislation instead of a Treaty of Reciprocity
that George Brown withdrew from the Coalition
Government. He was especially opposed to any
arrangement that would give the United States
proprietary rights in the Canadian canals, and con-
sidered that commercial intercourse, based upon
reciprocal legislation would not afford that element
of stability which is essential to successful com-
merce. “I resigned,” he said in the Senate some
years afterwards, ““because I felt very strongly that
though we in Canada derived great advantage from
the Treaty of 1854, the American people derived
still greater advantage from it. I had no objection
to that, and was quite ready to renew the old
treaty, or even to extend it largely on fair terms of
reciprocity. But I was not willing to ask for renewal
as a favour to Canada; I was not willing to offer
special inducements for renewal without fair con-
cessions in return; I was not willing that the canals
and inland waters of Canada should be made the
joint property of the United States and Canada,
and be maintained at their joint expense; I was
not willing that the customs and excise duties of
Canada should be assimilated to the prohibitory
rates of the United States ; and very especially was
I unwilling that any such arrangement should be
entered into with the United States, dependent
upon the frail tenure of reciprocal legislation, re-
pealable at any moment at the caprice of either
11 85
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party.” Mr. Mackenzie in his life of George Brown
adds: “There can be no doubt that Mr. Brown felt
a personal slight was offered him when Mr. How-
land was sent with Mr. Galt on a mission to
promote reciprocity—when Mr. Howland, who was
not a member of the confederate council on com- :
mercial treaties, was sent on such a mission, although 1
Mr. Brown and Mr. Galt were the members of that 1
council.” jl‘

Nothing, however, resulted from the negotiations !
at Washington. The terms on this, as on so many
other occasions, were such as Canada could not
accept. The American proposals provided that only
millstones, rags, firewood, grindstones, plasters, and
gypsum should be admitted free of duty; that
existing fishing arrangements should continue; that
the common use of the canals should be enjoyed
by both countries on equal terms; that the bonding
system should not be disturbed; and that a scale of

1 Speech of the Hon. George Brown in the Senate, March 5th, 1875.

2 “Life and Speeches of the Hon. George Brown,” by Alexander
Mackenzie, page 103..
Sir Francis Hincks in his Budget Speech on March 10th, 1871, said:

UFR ““Now as to the negotiations at Washington—why, sir, the honourable
4 { ) member for Sherbrooke (Mr. Galt), is the last member in this House
‘l who should have said one word upon this subject. The honourable
" 1 member said that my remarks were an excuse unworthy of a Finance

i Minister, and talked of the duties which affected our own people, and
said the Government should legislate for them only. But, does the

‘ honourable gentleman remember the year 1866, when he was negoti-
' f ating with the Committee of Ways and Means at Washington ? When
' he was carrying on negotiations there with the evident intention of
¥ basing our tariff on that of the United States?”
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duties should be imposed on all products that were
free under the old treaty. This was at best an
insignificant advance upon existing arrangements,
and as we have said, was summarily rejected by the
Canadian Government. Here the question stood
in 1868 when the first tariff of the Dominion was
adopted, and when first appeared in the schedules
the statutory offer of reciprocity in natural products
which with modifications to suit changing circum-
stances was a feature of all Canadian tariffs down
to 1894.

In 1869 the Hon. John Rose, Canadian Minister
of Finance, attempted to renew negotiations through
the British Minister at Washington. Just what pro-
posals were then made in behalf of Canada will
probably never be revealed. In the House of Com-
mons in 1870, Mr. Huntington charged that the
Canadian Ministers submitted an offer of complete
reciprocity in manufactured goods as well as in
natural products, and the Hon. George Brown,
speaking in the Senate in 1875, declared that: “This
projet included the cession for a term of years of
our fisheries to the United States ; the enlargement
and enjoyment of our canals; the free enjoyment
of the navigation of the St. Lawrence River; the
assimilation of our customs and excise duties; the
concession of an import duty equal to the internal
revenue taxes of the United States; and the free
admission into either country of certain manufac-
tures of the other.” It will be observed that Mr.
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Brown’s statement in the Senate does not go as far
as that of Mr. Huntington in the House of Com-
mons five years before. Mr. Huntington insisted
that he had seen the memorandum which passed
between the British and American negotiators, and
that the British proposals amounted to complete :
free trade between Canada and the United States.! !
Mr. Brown speaking in 1875, said that the projet ]
included the assimilation of customs and excise

duties, and the free admission into either country

of certain manufactures of the other. This was

something short of absolute free trade, although it |
approached very nearly to an exclusive commercial
partnership between the two countries. Sir Francis
Hincks, who had succeeded to the office of Finance
Minister, claimed that such communications as had
passed at Washington were confidential, and denied
that the British proposals were as wide and liberal
as Huntington had alleged. Sir John Macdonald
also denied that an offer of complete reciprocity
was made, or that discrimination against Great
Britain was sanctioned. It is understood that the -
records of the Canadian Privy Council on the
subject have disappeared. Mr. Fish, Secretary of
State, in reply to an inquiry from the American
‘ Senate, said that the conversations held were too in-
formal to be made the subject of an official report,?

| 1 See reports of the debate in the Toronto Globe and the Toronto
‘ , ¥ Leader, March 17th, 1870,
( 2 Report icated to the 8 by President Grant, D b
. 22nd, 1869.
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and President Grant in his message of Dec-
ember, 1869, said: “The question of renewing
a treaty for reciprocal trade between the United
States and the British provinces on this continent
has not been favourably considered by the Adminis-
tration. The advantages of such a treaty would be
wholly in favour of the British producer. Except,
possibly, a few engaged in the trade between the
two sections, no citizen of the United States would
be benefited by reciprocity. Our internal taxation
would prove a protection to the British producer
almost equal to the protection which our manufac-
turers now receive from the tariff. Some arrange-
ment, however, for the regulation of commercial
intercourse between the United States and the
Dominion of Canada may be desirable.”™ Thus was
rejected perhaps the most generous proposition ever
submitted in behalf of Canada to the authorities at
Washington, and we seem now to have gone far
beyond the day when the Canadian people would
sanction any such revolutionary arrangement.

Equally abortive was the attempt of Sir John
Macdonald and his fellow commissioners to associ-
ate reciprocity with the negotiation of the Wash-
ington Treaty. The British representatives offered
to concede access to the deep sea-fisheries of
Canada in return for a renewal of the Treaty of
1854. But the American commissioners declared
that that treaty had proved unsatisfactory to the

1 First annual message of President Grant, December 6th, 1869,
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United States, and that its renewal was not in
their interests, and would not be in accordance
with the sentiments of their people. In 1873, the
National Board of Trade of the United States
memorialized Congress to appoint a commission to
frame a treaty, and the Dominion Board of Trade
addressed the Canadian Government to the same
effect. But the commission was not appointed, and
nothing resulted from the representations of the
commercial bodies.

A few months later the Government of Sir John
Macdonald resigned office, and a new set of Cana-
dian Ministers, as eager as their predecessors for lib-
eral trade relations between Canada and t ¢ United
States, turned their faces towards Washir tonin pur-
suit of a better commercial understa 1g between
the two countries, and easier access for Canadian
products into American markets. The Hon. George
Brown was appointed British Plenipotentiary to act
with Sir Edward Thornton, then British Minister to
the United States. Mr. Brown’s appointment was
singularly wise. He was the resolute friend of the
North during the civil war, and among British states-
men stood only below Bright and Cobden in appre-
ciation of American institutions, and in desire for the
integrity of the union. He was, at the same time,
i aggressively Canadian and heartily British. His
i patriotism was distinguished for love of his own
‘ country rather than for hatred of his neighbour,
and that is not the worst temper in which to face
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international negotiations. Mr. Brown was also thor-
oughly impressed with the importance of break-
ing down trade barriers between Canada and the
United States. He always admitted that Canadian
trade had greatly prospered under the Treaty of
1854, while insisting, with the logic of a free
trader, that the neighbouring States had derived
a corresponding benefit from the arrangement. In
a letter to Mr. Holton, in 1863, Mr. Brown said,
“ An immense card, politically, would be a renewal
of the United States Reciprocity Treaty. If you
can fix that for twenty years, you will give our
party a hold on the farmers that will be very diffi-
cult to over-estimate.”! A year afterwards he wrote
again to Mr. Holton : “ I am much concerned about
the Reciprocity Treaty. It appears to me that none
of us are sufficiently awake about it. I see very
serious trouble ahead if notice of the repeal is
given. Such a feeling will be manifested here as
will determine the United States to repeal it. They
will see then, if they do not now, how essential it
is to our prosperity here in Canada, and what many
here are prepared to do to secure its re-enactment.”

It is manifest, therefore, that although Mr. Brown
withdrew from the Coalition Government rather
than countenance the scheme of concurrent legisla-
tion, he set a high value upon the Treaty of 1854,
and was eager for its renewal, or for the negotiation

1 Mackenzie's “‘Life of George Brown,” page 206.

2 Macken.ie's ““Life of George Brown,” page 208.
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of some similar arrangement with the United
States. Mr. Brown was authorized by the Govern-
ment to offer a limited reciprocity in manufactures,
and an unlimited reciprocity in natural products,
and also to pledge Canada to deepen the canals in
return for reciprocity in the coasting trade. There
was, however, to be no discrimination against Great
Britain, and the schedule of manufactures was to
cover only “articles not produced in or exported from
Great Britain to this country, together with such
other articles as the Imperial and Dominion Gov-
ernments may eventually agree upon, or as may by
mutual arrangement be entered at a fixed duty to
be specified in the treaty.” Sir Edward Thornton
and Mr. Brown laboured with admirable tact and
diligence to effect an arrangement under these
conditions, and at length a draft treaty for twenty-
one years was framed by the joint negotiators. It
was in the main a generous and statesmanlike
adjustment of the commercial relations between
the two countries. The draft treaty put lumber and
coal and all farm products on the free list, and
struck off the duties from agricultural implements,
axles, boots and shoes, boot and shoe-making ma-
chines; buffalo robes, cotton grain bags, cotton
denims, cotton jeans, unbleached; cotton drillings,
unbleached; cotton plaids, cotton ticking, cotton-
ades, unbleached; cabinet-ware and furniture; felt
covering for boilers; gutta percha belting and tub-
ing; carriages, carts, waggons, and other wheeled
92 I
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vehicles and sleighs; fire-engines; iron—bar, hoop,
pig, puddled, rod, sheet, or scrap; iron nails, spikes,
bolts, tacks, brads, or springs; iron castings; India
rubber belting and tubing; locomotives for rail-
ways, or parts thereof; lead, sheet or pig; leather,
sole or upper; leather, harness and saddlery; mill or
factory or steamboat fixed engines and machines,
or parts thereof; manufactures of marble, stone,
slate or granite; manufactures of wood solely, or of
wood nailed, bound, hinged, or locked with metal
materials; mangles, washing machines, wringing
machines, and drying machines; printing paper;
paper-making machines; printing-type, presses and
folders, paper cutters, ruling machines, page num-
bering machines, and stereotyping and electrotyp-
ing apparatus; refrigerators; satinets of wool and
cotton; steam engines; railroad cars, carriages and
trucks; steel, wrought or cast, and steel plates and
rails; tin tubes and piping; tweeds, of wool solely,
and water-wheel machines and apparatus.

Canada also undertook to concede the free use of
the fisheries for twenty-one years; to abandon the
arbitration then proceeding under the Washington
Treaty; to enlarge the Welland and St. Lawrence
canals; and to construct the Caughnawaga and
Whitehall canals. It was further agreed that each
country should enjoy equal rights in the coasting-
trade of the inland lakes and of the St. Lawrence
River; to concede to each on equal terms the use
of the Canadian, New York, and Michigan canals;
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to admit vessels built in either country to all the
advantages of registry in the other; to organize
a joint commission to secure the efficient lighting
of the inland waters common to both countries;
and finally to appoint a joint commission to pro-
mote the protection and propagation of fish in such
waters. It was also provided that the manufactures
covered by the treaty should be subject to a sliding
scale, under which the imposts were to be reduced
by one-third each year until complete abolition was
‘ effected.!
4 “ This was a liberal and comprehensive arrange-
' ment, and it seems impossible to argue that it gave
{! the balance of advantage to Canada. Naturally, the
' manufacturers’ schedule aroused serious opposition

&
! ( 1 The article of the proposed treaty which meets most opposition on
this side is that which provides for the gradual extinction of duties on
! the manufactures which it is proposed to make free between Canada
1} and the United States, after the 30th June, 1877. During the fiscal
year ending June, 1876, each country would be entitled to charge two-
thirds of its present duty ; the next year one-third. To start with, the
A inequality of the duties is very great—say 17 to 50, for illustration and
{ not as an exact comparison—and the proposal for gradually extinguish-
| ing them continues the disproportion. Many fear that during this period
! [ of transition, American manufacturers would gain control of our mar-
| ( [ ket, and extinguish our young and struggling manufactures by the aid

i

! of this discriminating duty; and this fear cannot be regarded as idle
i | or groundless. The existing inequality would be greatly aggravated.
Y The American manufacturers can almost command our markets at
{ present; if the duties be lowered on our side, without an equal chance
{ of competition being given in their market, there is much reason to fear

|

|

l ‘ the effect of three years’ discrimination against our infant manufactures
i would be fatal. This is, beyond all doubt, a very serious feature of the

‘ ¥ proposed treaty.—The Nation, July 9th, 1874.
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in this country, and there was keen and powerful
criticism of the magnitude of the engagements
assumed by Canada under the draft treaty. The
manufacturing and mercantile interests strongly
opposed the arrangement, while the shipping in-
terest was divided. In the East the failure to
secure reciprocity in the Atlantic coasting trade
caused grave dissatisfaction. The Dominion Board
of Trade, by a vote of twenty-seven to six, declared
that the privileges conceded were greater than the
privileges obtained. A convention of manufacturers
at Hamilton pronounced against the treaty. They
objected to the arrangement on the ground that it
was a departure from the policy for many years
maintained in Canada of encouraging home in-
dustries, which policy was almost unanimously
upheld by both the agricultural and commercial
interests, as well as by the manufacturing interests.
Should the treaty go into operation it would bring
about a social and commercial crisis, attended with
ruin to many. The admission of both English and
American goods into Canada free of duty would
have a serious effect on many industries, close up
many manufacturing establishments, reduce the
population, contract the general trade of the coun-
try, and affect inevitably agricultural as well as
commercial interests.

The sliding scale was denounced, and it was
represented that the effect of the treaty would be
to reduce the cost of production in the United
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States and to increase the cost of production in
Canada, thereby destroying the advantages which
Canada possessed in cheapness of manufacturing.
If there should be serious loss of revenue from the
admission free of goods from both England and the
United States while we were involved in heavy
expenditures for public works, to which we were
already pledged, heavy direct taxation would be
inevitable. This would be a hardship to the agricul-
tural population far more than counterbalancing
any benefits which could be derived from the
treaty. While it was desirable to improve our
canals to such extent as was practicable, it was
a rash undertaking to be bound by treaty to this
obligation, without regard to contingencies, especi-
ally as the American Government engaged merely
to make recommendations to the authorities of
certain States in support of reciprocal privileges in
American canals. The American patent laws would
come between the manufacturers of Canada and
those of the United States, and many Canadian
manufacturers would find themselves as effectually
excluded from the American market by these laws
as by prohibitory duties levied at the custom house.
Certain clauses of the treaty were open to conflict-
ing interpretations, and these doubtful points would
be construed by the American Government in
favour of its own citizens and against foreigners.
The Caughnawaga canal would tend to divert trade
from the St. Lawrence to Boston and New York,
96 11
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and thereby increase the cost of freight to and from
our seaboard ports, and cripple and diminish our
direct trade with other countries. The treaty, in
short, would cause a great disturbance of business
generally, weaken the manufacturing interests, seri-
ously injure the farmers’ home market, and bring
loss upon merchants through the failure of accus-
tomed markets and non-employment of many per-
sons.!

But there was still a great body of opinion in
favour of the arrangement, and its acceptance at
Woashington would have strengthened the Mac-
kenzie Administration, and perhaps averted the
protectionist movement which carried the Con-
servative leaders back to office. The draft treaty
was not even considered by Congress. The message
with which President Grant sent the draft to the
Senate was guarded and inconclusive. The Presi-
dent said, ““ The Plenipotentiaries of Her Britannic
Majesty at Washington have submitted to the
Secretary of State for my consideration a draft of a
treaty for the reciprocal regulation of the commerce
and trade between the United States and Canada,
with provisions for the enlargement of the Canadian
canals and for their use by United States vessels on
terms of equality with British vessels. I am of the
opinion that a proper treaty for such purposes
would result beneficially for the United States. It

1 See report of the meeting of the Ontario Industrial Association at
Hamilton, August 12th-13th, 1874,
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would not only open or enlarge markets for our
products, but it would increase the facilities of
transportation from the grain-growing States of the
West to the seaboard. The proposed draft has many
features to commend it to our favourable consider-
ation, but whether it makes all the concessions
which could justly be required of Great Britain, or
whether it calls for more concessions from the
United States than we should yield I am not pre-
pared to say. Among the provisions are articles
proposing to dispense with the arbitration respecting
the fisheries, which was provided for by the Treaty
of Washington, in the event of the conclusion and
ratification of a treaty and the passage of all the
legislation necessary to enforce it. These provisions,
as well as other considerations, make it desirable
that this subject should receive attention before the
close of the present session. I therefore express an
earnest wish that the Senate may be able to consider
and determine before the adjournment of Congress
whether it will give its constitutional concurrence
to the conclusion of a ‘treaty with Great Britain
for the purposes already named, either in such form
as is proposed by the British Plenipotentiaries or in
such other more acceptable form as the Senate may
prefer.” The draft treaty reached the Senate only
two days before adjournment. It was taken up
in secret session and returned to the President with
the advice that it was inexpedient to proceed with

1 Special message of President Grant to Congress, June 18th, 1874
08 u
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its consideration. Thus the measure died on the
threshold of Congress, and it was to know no
resurrection. The abrupt and inconsiderate action
of the Senate was resented in Canada, and was one
among the many reasons which led the Canadian
people to accept the policy of protection and to
welcome the increase of duties on American pro-
ducts.

Sir John Macdonald was always conscious of the
strength of Canadian feeling for reciprocal trade
relations with the United States. No one was less
disposed than the Conservative leader to undervalue
the treaty of 1854. He had said in 1860 that one
great cause of the prosperity of the farmerin Upper
Canada was the Reciprocity Treaty and the con-
sequent interchange of agricultural commodities
and raw materials. He said years afterwards that
the Government which negotiated the treaty had
done an important service to Canada. He was more
than willing when the Washington Treaty was
under negotiation to yield the fisheries for reciprocal
trade privileges. The question was adroitly handled
by the Conservative politicians during the pro-
tectionist campaign. The argument for protection
was associated with the desire for reciprocity. A
national policy of protection, said Sir John Mac-
donald’s resolution of 1878, “will prevent Canada
from being made a sacrifice market, will encourage
and develop an active interprovincial trade, and
moving as it ought to do, in the direction of
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reciprocity of tariffs with our neighbours so far as the
varied interests of Canada may demand, will greatly
tend to procure for this country eventually reci-
procity of trade.” In a speech made at Simcoe on
September 27th, 1876, he declared that he was in
favour of “reciprocal free trade” if it could be
obtained, but that so long as the United States
closed their markets to Canada we should consult
only our own interests.? This was the keynote of a
spirited and sagacious campaign, and there is hardly
any doubt that thousands of farmers accepted pro-
tection in the hope that increase of Canadian duties
would incline the statesmen at Washington to
seek a reciprocity arrangement with the British
provinces. The temper of Washington, however,
was otherwise affected, and for many years there-
after there was no serious negotiation for better
commercial intercourse between the two countries.
The Canadian tariff of 1879 embodied the standing
offer of reciprocity in natural products, but no one
expected that any such limited arrangement would
be accepted by the United States. In 1880 Con-
gressman Cox, of New York, then chairman of the
House Committee on foreign affairs, reported a bill
for the appointment of a commission to consider
trade relations between Canada and the Republic,
but it was not adopted. Here, as at Washington,

1 Hansard, March 7th, 1878, page 854.
2 Lieut.-Col. J. P. Macpherson's “Life of Sir John Macdonald,”
Vol. II., page 215.
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reciprocity of tariffs seemed to be accepted as the
settled commercial policy, and for a time the
argument for reciprocity of trade was a very minor
feature of the sustained Liberal attack upon the
system of protection.

1 The Montreal Star Almanac for 1897 has a compact and compre-
hensive review of trade negotiations between Canada and the United
States from 1854 to 1892 by Mr. A. H. U, Colquhoun.
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CHAPTER XX

TRADE AND THE FISHERIES

T was in connection with the fisheries that the
question of Reciprocity was revived. If Cana-
dians have always sought access to the markets
of the United States, the American Government
has been just as anxious to secure fishing privileges
in British waters. On the Atlantic coast, by treaty,
by agreement, and in part by custom, American
fishermen had from the time of the Declaration of
Independence certain privileges. By the Treaty of
Versailles in 1783, Americans were allowed to fish
on the grand bank and other banks of Newfound-
land, and were permitted to dry and cure fish in the
unsettled bays, harbours, and creeks of Nova Scotia
so long as these remained unsettled. Privileges were
also conferred to take and cure fish on certain well-
defined portions of the British North American
coast. The Treaty of Versailles was annulled by the
war of 1812, and under the Treaty of Ghent of
1814 there were no provisions for the participation
of Americans in the North Atlantic fisheries. In
1818, a treaty was negotiated under which the
Americans practically surrendered the inshore fish-
eries south of the Strait of Belle Isle. Many disputes
arose as to the proper interpretation of the clauses
1 108
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of this treaty which forbade the Americans to enter
bays and harbours except for the purpose of repairs,
and for procuring wood and water; and as to
whether the word bay meant all bays, including the -
Bay of Fundy and the Bay of Chaleurs, as claimed
by Nova Scotia, or whether American vessels should '
be excluded only from bays that were less than six
miles wide at the mouth. In effect, the Americans
claimed the right of fishing anywhere except within
three miles from the land, while Nova Scotia
claimed that the line should be drawn from head-
land to headland, no matter how wide the bay 1
might be, and that fishing should not be carried
on within three miles from the coast line as so
defined.

In 1845, the British Government, while insisting
upon its right to exclude American fishermen from l
all bays, relaxed that right so far as the Bay of i
Fundy was concerned. The question, however, con-
tinued to be one of great difficulty, and there were

ports on the same terms as British fishing vessels.
i This treaty, as we have seen, was terminated in
“ 1866 at the instance of the United States, and
{
¢

'J4 many infractions of the three mile limit. By the
'Q‘ Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 the trouble was ended
|| for a time, and fishing vessels of the United States

}1 | were permitted to enter British North American
il
s

in consequence the privileges of American fishermen
i in the Canadian inshore fisheries ceased, and the
i Treaty of 1818 was revived.
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But whenever a treaty is denounced or a treaty
rejected at Washington, Canada is forced to make
conciliatory arrangements, and to accept sacri-
ficial compromises in order to temper American
opinion and preserve international good neighbour-
hood. In this case it was agreed between the
Canadian and Imperial authorities that, on payment
of a license fee of $1.00 per ton. Americans should
continue to fish in Canadian waters until some
more satisfactory settlement could be effected. For
a few years the fee was paid by many of the
American fishermen, and then gradually the regu-
lation was ignored, payments discontinued, and the
fishing grounds occupied as freely and boldly by
unlicensed Americans as by the fishermen of Can-
ada. Hence the necessity for the negotiation of the
Treaty of Washington. But unfortunately for Can-
ada the settlement of the claims of the United
States against Great Britain for losses inflicted upon
American commerce by Confederate cruisers fitted
out in British ports during the civil war, rather
than the protection of Canadian fishing interests,
was the main concern of the British negotiators;
and the preservation of good relations with the
United States, even at the expense of Canada, was
the determined policy of the Home Government.
The story of the negotiations is well told in Sir
John Macdonald’s private correspondence, which
forms the most pregnant chapters in Mr. Pope’s
life of the Conservative statesman, and forever
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vindicates him from the charge of recreancy to
Canadian interests.!

The essential terms of the treaty as finally
settled provided for the free admission into the
United States of salt-water fish as a partial equiva-
lent for the free access of American fishing vessels
to the Canadian fisheries; the concession to the
United States of the free navigation of the St.
Lawrence in return for the free use of Lake
Michigan and the rivers Yukon, Stikine, and Por-
cupine in Alaska; and an agreement to deter-
mine by arbitration the value of the Canadian
fisheries in excess of the privileges conceded by the
United States. In consequence of the failure in the
Senate of the draft treaty of reciprocity negotiated
by Mr. Brown and Sir Edward Thornton, this
arbitration became necessary, and the result was an
award in favour of Canada and Newfoundland for
$5,500,000, for twelve years use of the inshore
fisheries as the excess value of our fisheries to
the United States above the American concessions
under the treaty. This result was not well received
at Washington, and in the general opinion of the
American press and of American politicians, repre-
sented an excessive valuation of the Canadian
fisheries. It was inevitable that the clauses of the
treaty under which the award was made would not
be accepted by the American authorities as a per-

1 Joseph Pope's ““ Life of Sir John Macdonald,” Vol. II., pages 85-
140.

106 11

|
|
|
|




TRADE AND THE FISHERIES

manent arrangement, and in 1885, in consonance
with American opinion, they were terminated by
Congress. This threw Canada back upon the con-
vention of 1818, and the Canadian Government
entered upon a vigorous enforcement of the terms
of the treaty. American vessels were not allowed to
fish within the three mile limit, nor to tranship
cargoes of fish in Canadian ports, nor to enter such
ports for any purpose except for shelter, wood,
water, and repairs. Not a few American vessels
were seized, some were condemned, and all craft
seeking to poach upon the Canadian fishing grounds
were vexed and harassed by the Government crui-
sers. There was some opinion in Canada that the
operations of the protective fleet were unnecessarily
spirited, and in the United States there was harsh
characterization of the treaty of 1818, and angry
denunciation of the policy of the Canadian authori-
ties. It was contended that the spirit of the old
treaty was harsh, coercive, and unneighbourly; that
its provisions were repugnant to the relations which
should exist between friendly communities, and
represented the temper of a barbaric era; and that
Canada’s attitude was aggressive, defiant, and ob-
noxious to the prestige and dignity of the United
States. There is no doubt the situation was full
of danger, and that at any moment an acci-
dental unlawful seizure, or the sacrifice of life
in some petty quarrel between a fishing vessel
and a Canadian cruiser might bring Great Brit-
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ain and the United States to the very verge of
hostilities.

The action of President Cleveland under the
circumstances was praiseworthy and statesmanlike.
In his first message to Congress he said: “In the
interest of good neighbourhood and of the com-
mercial intercourse of adjacent communities, the
question of the North American fisheries is one
of much importance;” and he therefore recom-
mended that “Congress provide for the appoint-
ment of a commission, in which the Governments
of the United States and Great Britain shall be
respectively represented, charged with the con-
sideration and settlement upon a just and equitable
basis of the entire question of the fishing rights of
the two Governments and their respective citizens
on the coasts of the United States and British
North America.” He added: “The fishing interests
being intimately related to other general questions
dependent upon contiguity and intercourse, con-
sideration thereof in all their equities might also
properly come within the purview of such a com-
mission, and the fullest latitude of expression on
both sides should be permitted.”* The President’s
recommendations were rejected by Congress, and,
therefore, in his second annual message he returned
to the subject. He now intimated that negotiations
had been instituted with the British Government

1 President Cleveland's first annual message to Congress, Dec. 8th,
1885.
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for such joint interpretation and definition of the
article of the Convention of 1818, relating to the
territorial waters and inshore fisheries of the British
provinces, as should secure the Canadian rights
from encroachment by United States fishermen,
and at the same time insure the enjoyment by the
latter of the privileges guaranteed to them by the
convention. He said that while he was unfeignedly
desirous that good relations should exist between
the United States and the inhabitants of Canada,
*“yet the action of their officials during the past
season toward our fishermen has been such as to
seriously threaten their continuance.” Two days
later, in a special message, he recommended that
“a commission be authorized by law to take per-
petuating proofs of the losses sustained during the
past year by American fishermen, owing to their
unfriendly and unwarranted treatment by the local
authorities of the Maritime Provinces of the Do-
minion of Canada.”?

But Congress, the bane of negotiations with
the United States, responsive to organized in-
terests and sensitive to popular clamour, ordered
a more heroic settlement, and on March 8rd, 1887,
passed a retaliatory act which provided that when-
ever the President should be satisfied that American
vessels were illegally, unjustly, or vexatiously re-
stricted or harassed in the exercise of their business,

1 Message to Congress, Dec. 6th, 1886.

2 Special message to Congress, Dec. 8th, 1886.
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or denied the privileges accorded to the most
favoured nation in respect to touching or trading

by the authorities of the British North American
Dominions, he might, by proclamation, close the

ports and waters of the United States against the

vessels and products of all or any part of the British
provinces. Under all the circumstances this was
mischievous and ungenerous, and the action of
Congress naturally excited apprehension in Great
Britain and indignation in Canada. If Mr. Cleve-

land had stood less firm and resolute we should

have had commercial war at once, and actual war

in the near distance. But the President refused to
exercise the power put into his hands by the
retaliatory act of Congress, and arranged with

Great Britain for the appointment of a com-
mission to adjust points of dispute under the
treaty of 1818, and for a more satisfactory settle- ;
ment of the relations between Canada and the ‘
United States.

The British commissioners appointed to conduct
this negotiation were Sir Lionel Sackville-West, Sir
Charles Tupper, and Mr. Joseph Chamberlain. As
in 1871 and 1874, Canada sought to associate the
question of reciprocal trade with the question of
the fisheries. On July 1st, 1885, the fishery clauses
of the treaty of Washington were terminated, and
at once fish-oil and fish of all kinds which had
passed free into the United States became subject
to customs duties, although the Canadian Govern-
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ment generously agreed to extend to American
vessels the fishing privileges enjoyed under the
treaty until the close of the season. This modus
vivendi, according to the correspondence between
the British Minister at Washington and Mr. Bay-
ard, Secretary of State, was reached with the under-
standing that, “The agreement has been arrived at
under circumstances affording prospect of nego-
tiation for development and extension of trade
between the United States and British North
America.” Mr. Foster, Minister of Marine and
Fisheries, in a report to the Privy Council of June
14th, 1886, in explanation and defence of the right
of Canada to enforce the provisions of the London
Convention, said: “The undersigned would express
the hope that the discussion which has arisen in
this question may lead to renewed negotiations
between Great Britain and the United States, and
may have the result of establishing extended trade
relations between the Republic and Canada, and of
removing all sources of irritation between the two
countries.” It is declared in a report of the Privy
Council of February 1st, 1887, that the Govern-
ment of Canada was not only ready to consent to
the appointment of a commission to determine the
limits of the territorial waters within which, subject
to the treaty of 1818, the exclusive right of fishing
belonged to Great Britain, but also to enter into
such other arrangements as would extend the

1 Correspondence relative to the Fisheries Question, 1885-87, page 84.
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commercial relations existing between the two coun-
tries.!

The Blue Book also gives an interesting unofficial
correspondence between Mr. Bayard and Sir Charles
Tupper. The American Secretary of State, in a
letter to the Canadian Minister, dated May 81st,
1887, said : “I am confident that we both seek to
attain a just and permanent settlement, and there
is but one way to procure it, and that is by a
straightforward treatment on a liberal and states-
manlike plan of the entire commercial relations of
the two countries. I feel we stand at the parting
of the ways.’ In one direction I can see a well-
assured, steady, healthful relationship, devoid of
petty jealousies and filled with the fruits of a pros-
perity arising out of a friendship cemented by
mutual interests, and enduring because based upon
justice; on the other, a career of embittered rival-
ries, staining our long frontier with the hues of
hostility, in which victory means the destruction of
an adjacent prosperity without gain to the prevalent
party—a mutual physical and moral deterioration
which ought to be abhorrent to patriots on both
sides, and which I am sure no two men will exert
themselves more to prevent than the parties to
this unofficial correspondence.” Sir Charles Tupper
said in reply that he “entirely concurred in the
statement that the one way to attain a just and
permanent settlement was by a straightforward

1Correspondence relative to the Fisheries Question, 1885-87, page 218.
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treatment on a liberal and statesmanlike plan of the
entire commercial relations of the two countries,”

Accordingly, at an early stage of the negotia-
tions, Sir Charles Tupper submitted a proposition
for an adjustment of the questions at issue on the
basis of freer and wider trade relations. He pro-
posed that, “with the view of removing all causes
of difference in connection with the fisheries,” the
fishermen of both countries should have all the
privileges enjoyed during the existence of the fish-
ery articles of the treaty of Washington, in con-
sideration of a mutual arrangement providing for
greater freedom of commercial intercourse between
the United States and Canada and Newfoundland.
The proposition was rejected by the American
Plenipotentiaries. They said that only Congress
could remove customs duties; that on account of
the inhospitable conduct of Canada towards Ameri-
can fishermen, the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives had authorized the President to declare
non-intercourse with the British provinces; and that
their representatives would never purchase immun-
ity for their fishermen by reciprocal trade arrange-
ments, and particularly while they entertained the
conviction that Canada had adopted an aggressive
and unneighbourly policy in order to force reci-
procity upon the United States.?

2 (iorrupondenee relative to the Fisheries Question, 1887-88, pages

# Speech of Sir Charles Tupper in the House of Commons, April
10th, 1888,
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We cannot know what measure of continental
free trade Sir Charles Tupper contemplated. There
was an impression at the time that he was prepared
to agree to a more liberal reciprocity treaty than
suited many of the Conservatives in Parliament.
During the debate on the address in the House of
Commons in 1899, Sir Wilfrid Laurier declared
that Sir Charles Tupper was the only Canadian, so
far as he knew, who in negotiation with the Ameri-
cans had “offered to barter away certain privileges
on the basis of unrestricted reciprocity.” Sir Charles
Tupper denied that he had made an offer of un-
restricted reciprocity, but practically admitted that
he had made an “unrestricted offer of reciprocity;”
and this Sir Wilfrid Laurier interpreted as “reci-
procity without restriction.” It is safe to say that
the Canadian Government would have consented
to a generous reciprocal arrangement; and as the
Liberals had now made reciprocity the main feature
of their programme, the extreme protectionists in
the Conservative party would have had no option
but to accept whatever agreement Sir Charles Tup-
per might make at Washington.

The treaty, however, as finally drafted, contained
no provisions for wider commercial intercourse.
The instrument defined the limit between the
inshore and deep sea fisheries so as to exclude
American vessels from all bays ten miles wide at
the mouth, and expressly shut out American fisher-

! Hansard, March 21st, 1899, pages 102-103.
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men from certain bays ranging from fifteen to
twenty miles in width at the mouth, such as the
Bay of Chaleurs, Fortune Bay, and St. Anne’s
Bay. Free navigation of the Strait of Canso was
conceded to all fishing vessels of the United States,
and permission was given to American vessels
under stress of weather or accident to unload,
re-load, tranship or sell in Canadian ports subject
to customs laws and regulations. Pending the rati-
fication of the treaty, a modus vivendi was arranged
providing that upon payment of a license fee of
$1.50 per ton American fishing vessels might enter
the bays and harbours of Canada and Newfound-
land to purchase supplies, tranship their catch, and
ship crews. There were also provisions for recipro-
city in fish and fish products, but these were not
actually embodied in the treaty, and were depen-
dent upon concurrent legislation by Congress and
by the Canadian Parliament.

President Cleveland, in his message of February
20th, 1888, recommending the treaty to the Senate,
said: “The treaty now submitted contains no pro-
visions affecting tariff duties, and, independently of
the position assumed upon the part of the United
States that no alteration in our tariff or other
domestic legislation could be made as the price or
consideration of obtaining the rights of our citizens
secured by treaty, it was considered more expedient
to allow any change in the revenue laws of the
United States to be made by the ordinary exercise
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of legislative will and in the promotion of the
public interests. Therefore, the addition to the free
list of fish, fish-oil, whale and seal-oil, etc., recited
in the last article of the treaty, is wholly left to the
action of Congress; and in connection therewith
the Canadian and Newfoundland right to regulate
sales of bait and other fishing supplies within their
own jurisdiction is recognized, and the right of our
fishermen to freely purchase these things is made
contingent by this treaty upon the action of Con-
gress in the modification of our tariff laws.” He
said further that, “The treaty now submitted to
you has been framed in a spirit of liberal equity
and reciprocal benefits, in the conviction that mut-
ual advantage and convenience are the only perma-
nent foundation of peace and friendship between
states, and that with the adoption of the agreement
now placed before the Senate, a beneficial and
satisfactory intercourse between the two countries
will be established, so as to secure perpetual peace
and harmony.” But the Senate rejected even this
liberal and beneficial agreement; and, during all the
years that have since elapsed, American fishing
vessels have been licensed and permitted to pur-
chase supplies and tranship their catch in Canadian
waters, and Canada, in the interests of international
comity and good neighbourhood, has foregone great
and undoubted rights under the London Conven-
tion. The treaty was ratified by the Parliament of
Canada, and was not directly challenged by the
116 11
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Liberal party. It was argued by the press and the
spokesmen of the party that adequate concessions
had not been received from the United States, and
that the spirit which the Government had mani-
fested in the enforcement of the provisions of the
Treaty of 1818 was calculated to inflame American
opinion, and determine Congress to reject all pro-
posals for freer commercial intercourse. Mr. Laurier
stated the policy of the Opposition in these words :
“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 the state of
things which has 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 Canada desire.”?

In 1889, Mr. Laurier moved an amendment to
supply declaring that, in view of the rejection
of the treaty by the United States Senate, and
the unfortunate and regrettable differences existing
between Canada and the United States on the
fishery and trade questions, steps should be taken
by the Government for the satisfactory adjustment
of such differences, and the securing of unrestricted
freedom in the trade relations of the two countries;
that in any negotiations entered upon for such
purposes Canada should be directly represented by
some one nominated by its Government ; and that
in the meantime, and to afford evidence of the

! Hansard, April 16th, 1888, page 854,
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anxious desire of Canada to promote good feeling
and to remove all possible subjects of controversy,
the modus vivendi, proposed on behalf of the British
Government to the Government of the United
States with respect to the fisheries, should be con-
tinued in operation during the ensuing fishing
season.! The motion was rejected. The modus wvi-
vendi continues, and better trade relations have not
been established. Upon the whole, the treaty of
1888 was a prudent and comprehensive settlement
of delicate and difficult questions, conceived in a
spirit of generous regard for international obliga-
tions, and of statesmanlike recognition of the su-
preme importance of good relations between Great
Britain and the United States; and, if the spirit
which animated Ottawa and Westminster had been
reciprocated at Washington, the treaty would have
gone into effect, and at least one great step would
have been taken towards the realization of Mr.
Bayard’s vision of “a well-assured, steady, healthful
relationship, devoid of petty jealousies, and filled
with the fruits of a prosperity arising out of a
friendship cemented by mutual interests, and en-
during because based upon justice.”?

1 Hansard, February 26th, 1889, page 328,

2The late Sir John Bourinot's ““British Rule in Canada” has an
instructive chapter on treaty negotiations between Canada and the
United States; and Mr. Thomas Hodgins' ‘‘British and American
Diplomacy affecting Canada, 1782-1899,” is a careful, scholarly, and
comprehensive review of the international relations of the two coun-
tries.
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CHAPTER XXI
COMMERCIAL UNION

URING 1887, the agitation for “Commer-
cial Union” with the United States made
substantial headway, particularly in Ontario, and
commanded the services of some powerful and
distinguished advocates. The controversy was keen
and bitter, the note of continentalism had distinct
utterance, and it may be that the movement bred
annexationist sentiment. But it is not at all clear
that political union with the United States was the
avowed or even the secret object of the chief
spokesmen of the movement; and certainly political
union was distasteful to the mass of Canadians
who accepted the policy as the only practicable
basis of freer trade with the neighbouring country.
Conditions were peculiarly favourable to the prop-
agation of the theories of the commercial unionists.
Trade was depressed. Prices of agricultural pro-
ducts were low and tending downward. The ratio
of settlement in the North-West was unsatisfactory.
The home market had not expanded in sympathy
with the increase of manufacturing establishments.
There was serious interprovincial discord rising out
of the execution of Riel and the effervescence of
French nationalism in Quebec. Sectarian feeling in
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Ontario was excited by attacks upon the separate
school system, and the use of the French lan-
guage in the schools of the French districts. The
American Congress was threatening non-intercourse
in revenge for Canada’s enforcement of the pro-
visions of the Treaty of 1818. All the counter-
tendencies and inherent difficulties of our situation
were emphasized and exaggerated to serve the par-
ticular purposes of eager sectarians and warring
factions. It was a time of gloom and doubt, of
suspicion and unrest, of rash opinion and premature
judgment, of failing faith in our institutions, of
hostile examination of the central props and pillars
of the national edifice.

Such experiences are not uncommon in the evo-
lution of free communities. Nations are of slow
growth, and a common sentiment and community
of interest are seldom the immediate product of a
political alliance and a constitution. The birth of
the American union was through revolution, but
even in those fires an enduring national principle
was not generated. During the war of 1812 the
country was rent by faction, and whole communi-
ties trembled on the verge of resistance to the
executive authority. Fifteen or twenty years later,
the nullification movement swept over the South,
and the planter States drifted to the edge of revolt.
Then came years of fretting and irritation, and at
last the desperate crisis of the rebellion; and it is
only now in the conquered South that a genuine
120 11
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patriotism has supplanted the narrower idea of
State sovereignty. We have within the Canadian
Confederation a vast stretch of territory, and serious
natural and economic hindrances to the harmonious
growth of a common sentiment. We have had a
strenuous race rivalry and an enduring creed quar-
rel. We have had slow growth of population, long
neglect of our wealth of mine, and field, and forest,
wide ignorance of the temper of our climate and the
extent of our productive territory, and, beyond all,
the irresistible competition of the United States for
the world’s notice, the world’s people, and the world’s
capital. It is not surprising, therefore, that we have
had periods of gloom and discouragement, and that
now and then counsels of despair have influenced
considerable elements of our population. We caught
sometimes the note of despair in the campaign of
the commercial unionists, and sometimes a tone of
contempt for deeply cherished sentiments which
seriously prejudiced the movement.

Among the chief organizers and promoters of
this agitation were Mr. Henry W. Darling, then
president of the Toronto Board of Trade; Mr.
Goldwin Smith, the eminent historian and scholar;
Mr. Valancey E. Fuller, of Wentworth, president of
the Council of Farmers’ Institutes; Mr. Erastus Wi-
man, of New York; and Congressman Butterworth,
of Ohio. When Congress passed the Non-Intercourse
Act in protest against Canada’s active enforce-
ment of the London Convention, Mr. Butterworth
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submitted to the House of Representatives a
bill for the settlement of all outstanding ques-
tions between the two countries on the basis of a
Zollverein. It is not unlikely that Mr. Butter-
worth acted at the instance of Mr. Wiman; and
we have the statement of Sir Charles Tupper that
it was at the suggestion of Mr. Wiman that he
visited Washington and opened the negotiations
which led to the appointment of the Fisheries
Commission.

Mr. Wiman was a Canadian by birth, and in his
early years a successful journalist. He removed to
New York, established important commercial enter-
prises, and at length was seized with the large and
honourable ambition to improve the relations be-
tween the land of his birth and the land of his
adoption. He had, however, never renounced his
British citizenship; and there is fair evidence that
he laboured, whether wisely or unwisely, not to
change the political relations, but to better the
commercial relations between Canada and the
United States. With much vigour of pen and
tongue and some originality of method, he pressed
Mr. Butterworth’s bill upon Congress, and at inter-
vals came to Canada and addressed many meetings
in favour of commercial union. Mr. Wiman was a
fluent and persuasive speaker, he had thoroughly
mastered the economic relationships of the two

1Speech of Sir Charles Tupper in the House of Commons on the
Fisheries Treaty, April 10th, 1888,
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countries, and rarely revealed the economist’s con-
tempt for popular sympathies and popular pre-
judices. Still, it is doubtful if his advocacy was
particularly effective in either country. He was
prejudiced in the United States by his failure to
accept American citizenship, and prejudiced in Can-
ada by the fact of residence in New York, and
natural identification with the commercial interests
of the Republic.

In Canada, Mr. Goldwin Smith was the active
and dominant spirit of the movement. His emin-
ence in the world of letters, the elegance of his
written word, his breadth of historical vision and
luminous exposition of the teaching of the econ-
omists, invested his advocacy with singular charm
and effectiveness. But Mr. Goldwin Smith is not
always a faithful interpreter of Canadian sentiment.
The Canadian people reverence his learning, respect
his courage, and honour his integrity; but his per-
sistent assertion of unpopular opinions, and stub-
born fidelity to the denationalizing creed of the
Manchester economists, have minimized his influ-
ence and circumscribed his authority in Canada.

The commercial unionists had a powerful organ
in the Toronto Mail, and for a time the Toronto
Globe gave active and influential support to the
movement. A Commercial Union League was
formed, with Mr. Goldwin Smith as president and
Mr. G. Mercer Adam as secretary, and active steps
were taken to organize branches and influence
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opinion throughout the country, It was felt that
the movement would gather its main strength in
the agricultural communities, and the Farmers’
Institutes were one of the first points of attack. At
the annual meeting of the representatives of these
Institutes at Toronto on April 28th, 1887, a mani-
festo was presented from Mr. Wiman and a resolu-
tion adopted declaring for the removal of trade
restrictions between Canada and the United States
either by reciprocity or commercial union; and ask-
ing in the event of failure to effect a satisfactory
arrangement with the Republic, that Great Britain
should be petitioned to impose differential duties in
favour of colonial food products. The assent to an
American Zollverein was rather more indefinite
and guarded than the commercial unionists desired,
but it gave standing ground to the advocates of
the new movement, and a nucleus of achievement
to the agitation. Many of the Institutes through-
out the province passed similar resolutions, and
the columns of 7%he Mail and The Globe became
crowded with interviews with representative far-
mers, merchants, and manufacturers, in definite
advocacy of commercial union.

As early as March 1st, The Muail gave comfort
and countenance to the agitation. Discussing the
increasing tension between the two countries on
the subject of the Atlantic fisheries, and the men-
ace of retaliation from Washington, T%he Mail said:
“A customs union is favoured as a basis of settle-
124 I
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ment by Mr. Bayard, by leading men in Congress,
and by the principal American journals without ex-
ception. That it would benefit Canada is a fact which
no one that we know of . . . . has ever doubted.
The only objection to it from this side of the line is
that it might endanger British connection; but let
us seriously ask ourselves if a people situated as we
are in this controversy can afford to be swayed by
sentiment.” Two months later, in discussing the
same question, The Mail said: “The Americans are
willing to treat us fairly; and let us not forget that
were we dealing with sixty millions of Frenchmen
or Russians we should probably not be consulted
at all on the subject. Should it be found necessary,
in order to reach a settlement with the Americans,
still further to alter our relations with the Mother
Country—to demand the right, for instance, to let
American goods in free, whilst maintaining our
high duties against her—we must face the question
like men. Having ceased to protect us, or rather
having been relieved by our action of the duty of
protecting us, England cannot very well object to
our protecting ourselves by the only means within
our reach.” Two months later still, The Mail
accepted the new issue in blunt and uncompro-
mising fashion. We read: “The movement in
favour of reciprocity has originated, we firmly
believe, as much in a patriotic desire to preserve
the integrity of Confederation as from the more
1 Toronto Mail, April 26th, 1887,
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material consideration of dollars and cents. At any
rate, reciprocity is the only available, if not the
only conceivable remedy for the disease which has
attacked the extremities of the country; and so
soon as the people of Ontario reach the conclusion
that it would also be a good thing for them, the
advocates of commercial isolation may as well stand
aside.”

On September 2nd, T%e Mail pronounced un-
equivocally for the adjustment of the Fisheries’ dis-
l pute and the settlement of the future commercial
‘\ relations of the United States and the British prov-
inces on the basis of a Zollverein. “Reciprocity,”
The Mail now said, “is the only conceivable basis of
settlement; but not the reciprocity of 1854, which
gave us the American market for our natural pro-
ducts, while it excluded American manufactures
A from Canada. The reciprocity proffered this time
“ it will be commercial union; and we repeat that in a
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S matter of such vital concern to the people of
i Canada, they should be permitted to speak their
| mind before the case is irrevocably closed. If there
| is anything in universal experience, the throwing
: down of the tariff wall between the two countries
: could not fail to benefit both. The opponents of
| the measure cannot point to a single instance where

good has not resulted to adjoining countries from
l freeing commerce. All they can do is to conjure up
a priori objections which have come to grief in

1Toronto Mail, June 29th, 1887.
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every instance without exception where free inter-
course has been substituted for customs barriers;
and to tell us, they who are clapping prohibitory
taxes on British staples without a qualm, that
commercial union would be disloyal to the Mother
Country. . . . In any event, the Canadian people
should be allowed to express themselves upon the
offer. It is no use continuing to boast of responsible
government if our higher politics are to be regu-
lated by a board over which we have no control.”

The Globe was not less definite in its acceptance
of commercial union, and quite as active in its
advocacy of the new policy. It could claim no
official authority to speak for the Liberal party,
but it was recognized as the leading Liberal jour-
nal, and it was, perhaps, natural that the Conserva-
tive press should hold the party leaders responsible
for its utterances. The truth is, however, that the
Liberal Opposition in Parliament had not pro-
nounced upon the question, and there was slight
ground for the assumption that the project of
commercial union would be accepted by a party
caucus. Many of the influential counsellors of the
party opposed commercial union from the first, and
there was a rooted objection among Liberals as
among Conservatives to any tariff system that
would discriminate against British imports. 7%e
Globe, however, then considered that the advan-
tages of a Zollverein would outweigh the objections
to such an arrangement, and in the issue of April
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27th, 1887, we find a clear and comprehensive
statement of its position. “If,” said The Globe,
“commercial union between Canada and the United
States is, as we believe, consistent with either the
political connection of Canada and Great Britain,
or the political independence of Canada, then there
can be no sentimental argument against it. On the
contrary, all sound sentiment is for it. A great
service would be rendered to Great Britain by a
trade arrangement that would remove all causes of
dispute between Canada and the States. Who can
argue that there would be any more offense to
loyalty in trading across a line free of custom
houses than across one adorned every few miles
with these obstacles to business. Closer trade rela-
tions with the States could not occur without
yielding new profits to Canadians, and to obtain
larger profits under existing political institutions
would tend to conserve them. The only temptation
to annexation is that which arises from existing
restraints upon reciprocal trade. Canada, if com-
mercially united with the States and politically
with Great Britain, would be a living link of
friendship between the greater communities. Such
a situation would be novel, but not at all imprac-
ticable. Its establishment would give permanent
peace to North America, and be a long step to
that loose confederation of all English-speaking
communities which is the noblest project of the
soundest sentimentalism of our race.”
128 I
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COMMERCIAL UNION

It is, no doubt, the fashion of history to ignore
newspaper opinion, and possibly because the press
is the most potent formative and creative force in
modern civilization. It is necessary, however, in
tracing the growth of this movement to profane
the tradition, and to indicate the effective work
performed by two powerful journals in fashioning
public opinion for the acceptance of the policy of
commercial union. It must be admitted also that
they represented a considerable public feeling at
the moment, even though we now know that the
movement was always repugnant to the dominant
commercial and political sentiment of the country.
The Conservative press antagonized the programme
of the commercial unionists from the outset. It was
inimical to the interests of the protectionists, and
in direct conflict with the fiscal and general policy
of the Administration. It was argued that an Amer-
ican Zollverein would endanger British connection;
that the abolition of the custom houses along the
border would expose Canadian manufacturers to
the overwhelming competition of the great spec-
ialized industries of the United States; that the
proposal involved the acceptance of the American
tariff, or at least of a tariff made at Washington;
that the Canadian Parliament must become a mere
machine for registering the fiscal decrees of Con-
gress; and that a commercial union with the United
States must lead inevitably to political union.
The Canadian Manufacturers’ Association adopted
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resolutions declaring that “unrestricted reciprocity”
in manufactured goods would be a serious blow at
the commercial integrity of the Dominion; would
result disastrously to our manufacturing and farm-
ing industries, and our financial and commercial
interests; and that the Association was, therefore,
unanimously opposed to any treaty with the United
States which would admit American manufactures
into Canada free of duty.' There could be only one
result to such a controversy, and it is a tribute to
the skill and ardour of the commercial unionists
that it required a stiff fight to check the momentum
and establish the real tendencies of their agitation.
Nowhere was the proposal more thoroughly ex-
amined and more keenly debated than before the
Board of Trade of Toronto. Encouraged by the
measure of success achieved at many Farmers’
Institutes, Mr. Darling ventured to submit to the
Board a resolution in favour of commercial union.
He was then an influential factor in the commercial
life of Toronto, and the Board of Trade in particu-
lar had profited greatly by his progressive and
energetic direction of its affairs. There was no one
from whom the Board would have received the
proposal in a more sympathetic spirit, and alto-
gether the circumstances were not unfavourable to
a fair and candid discussion of the subject. Con-
sideration of Mr. Darling’s motion was begun at a
meeting held on May 19th, and was renewed at
1 Meeting at Toronto, May 4th, 1887.
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COMMERCIAL UNION

subsequent special meetings of the Board. There was
never any chance that commercial union would be
accepted, and there was probably a feeling, stronger
even than that which found expression, against any
wide measure of reciprocity. But there seems to
have been a disposition to reconcile conflicting
opinions, and to reach a decision upon which all
could unite. Whether by accident or design, it
fell to the Hon. John Macdonald to assume the
leadership of the forces opposed to commercial
union. Mr. Macdonald had sat as a Liberal in the
House of Commons, and was appointed to the
Senate by Sir John Macdonald (the only Liberal,
it may be stated by the way, whom the Conserva-
tive leader ever called to the Upper Chamber). He
enjoyed in exceptional measure the confidence of
the business community, and was influential alike
with Liberals and Conservatives. After earnest and
protracted debate, the Board accepted at his hands
a resolution which said in substance that the Board
was convinced that a commercial treaty, creditable
and advantageous alike to both parties, could be
framed in such a spirit of fairness as would afford
the best guarantee for its perpetuity; but that,
while in favour of all laudable means to serve an
end so much desired, the Board must disapprove of
any proposal to discriminate against Great Britain.

Many commercial unionists professed satisfac-
tion with this resolution, while upon the other hand
there was a feeling that in declaring for freer
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commercial intercourse with the United States the
Board should have expressed clear and positive
disapproval of a Zollverein. It was true that Mr.
Darling’s resolution was not accepted; but it was
also true that commercial union was not expressly
condemned, and that Mr. Macdonald’s amendment
was interpreted as a practical endorsation of the
movement in which Mr. Wiman, Mr. Goldwin
Smith, and their allies in both countries were
engaged. It was, therefore, determined to have
the question reconsidered. For this purpose a
meeting was called for mid-June, and again two
nights were spent in eager, and sometimes acri-
monious discussion of the various propositions sub-
mitted. The outcome was the adoption by unani-
mous vote of a second resolution by Mr. Macdonald
to the effect that the largest possible freedom of
commercial intercourse between Canada and the
United States compatible with Canada’s relations to
Great Britain was desirable; but that the Board
could not entertain any proposal which would place
Great Britain at any disadvantage as compared with
the United States, or which would tend in any
measure, however small, to weaken the bonds which
bind Canada to the Empire. The Board also ac-
cepted by a vote of 63 to 86 a motion by Mr. G. A.
Chapman, which declared, that whilst the Board
was desirous of reciprocal trade relations in natural
products with the United States, it was opposed to
commercial union, “believing that it cannot be
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obtained without giving up the preservation of our
autonomy as a separate nationality on this contin-
ent.” The one resolution was not quite at peace
with the other; but at least a pronouncement
against commercial union was obtained, and that
was the determined purpose of the supporters of
Mr. Chapman’s motion.

It is noteworthy that Mr. Macdonald’s resolution
was accepted by Mr. Darling and Mr. Goldwin
Smith. Mr. Darling argued that under commercial
union permanence in our commercial relations with
the United States would be secured. We could
have commercial union only with Britain’s consent.
On a limited scale this would be in consonance with
the most cherished principles of Britain. A portion
of the British Empire would then be in the enjoy-
ment of free trade with the United States. Mr.
Goldwin Smith also declared that he did not
believe the Old Country would be in any danger of
estrangement from Canada by the consummation
of commercial union. If the case were but fairly
put before England, he was confident she would
see that such a reciprocity of trade as commercial
union would effect, would not only not strain the
relations between England and Canada, but would
ultimately redound to the advantage of England.
Many of Mr. Goldwin Smith’s utterances revealed
this tone of sympathy for the old land, and some-
times we seemed to see the Imperial pride of an
Englishman wrestling hard with the cold philosophy
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of his economic teaching. In one of his letters to
The Mail in advocacy of commercial union, he said:
“I am an Englishman and it would be difficult, I
trust, to prove that I ever failed, when called upon,
to show it. Were any measure really adverse to
Great Britain proposed, if I could not conscien-
tiously resist it I should stand aside. I am thoroughly
convinced that free trade between Canada and the
United States, even if it entails assimilation of
tariffs, would not be adverse, but on the contrary,
advantageous to Great Britain.” He contended that
the value of her six or seven hundred millions
of investments in Canada would at once rise; that a
new field for investment would be opened to British
capitalists; and that even if the tariffs were assimi-
lated, the joint scale would not be more adverse to
Great Britain than the scale maintained by Cana-
dian protectionists.!

He put his argument very clearly in his intro-
duction to the Handbook of Commercial Union,
which was circulated as the League’s chief campaign
document. He there says: “That commercial union
must be followed by political connection is a sus-
picion which has been sedulously propagated and
has found entrance into many minds. It is partly
fostered, perhaps, by the name, which, however,
was adopted, it is believed, with the special object
of marking that the union was to be commercial
only and not political. No one will contend in face

450 cial Union Handbook,” page 229.
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COMMERCIAL UNION

of familiar facts that two independent communities
cannot make a commercial treaty without altering
their political relations. In the present instance, no
doubt, a necessity of an unusual character will be
entailed by the combined action of the geographical
relations and the present fiscal policy of both
nations. The internal customs line being removed,
if customs duties are still to be levied on the sea-
board, it will be necessary to assimilate the tariffs,
otherwise there will obviously be smuggling through
one country into the other. But this is really
no more subversive of our independence, or dispar-
aging to our honour than other incidents of our
geographical relation to the United States, such as
our obligation to them for the use of their winter
ports, and for the transmission of our goods in
bond. . . . The Ottawa Parliament and Govern-
ment would hardly be inclined to commit suicide
because they had made an agreement with the
Government at Washington respecting the rate of
tariff. . . . It has been said that in Germany unifi-
cation followed the Zollverein. The Zollverein,
however, was at most a secondary cause. Germany,
though politically decentralized, had been time out
of mind a nation.™

This position was held by the commercial union-
ists throughout all the period during which recipro-
cal trade with the United States was the chief issue
before the country. They maintained their separate

1 Introduction to ** Commercial Union Handbook," pages 30, 31.
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organization, issued their own literature, and never
quite coalesced with the Liberal party, or quite
accepted unrestricted reciprocity as a satisfactory or
practicable substitute for commercial union. On the
eve of the general election of 1891, the Commercial
Union Club of Toronto issued an address, in which
they said: “ Nor is our national honour threatened
any more than our loyalty to Great Britain. Every
nation in making a commercial treaty or agreement
of any kind must resign to that extent, and for so
long a time as the treaty lasts, its control over its
own tariff. Great Britain herself does this when she
makes a commercial treaty with France. Prussia
did it when she entered into a Zollverein with the
neighbouring states. Canada did it when she made
with the United States the Reciprocal Treaty
of 1854. But this implies no loss of commercial,
much less of political, independence. Of political
independence nothing can rob Canada but the vote
of her people.™

It will be remembered that Sir William How-
land was one of the commissioners sent to Wash-
ton by the Coalition .Government to negotiate for
better commercial intercourse between the two
countries through concurrent legislation. He had
long since retired from active public life, but his
interest in the commercial relations of Canada and
the neighbouring country had not abated. The
views he had held a quarter of a century before he

1 See Toronto Globe and Mail, February 14th, 1891.
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still asserted with vigour and emphasis. In a state-
ment made to an American journal, he said he was
in favour of continental free trade, but not of such
an arrangement as would require an assimilation of
foreign tariffs, It was not reciprocity, he said, to
touch the tariffs governing the trade of Canada and
the United States with other countries. Let each
country make its own tariff with other nations, but
allow the fullest commercial intercourse with each
other. It might be said, if the foreign tariffs of both
countries were assimilated, that Canada had sur-
rendered her political freedom, for it did not seem
likely that the United States would lower her
tariff to an equality with that of Canada; and for
Canada to raise her tariff to the standard of the
United States would almost debar England from
trading with her. Under such an arrangement as he
favoured, it would still be necessary to maintain
the border custom houses in order to prevent the
passage into either country, except in a legal way,
of products bought in foreign countries. The excise
laws of the two countries might be adjusted so that
the products, the manufacture of which is governed
by them, might freely pass the borders. He added:
“In periods of national depression there was liable
to be talk and even fear of annexation; but if com-
mercial union gave prosperity to Canada, and he
believed it would, her people would not bother
about advocating annexation. The man with a full
stomach and full pocket was seldom disloyal. That
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feeling was the inheritance of the poor and hungry,
who were anxious to better their condition.”* This
view recalls the notion, which even Sir John Mac-
donald did not altogether reject, that the statesmen
of the South favoured the Reciprocity Treaty of
1854 in order to allay discontent in Canada, and
thus avert the annexation of new states imbued with
the Northern sentiment against the system of black
slavery.

Far more significant than the statement of Sir
William Howland, who had ceased to be a political
leader, or even than the position of Mr. Goldwin
Smith, who had never become a political leader, was
a speech made by Sir Richard Cartwright on October
12th, 1887, at Ingersoll. He was for the moment
the most influential personality in the Liberal
party, at least in the federal arena, and his words
had an authority with the Liberals of Ontario
which Mr. Laurier could not yet command. This
speech was a stern arraignment of the Administra-
tion of Sir John Macdonald, a lucid, if gloomy,
presentation of the financial and industrial condi-
tion of the country, and a direct acceptance of the
policy of commercial union as the only effectual
remedy for the economic and political evils which
he deplored. He said in the course of his argument:
“T am as averse as any man can be to annexation,
or to resign our political independence, but I can-
not shut my eyes to the facts. We have greatly

1 New York Sun, May 31st, 1887.
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misused our advantages. We have been most foolish
and most wasteful in our expenditures. We have
no means of satisfying the just demands of large
portions of the Dominion except through such an
arrangement as commercial union.” “There is,” he
said, “a risk, and I cannot overlook it. But it is a
choice of risks, and our present position is anything
but one of stable equilibrium. Without Manitoba
and the Maritime Provinces we cannot maintain
ourselves as a Dominion. And looking to their
present tempers and condition, and more especially
to the financial results of Confederation in the
Maritime Provinces, I say deliberately that the
refusal or failure to secure free trade with the
United States is much more likely to bring about
just such a political crisis as these parties affect
to dread than even the very closest commercial
connection that can be conceived.”

Thus Sir Richard Cartwright was the first of the
active political leaders of the country to declare for
commercial union, and naturally there was keen
and even anxious interest to know how Mr. Laurier
would deal with the movement which was crowding
all other questions into the background. Mr. Blake
told us in his celebrated letter to the Liberals of
West Durham that he refused to make commercial
union the policy of the Liberal party, but he
seems to have been willing to settle the fisheries’
dispute with the United States on the basis of
extended commercial intercourse. In 1884, while
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Mr. Blake was still leader of the Liberal party,
and just after the Washington Government had
given notice of the termination of the fishery
clauses of the Washington Treaty, Mr. Davies,
of Prince Edward Island, offered a motion in
Parliament, which no doubt expressed the policy
of the Opposition, and which declared that steps
should be taken at an early day by the Government
of Canada with the object of bringing about nego-
tiations for a new treaty, providing for the citizens
of Canada and the United States the reciprocal
privileges of fishing and freedom from duties now
enjoyed, together with additional reciprocal freedom
in the trade relations of the two countries.! This
position Mr. Laurier maintained when he became
the leader of the Liberal party, and it is not clear
that his attitude on commercial union was very
different from that taken by Mr. Blake.

Mr. Laurier’s first important public address after
his election to the Liberal leadership was made at
Somerset, Que., in August, 1887. He there indi-
cated his distinct preference for a trade alliance
between Great Britain and her colonies over a
commercial union with the United States. He said:
“We know that there is to-day in the United States
a group of men determined upon giving us com-
mercial union. We know that Mr. Butterworth, a
member of the American Congress, has brought in
a bill for that purpose. We know also that Mr.

! Hansard, 1884, page1,182.
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Wiman has lately visited Ontario to induce that
province to adopt the idea of commercial union.
We know that Detroit and other cities, as well as
their trade organizations, have to a certain extent
pronounced in favour of commercial union. If I am
asked at present for my own opinion on the subject,
I may say that for my part I am not ready to
declare that commercial union is an acceptable idea.
I am not ready for my part to say that commercial
union should be adopted at the present moment. A
great deal of study and reflection are needed to
solve this question, for and against which there
is much to be said. The commercial union idea may
be realized, and it may also be surrounded by insur-
mountable difficulties. But I say this—and it is my
actual policy—that the time has come to abandon
the policy of retaliation followed thus far by the
Canadian Government, to show the American
people that we are brothers, and to hold out our
hands to them, with a due regard for the duties we
owe to our Mother Country. In certain quarters
commercial union with Great Britain has been
advocated, which obliges me to refer to that pro-
position. Commercial union with Great Britain has
been suggested as an alternative to commercial
union with the United States. As far as I am con-
cerned, I will say of commercial union with Great
Britain what I have said of commercial union with
the United States. I do not believe that so far the
question has been practically discussed. Certainly, if
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it were reasonable, and all our interests were pro-
tected, I would accept a commercial treaty of that
nature. It is permissible to suppose that this move-
ment would be taken up by all the countries which
at the present day recognize the supremacy of
Great Britain. Some years ago, in 1883 or 1884, I
think, Mr. Rouher, one of the most eminent public
men of France, said, ‘at present the world’s equi-
librium rests no longer, as in the past, on the Alps
and the Pyrenees, but on the two hemispheres.’
What was true at that time in politics is true
to-day in trade. The commerce of the world, which
was formerly limited to the nations of Europe, now
takes in the entire globe. There is, therefore, room
to suppose that all the nations recognizing the
sovereignty of Great Britain would agree to rally
together by means of commercial treaties. With
this object in view delegates are now being sent to
Australia. What would be easier than to open up a
trade with Australia, than to have a commercial
treaty with the Australian continent? I consider
the idea as good and fair, and such being the case
I believe that it will eventually triumph.™

Two months later Sir Richard Cartwright made
his speech at Ingersoll, and there is undoubtedly a
conflict in the tone and argument of the two
deliverances. For the time the speech of Sir Richard
Cartwright was perhaps regarded, at least in On-
tario, as the more authoritative utterance, and there

18peech at Somerset, Que., August 2nd, 1887.
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was a general expectation that commercial union
would be formally and definitely adopted as the
trade policy of the Liberal party. But the neces-
sity under commercial union for a common tariff
and discrimination against Great Britain grew the
more distasteful to a formidable element of the
Liberal party the more the question was considered,
and it became manifest that just so soon as the
feeling of the party could find some official utter-
ance, these features of the proposal would be ex-
plicitly rejected. The situation was greatly clarified
by a correspondence which passed during the month
of November between Mr. Edgar, M.P., and Mr.
Wiman; and, if we do not mistake, it was in these
letters of Mr. Edgar that the policy of unrestricted
reciprocity was first definitely presented, and by
these letters that the judgment of many Liberals
was finally settled against the acceptance of com-
mercial union. Mr. Edgar argued that a complete
system of reciprocity of tariffs between Canada and
the United States could be carried on without
abolishing our custom houses, or tying our hands
as to tariff legislation in any other respect. He
pointed out that under the Elgin Treaty of 1854 we
had a fair amount of free trade with the United
States without adopting their customs duties. Our
custom houses were not abolished on the frontier.
Certain articles, the produce of both countries, were
mutually admitted free of duty, and were entered
and passed through the custom houses as free
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goods. In 1874 the George Brown draft treaty,
which was provisionally sanctioned by the American
Government, proposed a much larger free list be-
tween the two countries, and embraced a number of
manufactures. There was, however, in it no pro-
posal to abolish custom houses nor to legislate
for uniform tariffs.!

It was in this sense that the Interprovincial
Conference which sat at Quebec in the autumn of
1887 agreed upon a declaration in favour of free
trade with the United States. The conference
included the representatives of the Liberal Govern-
ments of Ontario, Quebec, Nova Scotia, and Prince
Edward Island, of the coalition Government of
New Brunswick, and of the Conservative Govern-
ment of Manitoba, and they unanimously adopted
the reciprocity resolution. It was as follows: “That
having reference to the agitation on the subject of
the trade relations between the Dominion and the
United States, this Interprovincial Conference, con-
sisting of representatives of all political parties,
desires to record its opinion that unrestricted reci-
procity would be of advantage to all the provinces
of the Dominion; that this Conference and the
people it represents cherish fervent loyalty to Her
Majesty the Queen, and warm attachment to Brit-
ish connection; and that this Conference is of
opinion that a fair measure providing under proper
conditions for unrestricted reciprocity in trade rela-

1 Toronto Globe, November 15th, 22nd, and 29th, 1887.
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tions between the Dominion and the United States
would not lessen these sentiments on the part of
our people, but on the contrary may even serve to
increase them, and would at the same time, in
connection with the adjustment of the fishery dis-
pute, tend to happily settle grave difficulties which
have from time to time arisen between the Mother
Country and the United States.™

In December of this year it became necessary to
elect a member of the Commons for East Nor-
thumberland. Dr. Mallory ran as the joint candidate
of the Liberals and Commercial Unionists. Mr.
Goldwin Smith took the stump in his behalf, and
hardly any other issue was raised in the contest.
Dr. Mallory was beaten, but only by a very small
majority, and the contest gave no indication of deep
popular feeling against the policy which he had
deliberately elected to champion.? In the meantime,
Mr. Wiman had spoken at many meetings through-
out Ontario and at chief points in some of the
other provinces in support of commercial union,
while an equally vigorous assault upon the move-
ment was maintained by Col. Geo. T. Denison,
Mr. D’Alton McCarthy, M.P., Principal Grant,
and other leaders of the Imperial Federation
League in Canada. The speakers of the League,
and they spoke with marked effect, argued for

1 Toronto Globe, November 10th, 1887,

4The total vote for Cochrane (Conlervttlve) was 2,148, for Mallory
(Commercial Unionist) 2,124 ; majority for Coch 4.
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preferential fiscal arrangements between the several
parts of the Empire, and vehemently protested
against consideration of any trade policy which
would discriminate against the Mother Country
or any part of the Empire in favour of a foreign
power.

As the year was going out Senator Macdonald,
of Toronto, spoke at Boston, and evinced a large
and generous spirit in his treatment of the trade
relations between Canada and the Republic. He
insisted that the two countries should adopt the
largest possible commercial reciprocity compatible
with existing rights and with national obligations,
but that it was not right to sweep away by legis-
lative action industries which had been fostered
and called into life by legislative action. Mr. J. X.
Perrault of Montreal, spoke at the same meeting in
favour of unrestricted commercial relations between
Canada and the States. No progress was made with
Mr. Butterworth’s bill in Congress, and the pro-
position was not entertained, if considered at all, by
the negotiators of the I":sheries Treaty. In fact, Mr.
Chamberlain had said at Belfast, while on his way
to Washington, “Canada knows perfectly well that
commercial union with the United States means
political separation from Grea! Britain.” He came
on to Toronto from Washington, and accepted a
dinner from the Board of Trade. The speeches
turned mainly upon continental and Imperial re-
lationships, and Mr. Chamberlain was hardly less
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frank than at Belfast. He said: “I am in favour of
the widest possible commercial union and inter-
course, not only with the United States, but with
all the world. That is the true unrestricted recipro-
city. There is, however, a restricted reciprocity
which would make you dependent for your financial
freedom upon the Government of another state,
and perhaps pave the way for the surrender of
something which is still more important, I mean
your political independence.”

Thus the controversy stood when Parliament
assembled for the session of 1888, and the Liberal
members came together in caucus in order to define
the policy of the party on the subject which for
many months had engrossed the attention of the
country. It is not disputed that there were com-
mercial unionists among the Liberal members of
the Commons, and, in fact, some of these were so
resolutely set upon the advocacy of the project that
they refused to accept the decision of caucus, and
tabled motions in favour of a Zollverein as prefer-
able to any less limited measure of reciprocity. The
overwhelming judgment of caucus, however, was
against commercial union, and against any pro-
position which involved a common tariff and fiscal
dependence upon Washington. But it is still true
that the resolution which Sir Richard Cartwright
was authorized to introduce did imply discrimination
against Great Britain, and this the mover undertook
to justify by showing that the existing Canadian
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tariff was pretty nearly as hostile to British manu-
facturers as that of the United States; that if
conditions remained unchanged the Canadian tariff
must become the more onerous of the two; that
under unrestricted reciprocity we should become
richer, and therefore buy more largely from Great
Britain, although there would be an alteration in
the character of our imports; that England was
essentially just and would concede the right of
Canada to make any legitimate bargain that would
serve the interests of her people ; and that it was for
Canadians to decide whether they should continue
to be a hostage to the United States for the good
behaviour of England, or rise equal to the situation
and become a link of union and concord between
the two great English races. The resolution which
Sir Richard Cartwright introduced on March 14th,
1888, read as follows: “That it is highly desirable
that the largest possible freedom of commercial
intercourse should obtain between the Dominion of
Canada and the United States, and that it is
expedient that all articles manufactured in or the
natural products of either of the said countries,
should be admitted free of duty into the ports
of the other, articles subject to duties of excise
or of internal revenue alone excepted ; that it is
further expedient that the Government of the
Dominion should take steps at an early date to
ascertain on what terms and conditions arrange-
ments can be effected with the United States
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for the purpose of securing full and unrestricted
reciprocity of trade therewith.”

It is doubtful if this resolution did not go beyond
the general feeling and purpose of the Liberal party.
It seemed, however, to the leaders that in order to
make an issue with the Government on the question,
it was necessary to adopt a positive policy, and to go
further than the protectionists would allow Sir John
Macdonald to travel. They were also persuaded
that the condition of the country required an heroic
remedy, and that no proposal for limited reciprocity
would be considered at Washington. They con-
sidered, further, that under continental free trade
the chief manufactures of Canada would experience
such expansion, and the producing classes reap
such signal benefits, that solid and abiding political
contentment under British connection would go
hand in hand with closer commercial connection
with the great English-speaking nation of the new
continent. But, of course, the Conservative party
had an undoubted right to attack the resolution
upon its face, and hold the Liberals to the literal
language of their platform. The policy was essen-
tially weak at two points: (1) It was exceedingly
difficult to show that absolute reciprocity could
be arranged short of a common tariff; and (2) the
Liberal party had no power, fuiling concurrent
action at Washington, to put their policy into
effect. The obvious answer to the first objection
that if it were found necessary to adept a common
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tariff a less measure of reciprocity must be accepted,
could not be made without leaving the platform
open to adoption by Sir John Macdonald whenever
he found it necessary or expedient to go to the
country. Then, as to the second objection, politicians
out of office could not conduct negotiations at
Washington and, therefore, any definite arrange-
ment could neither be sought nor obtained. The
policy of unrestricted reciprocity was now, however,
irrevocably adopted, and for the next three years
all the energies of the Liberal press and the Liberal
leaders were devoted to educating the country to
acceptance of the proposition. Mr. Laurier and Sir
Richard Cartwright were particularly active, and
there is no doubt their arguments told powerfully
upon the people from one end of the Dominion to
the other.
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CHAPTER XXII
THE RECIPROCITY CAMPAIGN

OWARDS the close of 1890 there were ru-
mours of a premature dissolution of Parlia-
ment; but in view of the character of the campaign
which the Conservative party had waged against
the Liberal trade policy, no one was prepared for
a ministerial change of front upon that question.
That, however, is exactly what was contemplated.
On January 16th, 1891, The Empire, then the
chief organ of the Conservative party, published a
despatch from its Ottawa correspondent, in which
it was said: “It is learned from the very best
sources that the Canadian Government has recently
been approached by the United States Govern-
ment with a view to the development of trade
relations between the two countries, and that our
Government has requested the advice of Her Ma-
jesty’s Government on the subject.”! Shortly after
the appearance of this despatch Sir John Mac-
donald visited Toronto, and in a speech at the
Albany Club said: “While we are going to stand
by our National Policy, it is the fact that every

14“The answer made by Mr. Blaine, the Secretary of the United

States, on behalf of his Government, was an overture to reciprocity.”—
Sir John Thompson at a public meeting in Toronto, February 6th, 1891,
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measure of reciprocal trade we have got from our
neighbours has been got by the Conservatives.
The Treaty of 1854 was got by a Conservative
Government; the Treaty of Washington, in 1870,
was negotiated by himself as Canadian commis-
sioner; and when the Treaty of 1888 was made, Sir
Charles Tupper, who had long been a colleague,
was specially appointed a commissioner. So that
every treaty extending trade with our neighbours
had been got by Conservatives, and by Govern-
ments of which he was a member. He believed
there was room for extending our trade on a fair
basis, and that there were things in which we could
enlarge our bounds without in any way infringing
on the National Policy.”

On February 8rd the dissolution of Parliament
was announced, and simultaneously with the an-
nouncement, T%he Empire detailed at length the
steps taken by the Government for the initiation
of reciprocity negotiations at Washington. The
Ottawa correspondent of 7%he Empire wrote that:
“In view of the importance of the reasons which
have induced the Government to appeal to the
country at the present moment, The Fmpire is
privileged to publish a copy of the despatch from
His Excellency the Governor-General to the Secre-
tary of State for the Colonies, showing the nature
of the Government’s proposals to the United States,
and indicating the earnest desire of the Adminis-

1Toronto Empire, January 28th, 1891.
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tration for the development of trade between the
United States and Canada.” The correspondent
went on to explain that several weeks previous to
the date of writing, when negotiations were in
progress between Newfoundland and the United
States looking to a reciprocity treaty, the Canadian
Government made representations that Canada
should have the option of being included in any
arrangements with that colony as to the fisheries or
trade. This contention was based on solemn assur-
ances given by the Newfoundland Government
two or three years before, and repeated on suc-
cessive occasions, that if special privileges were
allowed to any country in regard to the purchase
of supplies or bait in Newfoundland, such privileges
would also be granted to Canada. The Secretary of
State for the United States, when he learned of the
position of affairs, insisted that the negotiations
should be carried on separately. He intimated, how-
ever, that he would not be unwilling to enter into
negotiations with Canada, but preferred that they
should be private and unofficial. The Dominion
Government thereupon asked the Imperial authori-
ties to remind Mr. Blaine that Canada had always
been ready for a fair reciprocal arrangement, and
had made repeated offers to that effect, which,
however, had been ignored or refused by the United
States. It was further represented that the Do-
minion Government was willing, now that over-
tures had been made to them, again to negotiate,
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and that they would prefer that these negotiations
should be official and under a commission from the
British Government. Mr. Blaine thereupon asked
upon what basis the Dominion Government pro-
posed to negotiate, and in response the Canadian
Ministers caused to be sent to Lord Knutsford,
for transmission to Washington, a despatch stating
the subjects which Canada desired to have con-
sidered by a joint commission. The subjects covered
by the despatch to Lord Knutsford were:

1. Renewal of the Reciprocity Treaty of 1854,
with the modifications required by the altered
circumstances of both countries, and with the ex-
tensions deemed by the commission to be in the
interests of Canada and the United States.

2. Reconsideration of the Treaty of 1888 with
respect to the Atlantic fisheries, with the aim of
securing the free admission into the United States
markets of Canadian fishery products, in return
for facilities to be granted to United States fisher-
men to buy bait and supplies, and to tranship
cargoes in Canada, all such privileges to be mutual.

8. Protection of mackerel and other fisheries on
the Atlantic Ocean and in inland waters also.

4. Relaxation of the seaboard coasting laws of
the two countries.

5. Relaxation of the coasting laws of the two
countries on the inland waters dividing Canada
from the United States.

6. Mutual salvage and saving of wrecked vessels.
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7. Arrangements for settling the boundary be-
tween Canada and Alaska.

In a leading article in the same issue, The Empire
thus dealt with the proposals and the position of
the Administration: “ We are convinced that the
utmost satisfaction will be felt by the people of
Canada at the completeness of our Government’s
proposals, and at the evident proof of their desire
to settle the principal questions at issue between
the two countries on a basis honourable to both,
and to extend international trade so faras it can be
extended to the mutual advantage, and without
sacrificing the interests of either nation. The position
of the Government of Canada we take to be this,
that in any measure of reciprocity we must consider
the changed conditions that have grown up since
the abrogation of the Treaty of 1854, and that
Canada, while ready and anxious to extend trade in
mutually beneficial lines, must stand firmly by her
national industries and carefully conserve her in-
dustrial system. There is no reason why a fair and
honourable reciprocity, advantageous to both Canada
and the United States, should not be the issue
of such a discussion as is proposed. We believe that
the people of Canada will endorse our Government
in the policy it has been pursuing, and will
strengthen its hands in the attempt to secure a fair
treaty, without that absolute surrender of our com-
mercial system which is necessarily involved in the
Opposition policy, with its declared intention of
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reducing Canada to a state of vassalage in subjection
to the United States, of discriminating against the
trade of the Empire, and forcing us into direct
taxation.™

It is clear that the relative positions of the
political parties in Canada were materially altered
by the announcement that the Government had
actually entered into negotiations with Washington
for extended commercial intercourse and the ami-
cable settlement of all questions at issue between
the two countries. It was particularly gratifying to
Canada that the negotiations should have begun at
the instance of the Washington authorities, and it
was a fair assumption that no overtures would have
been made if the American Administration were
not ready to concede a generous measure of recipro-
city. It could reasonably be argued that as the
Americans had deliberately opened negotiations
with Sir John Macdonald and his Ministers, and as
these Ministers desired only the sanction of the
country to conclude a treaty, it would be rash and
untimely to disturb the negotiations by a change of
Government in Canada, and bring in a Liberal
Administration which would perhaps make un-
necessary concessions to the United States. There
seemed to be hope, according to the inspired des-
patches from Ottawa, that a renewal of the Treaty
of 1854 would be accepted at Washington. At least
it was possible to quiet the protected manufacturers

1 Editorial in the Toronto Empire, February 4th, 1891.
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with the assurance that only reciprocity in natural
products would be sanctioned, while for the farmers
there was the promise of “ modifications required
by the altered circumstances of both countries, and
the extensions deemed by the commission to be
in the interests of Canada and the United States.”
In short, the Government seemed to be asking
authority to negotiate for either restricted or unre-
stricted reciprocity, and in face of the country, on
the eve of an election, the Opposition stood naked
and bereft of the one issue upon which they had
elected to challenge the Administration.

Naturally there was blank consternation in the
ranks of the Liberal party, and profound suspicion
of the good faith of the Conservative leaders. The
truth seems to be that the Government had con-
structed an electioneering sham, and had resorted
even to misrepresentation in order to baffle and
checkmate the leaders of the Opposition, and snatch
a favourable verdict from the country. There was
amazement in Washington as well as in Canada
over the attitude of the Canadian Government,
and the representations made on its behalf to the
Canadian electors. Congressman Baker, of the Ro-
chester district, in the State of New York, addressed
Mr. Blaine on the subject. He pointed out in his
letter to the Secretary of State that it was reported
in the newspapers of Canada and along the northern
border of his State, where his constituents were
deeply interested in the subject, that negotiations
1 157




SIR WILFRID LAURIER

were going on between the United States and
Great Britain with a view to partial reciprocity with
Canada, covering natural products only and not
manufactures; and it was stated that Sir Charles
Tupper was on his way to Washington as a com-
missioner to negotiate for such modification of the
American tariff. In reply, Mr. Blaine said: “I
authorize you to contradict the rumours you refer
to. There are no negotiations whatever on foot for
a reciprocity treaty with Canada, and you may be
assured no such scheme for reciprocity with the
Dominion confined to natural products will be
entertained by this Government. We know nothing
of Sir Charles Tupper’s coming to Washington.”
It may be as well to say now that this statement
by Mr. Blaine was strictly accurate, in so far as
concerned the origin of the negotiations, and that
Sir Charles Tupper afterwards confessed over his
own signature that any statement that the invita-
tion to negotiate had come from Washington was
untrue.! He was less candid when he declared that
14In view of the fact that you had come to the State Department with
the proposals, and that the subject was then for the first time men-
tioned between us—and in view of the further fact that I agreed to
a private conference, as explained in my minute, I confess it was a
surprise to me when several weeks later, during the Canadian canvas,
Sir John Macdonald and Sir Charles Tupper both stated before public
assemblages that an informal discussion of a reciprocity treaty would
take place at Washington after the 4th of March, by the initiation
of the Secretary of State. . . . I deem it important, since the matter has

been for some weeks open to public remark, to have it settled that the
conference was not ‘initiated’ by me, but on the contrary that the
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absolutely no negotiations were afoot. There was at
least the arrangement for negotiations, and if all
the truth were known it would probably be found
that Canada was forced to intervene in order to
prevent the conclusion of a treaty between New-
foundland and the United States, which gravely
threatened the fishing interests of Canada, and
which, when finally drafted, the Imperial Govern-
ment—as in the case of Prince Edward Island many
years before—refused to sanction, as inimical to the
general interests of the British American communi-
ties. Mr. Blaine’s letter greatly exasperated the Con-
servative press and the Conservative politicians in
Canada, and he was viciously caricatured and vio-
lently lampooned throughout the election contest.
It was vain, in face of his letter, to maintain the
pretence of negotiations for reciprocity in natural
products only, and the Government was forced to
make its appeal to the protected interests, to the
sentiment of attachment to British institutions, and
to such prejudice against the United States as lurked
in the hearts of Canadians. “The old flag, the old
private arrangement of which I spoke was but a modification of your
proposal, and in no sense an original suggestion from the Government
of the United States.” —Letter of the Hon. J. G. Blaine, Secretary of
State of the United States, to Sir Julian Pauncefote, British Minister
at Washington, April 1st, 1891,

“Itold Mr. Blaine that I wished in the outset to recognize the accur-
acy of the statement contained in his letter to Sir Julian Pauncefote,
which I had seen, in reference to the initiation of the negotiations

regarding reciprocal trade arrangements between the two countries.”—
Letter of Sir Charles Tupper to Sir John Macdonald, April 21st, 1891.
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man, and the old policy ” was the battle cry of the
party, and it no doubt appealed with peculiar force
to the sentiments, the prejudices, and the interests
of powerful elements of the Canadian people.! It
was a campaign of shrieking, of denunciation, and
of violence; and no doubt very many of the elec-
torate were thoroughly persuaded that the fate of
British connection depended upon the result of the
contest. There were intemperate utterances by Lib-
erals as well as by Conservatives, and in too much
of the Opposition literature that deep note of
pessimism and tone of contempt for sentimental
considerations which are always offensive to the
national pride and the sturdy self-reliance of Anglo-
Saxon peoples.

Sir John Macdonald’s address to the country is 2
thoroughly characteristic specimen of his election-
eering methods. It gives countenance to the baser
charges and the meaner suspicions against his op-
ponents. It is a crafty appeal to prejudice, rather
than a solid argument addressed to the sober judg-
ment of the people upon real issues of public
policy. The concluding sentences sufficiently attest
its character. “As for myself,” said Sir John Mac-
donald, “my course is clear. A British subject I
was born, a British subject I will die. With my

1The campaign motto, ““The old man, the old flag, and the old
policy,” was the coinage of the late L. P. Kribbs, who was news editor
of the Toronto Empire during all the time that it was published, and
whose political writing in various Canadian papers during a score
of years attracted wide and favourable attention.

160 11

A e u e -

EsagueZrEoe Anm




THE RECIPROCITY CAMPAIGN

utmost effort, with my latest breath will I oppose
the ‘veiled treason’ which attempts by sordid means
and mercenary proffers to lure our people from
their allegiance. During my long public service of
nearly half a century, I have been true to my coun-
try and its best interests, and I appeal with equal
confidence to the men who have trusted me in the
past, and to the young hope of the country, with
whom rest its destinies for the future, to give me
their united and strenuous aid in this my last effort
for the unity of the Empire, and the preservation
of our commercial and political freedom.” Strained
and exaggerated as this language now seems, there
was the skill of the master in the appeal, and it
touched the very springs of the affection and ven-
eration for Sir John Macdonald which lay deep in
the hearts of the Canadian people.

Mr. Laurier a few days later sent out from
Quebec an address to the people in reply to the
Conservative leader, remarkable for its prudence
and courage, its clear and straightforward definition
of the Liberal policy, and its calmness and restraint
in the face of exceptional provocation. The Liberal
leader said: “We have been led to suppose by the
Ministerial press that the dissolution was taking
place with the view of consulting the Canadm.n
people upon the advisability of sending commission-
ers to Washington for the purpose of attempting
to negotiate a treaty for the reciprocal exchange of
natural products between the two countries. Indeed
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we have been informed that overtures in that
respect had been made to the Imperial Govern-
ment, yet, strange to say, of this not a word is to
be found in the manifesto of the Prime Minister.

“The reform suggested [by the Liberal party] is
absolute reciprocal freedom of trade between Canada
and the United States. The advantages of this
policy we place upon this one consideration that the
producing power of the community is vastly in
excess of its consuming power; that, as a conse-
quence new markets have to be found abroad, and
that our geographical position makes the great
neighbouring nation of 63,000,000 people of kindred
origin our best market. Indeed the advantages of
this policy are so various that they are not denied,
nor the statement of the same contradicted ; but
three objections are urged against it. It is asserted :
(a) That this policy would discriminate against Eng-
land ; (b) that it would make direct taxation un-
avoidable; and (c) that it is “veiled treason’ and
would lead to annexation.

“The charge that unrestricted reciprocity would
involve discrimination against England cannot have
much weight in the mouths of men whose policy
was protection, whose object was to do away with
the importation of English manufactured goods,
whose object was to destroy British trade to that
extent. It is well, however, to meet this charge
squarely and earnestly. It cannot be expected, it
were folly to expect, that the interests of a colony
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must always be identical with the interests of the
mother land. The day must come when from no
other cause than the development of national life in
the colony there must be a clashing of interests
with the mother land, and in any such case, much
as I would regret the necessity, I would stand
by my native land. Moreover, the assertion that
unrestricted reciprocity means discrimination against
England, involves the proposition that the Canadian
tariff would have to be assimilated to the American
tariff. I deny the proposition. Reciprocity can be
obtained upon an assimilation of tariffs, or upon the
retention of its own tariff by each country. Reci-
procity is a matter of agreement to be obtained
only by mutual concessions between the two coun-
tries. Should the concessions demanded from the
people of Canada involve consequences injurious to
their sense of duty either to themselves or the
mother land, the people of Canada would not have
reciprocity at such a price; but to reject the idea of
reciprocity in advance before a treaty has been
made on account of consequences which can spring
only from the existence of a treaty, is manifestly as
illogical as it is unfair. . . . .

“The charge that unrestricted reciprocity is
‘veiled treason’ is a direct and unworthy appeal to
passion and prejudice. It is an unworthy appeal
even when presented with the great authority of
Sir John Macdonald’s name. As to the consequent
charge that unrestricted reciprocity would lead to
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annexation, if it means anything it means that
unrestricted reciprocity would make the people so
prosperous that, not satisfied with a commercial
alliance, they would forthwith vote for political
absorption in the American Republic. If this be
not the true meaning implied in the charge, I leave
it to every man’s judgment that it is unintelligible
on any other ground.”

This address gave fresh courage and confidence
to Liberals throughout the country, and dispelled
the fears of many that the Liberal leaders had some
secret understanding with Washington, and were
bent upon a quarrel with Great Britain, if that
should become necessary to the establishment of
unrestricted reciprocity, But the stock of Conserva-
tive ammunition was not exhausted. For some
weeks they had been preparing for the decisive
stroke of the contest, and it was finally delivered
under circumstances which made it peculiarly sen-
sational and impressive. In July, 1890, Mr. Edward
Farrer, who had served for some years as chief
editorial writer on 7The Mal, accepted a similar
position on T%e Globe newspaper. Mr. Farrer had
earned a wide reputation by his forceful handling of
several great controversies. His work had strength,
dignity, and finish. He had a remarkable persistence
in attack, and a capacity for economic argument
such as few other writers in Canadian journalism
have possessed. The first hint of some projected
exposure was dropped by Sir John Thompson in
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the course of a speech at Halifax. He intimated
that the country would shortly be furnished with
conclusive proof of the treasonable relations of one
of the leaders of the Liberal party with politicians
at Washington. Sir John Macdonald and Sir Charles
Tupper were announced to speak at Toronto on
February 17th, and it was whispered in advance
that startling revelations were impending. It was
the veteran Conservative leader himself who under-
took to lead the attack upon Mr. Farrer, and to
hold the Liberal party responsible for his proceed-
ings. Mr. Farrer had written a pamphlet dealing
with the Atlantic fisheries, the disposition of the
fishermen towards the United States, and the
methods adopted by Sir John Macdonald to recon-
cile the Eastern Provinces to exclusion from the
American market. The drockure hinted at the im-
position by the United States of a tonnage tax on
Nova Scotia vessels laden whole or in part with fish
as a means of stopping seizures of American vessels;
at the suspension of the bonding privilege; at
cutting the connection of the Canadian Pacific
Railway with United States territory at Sault Ste.
Marie; at measures to oblige Great Britain to
withdraw her countenance and support from the
Canadian contention as she did in 1871; and de-
clared that Sir John Macdonald’s disappearance
from the stage would be the signal for a movement
in Canada towards annexation.

Proof sheets of this pamphlet were stolen from a
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Toronto printing office and put into the hands of
Sir John Macdonald, and it was not unnatural that
the Conservative politicians should seek to connect
the Liberal party with its preparation and publica-
tion. Sir John Macdonald gave the most damaging
interpretation to the document, and professed to
find in its pages conclusive evidence of the deter-
mination of the Liberal leaders to hand Canada
over to the United States. Mr. Farrer, however, in
a signed letter in The Globe of the next morning
frankly and courageously assumed responsibility
for the pamphlet, and explained that it was written
for an American friend, that only twelve copies
were printed, that one had gone to the United
States and one to Great Britain, and the remaining
copies were still in his possession. He said that he
had undertaken to prepare the statement before he
had any connection with T%e Globe, good, bad, or
indifferent. “But,” said Mr. Farrer, “the accident
that I was on another journal does not affect the
case at all. I should do the same thing if I saw fit
to-morrow, without reference to The Globe, just as
I did it without reference to The Mail; for surely
a writer on a newspaper, conducted—as all Cana-
dian papers are—on the impersonal system, is en-
titled to his private opinions and his personal
liberty of action.” He adhered to his opinion that
political union with the United States was the
manifest destiny of Canada, and that Sir John
Macdonald’s methods of Government would not
166 n
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outlast him; and he concluded: “I deny the as-
sumption that 7%e Globe or the Liberal party is
bound or affected by anything written, said, or
done by a mere writer for T%e Globe in his private
hours or private capacity. It would be a monstrous
thing for Mr. Laurier to apply that code to any of
the writers on T%e Empire, or for Mr. Gladstone,
let us say, to employ it against somebody connected
with The Standard. A newspaper is to be judged
by its printed utterances, and is no more responsi-
ble for the acts or opinions of its staff outside of its
columns than for what they choose to have for
dinner. Any other understanding would render the
pursuit of journalism extremely difficult, if not
impossible, both for employers and employed.”

This was a reasonable statement, as truthful as
it was frank, but the Conservative papers held to
Mr. Farrer's pamphlet as one of the great issues of
the contest, and the shouts of treason grew ever
louder, the appeal to passion and prejudice more
vehement, the charges of plotting and conspiracy
more shrill and insistent. Later in the campaign
private letters from Mr. Farrer and Congressman
Hitt, of Illinois, were read by Sir Charles Tupper
at a public meeting at Windsor; but neither these
letters nor the pamphlet involved the Liberal
leaders, or furnished evidence of any organized
movement to separate Canada from Great Britain,
and throw the couniry into the arms of the United
States. If Mr. Farrer was a political unionist, he
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had distinguished prototypes in the ranks of the
Conservative party of other days, some of whom
lived to do great and eminent service for Canada,
and to receive even the recognition of the British
sovereign. Ostracism for opinion’s sake can never
be very successful in a British country.

The significance of Mr. Farrer’s pamphlet was
greatly exaggerated, and the deductions drawn
from its discovery were wholly unwarranted. There
was no plot. There was no conspiracy. There was
no intrigue with Washington. There was not even
the shadow of an understanding with Mr. Blaine,
or any other American statesman, that in case of
success in the elections the trade policy of the
Liberal party would be accepted by the Washing-
ton Administration. The Liberal leaders, in fact,
had expressly rejected the policy of commercial
union, and stood only for such a measure of free
trade with the United States as would be sanctioned
by the Home Government. The utterances of Mr.
Laurier, of Mr. Mowat, of Mr. Mackenzie, of the
mass of Liberal politicians and journals, could not
be misunderstood. There were, no doubt, political
unionists among Liberals, as among Conservatives,
but the overwhelming sentiment of the Liberal
party was uncompromisingly British, and no con-
siderations of material advantage could overcome
their attachment to British institutions, or uproot
their devotion to throne and Empire.

Mr. Mackenzie, now a broken and pathetic figure,
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passing swiftly towards the end, was renominated
by the Liberals of East York, and in his only
address to his constituents, and, in fact, his last
public utterance, he said: “It has been said by
some of the ministerial papers that Great Britain
would not consent to any extension of a free trade
policy. I can only say that in the negotiations of
1874 at Washington, conducted by Mr. George
Brown, the Government was in active communica-
tion with the Colonial Office, and a list of the
articles proposed to be embodied in the new treaty
was transmitted for consideration to Downing Street.
The general spirit which pervaded these communi-
cations was simply that Canada and Canadians
knew best what suited themselves. No doubt they
were also aware of the fact that anything which
benefited Canadian trade would more or less be
grateful to the statesmen of the Mother Country. I
could never consent to the Zollverein policy for
obvious reasons, but I cannot conceive why any-
one should object to reciprocal free trade secured
by treaty and not inimical to the interests of Great
Britain as the heart of the Empire.™

While the hue and cry against Mr. Farrer was
at its height Mr. Mowat spoke in Toronto, and he
unquestionably voiced the deep-seated sentiment of
the Liberal party. “There is,” he said “but a
fragment of our people, either Conservatives or Re-
formers, who do not love British connection. There

1 Toronto Globe, January 9th, 1891,
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is but a fragment of our people who take any other
view, and there are as many of that fragment
on the Conservative side as on the Reform side.
For myself I am a true Briton. I love the old land
. very dearly. I am glad I was born a British subject.
Al A British subject I have lived for three-score years,
. and something more—I hope to live my life a
i British subject and as a British subject die. I trust
4 and I hope that my children and my grandchildren,
! who have also been born British subjects, will live
i 1 their lives as British subjects and as British subjects
W} die. As loving my country in this way I rejoice that
: there is so much loyalty amongst the people. I
! rejoice at it even though sometimes it is perverted
) by those who have some base object to serve by the
) perversion of it. Do not let any one make you
suppose that loyalty requires any measure which is
l opposed to the national interests of the country,
| British connection has never done us any harm;
| British connection has never stood in the way of
the industry of this country; British connection has
been an advantage to us, and I believe will always
| continue to be an advintage to us. You are my
i | fellow-Britons; you are my fellow-loyalists; let us
il take care that in this matter we are not deceived
;i , by those who have an object in deceiving us. Let
' us all take care that we shall not be drawn into the
Qb absurdity of considering that reciprocity to a certain
; extent may be a good thing, may be for our
! advantage, may confirm the loyalty of our people,
170 I




THE RECIPROCITY CAMPAIGN

may put down all thought of annexation, but that (A
if that is extended a little further, it brings on |
annexation, brings on anti-British feeling amongst
us. I utterly repudiate that. The sentiment of the
country is far stronger than our opponents pretend,
and than a few of our own friends have been led to
believe. Our opponents are afraid of being Yankee-
fied if they get unrestricted reciprocity. We are not
afraid of being Yankeefied by any such thing. I am
quite sure that the Reformers will not be Yankeefied
by unrestricted reciprocity, and I hope the Con
servatives will not be Yankeefied either by any such
means.”™

This was the tone of the Liberal press and the
Liberal speakers all over the country, and nothing
could be wider of the mark than to treat the
election of 1891 as a contest between British con-
nection and continentalism. Polling took place
on March 5th, and the result, under all the circum-
stances, was remarkable. Mr. Laurier had often
said that the Liberal party could not obtain office
while Sir John Macdonald lived. There could be
hardly any doubt that the old Conservative leader
was engaged in his last fight, and that he com-
manded the passionate devotion of his party. He
had likewise the very general support of the bankers,
traders, and manufacturers of the country, and the
sympathetic regard of that great independent ele-
ment which distrusts new men and new proposals,

1 Toronto Globe, February 19th, 1891,
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and silently determines the issue of so many con-
tests. He had the advantage also of the strenuous
efforts made by his press and his campaigners to
put the Liberal leaders under suspicion of intrigue
with Washington, and to raise against them the
British sentiment of the country. He was further
aided by the fear, the natural fear, of many traders
and manufacturers that the summary establishment
of free trade with the United States would confuse
their business connections, swamp their trade, and
destroy their industries. Against all these disad-
vantages, however, the Liberal party broke even in
Ontario and Quebee, while the adverse vote of the
other provinces gave a total majority of less than
thirty to the Administration. It is well, however, to
say again that it was not a contest between British
connection and continentalism, and that no appre-
ciable percentage of the electors who voted for
Liberal candidates, were animated by separatist
motives, or less zealous than Sir John Macdonald
for “the unity of the empire and the preservation
of our commercial and political freedom.”

There has still to be recorded one remarkable
incident of this remarkable contest. Simultaneously
with the returns of the polling, appeared a striking
and disturbing letter from the Hon. Edward Blake.
Throughout the contest Mr. Blake was silent, and
from time to time it was hinted by Conservative
papers and by speakers from Conservative platforms
that he was at variance with Mr. Laurier and Sir
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Richard Cartwright, and hostile to the trade policy
of the party. He had not accepted renomination
in West Durham, and a letter which was said
to have been read behind closed doors at the
Liberal Convention at Bowmanville was withheld
from the public. All the mystery and uncertainty
which surrounded his attitude was dispelled by
the communication which now appeared over his
familiar signature. It is necessary to deal somewhat
exhaustively with this statement. Mr. Blake said
that in our then existing political condition a
moderate revenue tariff approximating to free trade
with all the world, and coupled with liberal pro-
visions for reciprocal free trade with the States,
would be, if practicable, our best arrangement. It
seemed, however, to be the settled policy of the
States to decline a limited reciprocity. What was
best was therefore not now attainable. The Con-
servative policy he declared, had failed to accomplish
the predictions of its promoters, and he uttered a
sweeping condemnation of its tendencies and results.

“Its real tendency has been, as foretold twelve
years ago, towards disintegration and annexation,
instead of consolidation and the maintenance of
that British connection of which they claim to be
the special guardians. It has left us with a small
population, a scanty immigration, and a North-
West empty still; with enormous additions to our
public debt and yearly charge, an extravagant sys-
tem of expenditure, and an unjust and oppressive
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tariff; with restricted markets for our needs, whether
to buy or to sell, and all the host of evils (great-
ly intensified by our special conditions) thence
arising; with trade diverted from its natural into
forced, and, therefore, less profitable channels, and
with unfriendly relations and frowning tariff’ walls,
ever more and more estranging us from the mighty
English-speaking nation to the south—our neigh-
bours and relations—with whom we ought to be,
as it was promised that we should be, living in
generous amity and liberal intercourse. Worse; far
worse! It has left us with lowered standards of
public virtue and a death-like apathy in public
opinion; with racial, religious, and provincial ani-
mosities rather inflamed than soothed; with a
subservient Parliament, an autocratic Executive,
debauched constituencies, and corrupted and cor-
rupting classes; with lessened self-reliance and in-
creased dependence on the public chest and on
legislative aids, and possessed withal by a boastful
jingo spirit far enough removed from true manli-
ness, loudly proclaiming unreal conditions and ex-
aggerated sentiments, while actual facts and genuine
opinions are suppressed. It has left us with our
\ hands tied, our future compromised, and in such a
a plight that, whether we stand or move, we must
run some risks which else we might have either
| declined or encountered with greater promise of
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f He contended that fair traders and federationists,
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Tories and protectionists to the contrary notwith-
standing, there was no reasonable prospect that the
people of the United Kingdom would seriously
engage in a struggle to which their whole Liberal
party was opposed, and which their Conservative
Prime Minister had likened to a civil war—a
struggle to turn back for forty years the clock of
time, and to achieve a social, industrial, and econ-
omic revolution, in order to reimpose protective
duties which would effectively restrict, in favour of
their own landlords, and of colonial producers like
ourselves, the supply of their staple foods. Indeed,
he said, it seemed difficult to conceive a suggestion
which, coming from Canada, would be more cal-
culated than this to alienate British feeling; even
though accompanied by the sop of a delusive
differential duty in favour of British manufactures.
Under these circumstances, unrestricted free trade
with the States, secured for a long term of years,
would, even though accompanied by higher duties
against the rest of the world than he for one
admired, give us in practice the great blessing of a
measure of free trade, much larger than we then
enjoyed or could otherwise attain. This would
greatly advance our most material interests, and
help our natural, our largest, most substantial and
most promising industries; it would create an influx
of population and capital, and promote a rapid
development of forces and materials now almost
unused; in three words, it would give us men,
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money, and markets. Obviously, however, any prac-
ticable plan involved differential duties against
the United Kingdom and the rest of the world.
Even with such duties, the gaps in our revenue,
due to the loss of taxes on imports from the States
and on imports from Britain to be replaced by
home and United States manufactures, would be
very great, incapable of being filled by a tea and
coffee tax, a bill tax, and other available taxes of like
nature, and by practicable economies. Direct taxa-
tion, even in its most promising form, a succession
tax, was out of the question, and therefore of
the financial problem presented by unrestricted
reciprocity, he had seen no solution which would
leave us without a great deficit. Any feasible
plan of unrestricted reciprocity involved differential
duties; and involved—as to the bulk by agreement,
and as to much from the necessity of the case—the
substantial assimilation in their leading features, of
the tariffs of the two countries. The absence of
agreement would give to each country power to
disturb at will the industrial system of the other;
and unrestricted reciprocity, without an agreed
assimilation of duties, was an unsubstantial dream.
For example, he said the States could not, without
destroying their industrial system, admit free our
woollen or iron manufactures, the produce of wool

-or iron freely imported by us from beyond seas;

nor could we, without destroying ours, levy on raw
materials higher duties than those laid by the
176 I
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States. Then, since any practicable arrangement
substantially involved not only differential duties
but a common tariff, unrestricted reciprocity be-
came, in these its redeeming features, difficult to
distinguish from commercial union.

Commercial union—establishing a common tariff,
abolishing international custom houses and dividing
the total duties between the two countries in agreed
proportions—would be the more available, perhaps
the only available plan. The tendency in Canada of
unrestricted free trade with the States, high duties
being maintained against the United Kingdom,
would be towards political union, and the more
successful the plan the stronger the tendency, both
by reason of the community of interests, the inter-
mingling of population, the more intimate business
and social connections, and the trade and fiscal
relations, amounting to dependency which it would
create with the States, and of the greater isolation
and divergency from Britain which it would pro-
duce; and also and especially through inconveni-
ences experienced in the maintenance and appre-
hensions entertained as to the termination of the
treaty. Therefore he said,  Whatever you or I may
think on that head, whether we like or dislike,
believe or disbelieve in political union, must we not
agree that the subject is one of great moment,
towards the practical settlement of which we should
take no serious step without reflection, or in ignor-
ance of what we are doing? Assuming that absolute
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free trade with the States, best described as com-
mercial union, may and ought to come, I believe
that it can and should come only as an incident, or
at any rate, as a weil-understood precursor of
political union, for which indeed we should be able
to make better terms before than after the surrender
of our commercial independence. Then so believing
—believing that the decision of the trade question
involves that of the constitutional issue, for which
you are unprepared and with which you do not
even conceive yourselves to be dealing—how can I
properly recommend you now to decide on com-
mercial union !

It is hardly necessary to say that the appearance
of this letter was a profound and painful surprise
to the Liberal party. There was light, perhaps, in
the communication. Leading there was not. It was
destructive, inconclusive, and embarrassing to the
last degree. It was like Emerson’s New England
road, which ended in a squirrel track and ran up a
tree. Various interpretations were put upon the
manifesto, and these were as conflicting as they
were uncertain. 7%e Globe interpreted the letter as
a declaration for political union ; The Empire as a
protest against the disloyal tendencies of the Liberal
trade policy. Conflicting and contradictory efforts to
find a positive policy in the letter led Mr. Blake to
publish this additional statement: “The contra-

1 Address of the Hon. Edward Blake to the members of the West
Durham Reform Convention, March 5th, 1891.
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dictory inferences to which a sentence in my
Durham letter, detached from its context, has in
several quarters unexpectedly given rise, conquer
my reluctance to trespass again so soon upon your
columns ; and I crave space to say that I think
political union with the States, though becoming
our probable, is by no means our ideal, or as yet our
inevitable future.”

All that can now be said is that only actual
negotiations at Washington could have determined
the exact force and justice of some of Mr. Blake'’s
criticisms. If unrestricted reciprocity was unwork-
able except upon the lines of commercial union,
then the term was not properly expressive of the
intentions of the Liberal leaders, and stood for
a proposition which they had refused to accept. No
one will impugn Mr. Blake’s motives, or deny the
force of his reasoning and the courage of his utter-
ance. It cannot be doubted that his letter was
infinitely damaging to the Liberal party, and that
he himself was deeply distressed over what he
conceived to be the necessity for its publication.
Notwithstanding the death of Sir John Macdonald
and the revelations during the session of 1891 of
gross frauds in some of the public departments, the
bye-elections of 1892, which followed the work of
the courts, resulted in almost continuous defeat for
the candidates of the Opposition, and it is certain that
Mr. Blake’s letter had its effect in the constituencies.

1 Letter to the Toronto Globe, March 11th, 1891.
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Shortly after the general eleciion, Sir Charles
Tupper, Sir John Thompson, and the Hon. Geo. E.
Foster proceeded to Washington with a view to
negotiate for freer commercial intercourse. But
their mission was abortive. In fact, negotiation
was hardly attempted. The commissioners reported
that the Government of the United States would
not renew the Treaty of 1854, nor agree upon
any commercial reciprocity which should be con-
fined to natural products alone ; and that, in view
of the great development in the industrial interests
of the United States and of the changed condition
of the commercial relations of the two countries
since the Treaty of 1854 was negotiated, it was
necessary that a list of manufactured goods should
be included in the schedule of articles for free or
other exchange under any reciprocity arrangements
which could be made. The Hon. Geo. E. Foster
declared some months afterwards that Mr. Blaine
demanded discriminatory duties against British and
foreign goods, and not only made it a condition that
an agreed list of manufactures should be placed
upon the free list, but also that a uniform tariff on
the lines of the American tariff, should be adopted
by the two countries.! Gen. John W, Foster, assist-
ant Secretary of State under Mr. Blaine, who was
present at the conferences with the Canadian com-
missioners, dissented from this statement. He said
Mr. Blaine did not insist that a uniform tariff would

1 Ottawa despatch to the Toronto Empire, D ber 11th, 1892,
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be necessary, nor much less, that it should be on the

lines of the existing United States tariff. He did ask
that the schedule should not be confined to natural
products, but should include an agreed list of
manufactured goods, and that the reciprocity should
be confined to Canada and the United States. At
any rate the terms were such as the Canadian com-
missioners could not accept, and the conferences
abruptly terminated.

The real disposition of Washington was mani-
fested in the McKinley Bill, which imposed pro-
hibitory taxes upon our natural products and greatly
incensed Canadian opinion against the United
States. True, an incipient agitation for political
union arose in Ontario, but it was not far-reaching,
and its force was soon spent. President Harrison’s
threat to suspend the bonding privilege because
tolls were imposed upon American vessels passing
through the Canadian canals, notwithstanding that
the Washington Government had never sought to
secure for Canada the free use of the State canals
as provided by the stipulations of the Washington
Treaty, still further estranged relations between the
two countries, while the promise of economic relief
through increasing exports to Great Britain steadied
Canadian opinion and reconciled Canadian pro-
ducers to exclusion from the American market.
These and other circumstances combined to modify
the agitation for reciprocity, and when the National
Liberal Convention met in Ottawa in June, 1898,
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a trade plank was adopted which more clearly
expressed the feeling of the Liberal party, and
invalidated the more serious attacks which had been
made upon the policy of unrestricted free trade
with the United States. This thoroughly repre-
sentative and thoroughly national convention de-
clared that the tariff should be so arranged as to
promote freer trade with the whole world, and more
particularly with Great Britain and the United
States, and further: “That having regard to the
prosperity of Canada and the United States as
adjoining countries, with many mutual interests, it
is desirable that there should be the most friendly
relations and broad and liberal trade intercourse
between them; that the interests alike of the
Dominion and of the Empire would be materially
advanced by the establishing of such relations; that
the period of the old reciprocity treaty was one
of marked prosperity to the British North American
colonies; that the pretext under which the Govern-
ment appealed to the country in 1891 respecting
negotiation for a treaty with the United States was
misleading and dishonest and intended to deceive
the electorate; that no sincere effort has been made
by them to obtain a treaty, but that on the con-
trary, it is manifest that the present Government,
controlled as they are by monopolies and combines,
are not desirous of securing such a treaty ; that the
first step towards obtaining the end in view is
to place a party in power who are sincerely desirous
182 I
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of promoting a treaty on terms honourable to both
countries; that a fair and liberal reciprocity treaty
would develop the great natural resources of Can-
ada, would enormously increase the trade and
commerce between the two countries, would tend
to encourage friendly relations between the two
peoples, would remove many causes which have in
the past provoked irritation and trouble to the
Governments of both countries, and would promote
those kindly relations between the Empire and the
Republic which afford the best guarantee for peace
and prosperity; that the Liberal party is prepared
to enter into negotiations with a view to obtaining
such a treaty, including a well-considered list of
manufactured articles, and we are satisfied that any
treaty so arranged will receive the assent of Her
Majesty’s Government, without whose approval no
treaty can be made.”

This declaration of policy healed the breach
between Mr. Blake and the Liberal party. He
intimated his approval and satisfaction to his old
constituents, and in a speech at Strathroy in 1897
frankly restated his position, or rather interpreted
his famous letter to the Liberals of West Dur-
ham. He pointed out that in 1891 the Liberal
party went to the country with the policy of unres-
tricted reciprocity with the United States, or con-
tinental free trade. He fully recognized, as he had
long recognized, the enormous and immediate ad-
vantage of the greatest practical freedom of trade
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with all countries, and most particularly with the
country which was coterminous with ours; yet he
was convinced, after the most careful considera-
tion, that a policy which necessarily involved a
great and general discrimination against Great
Britain was not merely irreconcilable with our
financial requirements, swollen as these had .-
come, but also included of necessity the assimila-
tion of our tariff with the tariff of the neighbouring
Republic. He was satisfied that it would tend to
produce a bad feeling in Great Britain, that it
would tend towards severance from that coun-
try and to political union with the United States,
and his belief was that his fellow-countrymen did
not apprehend these results and were not prepared
to adopt these conclusions. Leading friends of his
differed wholly from these view: The election
was suddenly precipitated in adve ice of the usual
period, and he found himself in  painful dilemma.
It was impossible for him to stand for Parliament
without stating frankly to his constituents, as he
had always done, the views he held upon public
questions, and it was equally impossible for him, in
the very crisis of a general election, to state those
opinions without doing serious damage to friends
whom he had long served and whom he deeply
loved. He had, therefore, decided upon the whole
that the course he had best pursue was one of
silence for the time, which involved giving up the
dearest aspirations of his own life, and his retire-
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ment from Parliament. At that juncture the oppor-
tunity, unsought and unexpected, presented itself,
which opened the door to his services elsewhere,
which had been closed in the country to which he
belonged. A year later the Liberal party held a
great convention, at which they laid down a fresh
policy on the trade question, to which generally it
was his great pleasure to give his adhesion, for,
indeed, it was that which he had always maintained
himself.!

This is, at least, a satisfactory interpretation of
the West Durham letter, even though it discovers
tendencies in the policy of unrestricted reciprocity,
and argues conclusions from the attitude of the
Liberal party which Mr. Blake’s successors in the
direction of the party organization could not accept
as the necessary consequences of their programme
as developed in caucus and presented to the country.
1 Speech at Strathroy, November 24th, 1897,







CHAPTER XXIII

LIBERAL MINISTERS AT WASHINGTON

T is convenient to consider now the efforts made

by the Liberal Ministry which came into office
in 1896 to give effect to the resolutions of the
national convention, in so far as concerns trade
with the United States. During Mr. Cleveland’s
second Administration, the tariff duties against
Canadian products were materially lowered. But
Mr. McKinley succeeded to the Presidency in 1896,
and a Republican Congress restored the prohibitory
tariff against Canada. The appointment of the Joint
High Commission, however, arose directly out of
the desire of the United States to acquire still more
exclusive ownership of the Alaskan seal fisheries.
The Washington Government was not at all con-
tent with the decision of the Paris arbitration,
which provided in effect that as no exclusive rights
within the Behring Sea had been conferred upon
Russia or exercised by her prior to the sale of
Alaska to the United States in 1867, therefore
Canada should have equal right of access to the
Behring Sea with the United States. Regulations
were also established under the award of Paris
requiring that seals should be captured only at
certain seasons, under certain conditions, and with
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stipulated weapons to be used in the fisheries. The
United States claimed that under these regulations
seal life was rapidly disappearing from Behring Sea.
Accordingly, in November, 1897, experts from both
countries considered conditions in the seal fishing
grounds, and reported that: “It was not possible
during the continuance of the conservative methods
at present in force upon the Pribyloff Island for
the further safeguarding of the protected zone at
sea, that any pelagic killing could result in the
actual extermination of the species.”

Upon the publication of this report, Sir Wilfrid
Laurier and Sir Louis Davies visited Washington.
During the consideration of the position of the seal
fisheries, it was proposed that the whole series of
open questions between the United States and
Canada should be taken up and settled. This
proposition was mutually accepted, and an under-
standing reached as to the subjects to be discussed.
These were: (1) the Alaskan and Atlantic fisheries;
(2) the Alaskan boundary; (8) the trade relations
of the two countries; (4) the agreement limiting
the number of war ships on the Great Lakes; (5) the
alien labour laws; (6) the bonding privileges; (7) the
preservation of fish in contiguous waters; (8) the
conveyance of prisoners through the territory of
either nation by the officers of the other; (9) reci-
procity in wrecking.

A Joint High Commission was subsequently
constituted, with Sir Wilfrid Laurier, Sir Richard
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Cartwright, Sir Louis Davies, Mr. John Charlton,
M.P., and Lord Herschell as the British Plenipo-
tentiaries; Sir James Winter, as the representative
of Newfoundland; and Senator Fairbanks of In-
diana, Senator Gray of Delaware, the Hon. J. W,
Foster, Congressman Dingley of Maine, and Mr.
J. A. Kasson and Mr. T. Jefferson Coolidge of the
State Department, as the representatives of the
United States. Mr. Dingley died while the Com-
mission was sitting, and was replaced by Congress-
man Sareno Payne of New York State. Baron
Herschell, too, who was made chairman of the
Commission, met with an accident at Washington
and died, just as the Commission had completed its
labours. It is proper to say that Mr. Dingley,
although a stalwart protectionist and the author of
the tariff measure which still bears so heavily
against Canadian products, manifested a large and
tolerant spirit in his treatment of many of the
questions which came under the purview of the
Commission; while Canada found Lord Herschell
a liberal-and resolute champion of her contentions.
As Sir Wilfrid Laurier said in the House of Com-
mons, “He fought for Canada not only with en-
thusiasm, but with conviction and devotion.”

The Commission sat at Quebec from August
28rd until October 10th, 1898, and subsequently at
Washington from November 9th, 1898, until Feb-
ruary 20th, 1899, when an adjournment was made
without practical results from 1ts deliberations.
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During the prolonged sittings of the Commission,
laborious and exhaustive examination was made of
many of the subjects under review; and time and
again there seemed prospect of a comprehensive
settlement of the disputed questions between the
two countries. It is apparent from the schedule of
subjects considered that the United States sought
vastly greater concessions from Canada than the
British Provinces claimed from the Republic. We
sought little beyond freer access to American
markets, and a more satisfactory determination of
our rights in the Atlantic fisheries, and these boons
the American commissioners were very reluctant
to concede. They naturally desired that the treaty
should cover a large schedule of manufactured
goods, and we were equally concerned for the
removal of American duties on natural products.
But Mr. Dingley and his associates knew that pro-
tectionist sentiment was firmly rooted in the agri-
cultural communities of the United States, and par-
ticularly among the farmers of the border counties,
while the Canadian commissioners were bound to re-
member that protectionism in Canada had its strong-
hold in the manufacturing classes. Progress was slow
and difficult; but before the Commission arose it was
understood that a schedule had been arranged which
provided practically for free trade in the products
of the mines, for a considerable schedule of agricul-
tural products, and for a careful and judicious re-
adjustment of the duties on certain manufactures.
190 11




LIBERAL MINISTERS AT WASHINGTON

The negotiations for reciprocity in wrecking were
less successful. Under existing regulations, if a
Canadian ship goes ashore in American waters, she
can be assisted only by an American wrecking
crew operating in an American vessel, and Canada
naturally maintains the same regulations against
American vessels wrecked in Canadian waters. It is
a barbarous survival of medizval protectionism, but
even if a treaty had been drafted by the Commis-
sion, it is doubtful if it would have covered reci-
procal wrecking. The treaty would, however, have
provided regulations for fish preservation by the
establishment of uniform close seasons on the Great
Lakes and all contiguous waters, and for restocking
the sources of supply.

A thorough consideration was had of the agree-
ment which limits the number of war-vessels to be
maintained on the Great Lakes by Great Britain
and the United States. This convention arose out
of the war of 1812-14, when some sanguinary
conflicts occurred on the lakes between British
and American vessels. With the object of pre-
venting a costly competition for their control by
the maintenance of fleets thereon, a convention was
concluded in 1817, under which His Britannic
Majesty and the Government of the United States
agreed that only four small vessels of a definite
size should be maintained upon such waters. This
convention was never embodied in a treaty, and
its provisions were terminable upon six months’
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notice by either party thereto. The agreement
forbade not only the maintenance but the con-
struction of war-vessels. This, however, mattered
very little until ship-building industries sprang up
at Cleveland and other American ports on the
lakes. The ship-builders at these ports strongly
urged that they be permitted to compete with the
ship-builders on the Pacific and Atlantic coasts in
the construction of American war-vessels, and as
a preliminary to this they made a demand that
the convention of 1817 be abrogated. The de-
mand was not quite reasonable in consideration
of the fact that war-vessels built in American ports
on the lakes could reach the open sea only through
Canadian canals which could be closed to them;
but the ship-builders probably meant to secure
passage-way to the sea for such vessels by the
threat that if this were not granted the United
States would construct and maintain a fleet on the
lakes. Another reason urged for the abrogation
of the convention of 1817 was that in the event of
war over one hundred vessels of the British navy
are of sufficiently light draught to pass through the
Canadian canals. These vessels could not be opposed
by American war-vessels, and would completely
dominate the lakes. The British commissioners were
reluctant to disturb the old convention, which of
course the United States could easily terminate;
but in return for equivalent concessions elsewhere,
on the special advice of Lord Herschell, they might
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possibly have agreed to allow passage through the
Canadian canals of war-vessels partially constructed
on the upper lakes, but still unarmoured and un-
equipped. There was no more delicate point in the
negotiations, and the British commissioners well
understood that Canadian feeling on the subject
was particularly sensitive and ebullient.

It was also desired to abolish the alien labour
laws and to remove all restrictions upon artisans
and labourers passing from one country to the other
in search of employment. The original intention of
the Alien Labour Law of the United States was to
prevent aliens coming in under contract and taking
the place of workmen on strike. The law was care-
lessly drafted, and in 1887-88, the officers charged
with its enforcement at Detroit and Buffalo took
advantage of the powers conferred to stop Cana-
dians entering the States in search of employment.
In cases where families were left behind in Canada,
the workman was either deported or required to
take his household to the United States. After a
lengthy agitation a similar law was placed upon
the Canadian statute book in 1897. Sir Wilfrid
Laurier, however, expressely stated that the law
should be enforced only against countries which
applied alien labour regulations against Canadians,
and that whenever these regulations should be
removed the Canadian law would become inopera-
tive. The chief prosecutions under the Canadian law
have been in cases where labourers were brought
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in under contract during disputes between em-
, | ployers and employed. In some cases, however, in

'l Northern Ontario, men have been deported who

| J. had refused to bring their families over and settle

in Canada as permanent citizens. Canada’s con-
tention in the negotiations was that the repeal
of the law on both sides would be advantageous,
and the American attitude seems to have been
cordial and sympathetic.

The Commission had also to consider the various
regulations adopted from time to time for the passing
of goods in bond through adjacent territories of the
United States and Canada. Before the coming of
railways the bulk of the supplies imported into
Upper Canada were brought in during the summer
season by the St. Lawrence, which was also the
great highway for exports destined for Europe. It
was obvious that a port shut up for six months of
the year did not afford adequate means of com-
munication, and as early as 1836 there was an
agitation in Canada for the right of importing
goods in bond from Europe by New York and other
American ports. An agreement was made some time
afterwards, by which this privilege was obtained,
but it was not until 1853 that exportation in bond
was granted. The traffic ever since has been carried
on in greatly increasing volume, and it would now
be difficult, except under stress of national self-
preservation, to bring in all the goods imported
from Europe and send out the products exported
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by means of the St. Lawrence during the season
of navigation, and through St. John and Halifax
and other ports in the Maritime Provinces during
the winter. From Canada’s point of view the con-
clusion of a permanent bonding arrangement in
any treaty intended to be a final settlement be-
tween the two countries became a necessity. The
bridging of the Niagara gorge and the opening
up of vast territories in the American north-
west, made possible a similar bonding arrange-
ment, by which American imports from England
for the west, and products moving from the west
to the eastern States and to Europe, passed through
Canada, entering at Niagara, and leaving Cana-
dian territory at Detroit and Sarnia. Ontario juts
so far south that this was regarded as a shorter
and more convenient route between the east and
west. Many American publicists and statesmen
hold that the freight rates from the north-western
States would be greatly increased were the bond-
ing privilege through Canada cut off; and hence
the American west is quite as strongly in favour
of the continuation of the bonding arrangements
with Canada as are the Canadians. The various
proposals for the construction and operation of
short grain routes from the western States to Eu-
rope almost all involve passage in bond through
Canadian canals or across Ontario from such ports
as Parry Sound, Midland, Owen Sound, and Col-
lingwood to the St. Lawrence and to Boston and
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Portland. In connection with the bonding privilege
there was also involved the question of the haulage
of goods destined for the New York and other
eastern markets by the Canadian Pacific Railway
from points of entry on the Pacific, and similarly of
goods for eastern Canadian points landed at San
Francisco. More than once the threat of suspension
of the bonding privilege has been held over Canada
by the Washington Government, and only sub-
stantial concessions on the part of Canada could
have induced the American commissioners to con-
sent to the permanent and unassailable establish-
ment of bonding arrangements.
A great concession was sought from Canada in
) connection with the fur fisheries in pursuance of
! the determined policy of the United States to make
g a closed lake of Bering Sea. The presence on
the Commission of Mr. Foster, who was chief
7 counsel for the United States at the Paris Arbitra-
‘ tion, and the chief representative of this feature of
| American policy, made it practically certain that no
'- substantial adjustment of other questions could be
i effected, if at this point the British commissioners
¥ maintained an illiberal attitude. The American pro-
it
|
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posals were in effect that Canada should retire from

pelagic sealing in Bering Sea, and that Canadian

vessel owners and other persons interested in the

pelagic sealing industry should receive compensation

from the American Government. Negotiations pro-

ceeded so far that a schedule was drawn up fixing
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the amount to be paid by the United States in the
event of Canada withdrawing from pelagic sealing,
and if equivalent concessions had been secured
elsewhere the British commissioners would prob-
ably have accepted the draft agreement. If we
contrast the attitude of the United States towards
the fur fisheries of the Pacific with their deter-
mined non-recognition of Canadian treaty rights in
the fisheries of the Atlantic coasts, we shall receive
an illuminative exposition of American policy, and
an explanation of the prejudiced manifestations
against the Republic which sometimes reach the
surface in Canada.

It was, however, the question of the boundary
between Canada and Alaska which finally deter-
mined the fate of the negotiations. There was here
involved the delimitation of the boundary along
that portion of Alaska, from Mount St. Elias to
the southern extremity of Prince of Wales Island,
known as the coast strip. Under the treaties between
Russia and Great Britain of 1825, and between
Russia and the United States in 1867, it was pro-
vided that the line of demarcation should follow
the summit of the mountains parallel to the coast,
and that when these mountamns should prove to
be at a distance of over ten leagues from the ocean,
the boundary should be formed by a line parallel to
the windings of the coast, and which should never
exceed a distance of ten marine leagues therefrom.
Canada claimed that there was a well-defined coast
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range which should form the boundary, and that
following this line the greater part of the Lynn
canal should be in Canadian territory. The United
States in effect claimed that the boundary should
follow the sinuosities of the coast, thus leaving the
W great inlets and the entire coast line in American
i) possession. The provisions of this treaty had never
, been carried out. The boundary had remained un-
‘ defined and no special inconvenience had resulted
until the discovery of gold in the Klondyke in
1897. The only available winter route to the new
gold fields lay by the Lynn Canal and over the
Alaskan mountains. The Americans established a
port at the head of the Lynn Canal, and claimed
! | jurisdiction. They had already been in practical
I occupation of this territory, but the fact that all
' Canadian goods intended for the Klondyke had to
be transhipped through an American port in the
disputed district and under vexatious regulations,
made the question of the boundary one of im-
| mediate importance. Pending the final decision a
} modus vivendi has been in operation, under which
e the summit of the range at the head of the Lynn
| § l Canal is regarded as a provisional boundary, while
i the Americans retain possession of the slope towards

| the head of the canal.
Here the attitude of the United States was
unyielding. The British commissioners offered as
a compromise to leave Dyea and Skagway in
possession of the United States if the American
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commissioners would agree that Canada should
retain Pyramid Harbour, and so secure a high-
way into the Yukon district. This proposition was
designed to make common water of the Lynn
Canal, while leaving much of the territory in dispute
to the United States. The proposal was rejected by
the American representatives, and Canada then
offered to refer the whole question to arbitration
in order to ascertain the true boundary under the
Anglo-Russian treaty. The British commissioners
suggested that the arbitrators should be three
jurists of repute, one to be named by the Judicial
Committee of the Imperial Privy Council, one to
be appointed by the President of the United States,
and the third to be a high international authority
who would act as umpire. This proposition was also
rejected, and the American plenipotentiaries then
suggested a tribunal of six jurists, three of whom
should be appointed by the United States and
three by Great Britain. In reply, Canada had to
say that this proposal did not “provide a tribunal
which would necessarily, and in the possible event
of differences of opinion, finally dispose of the
question.” Canada offered to agree to an arbitra-
tion in the very terms of the reference for the
settlement of the dispute over the Venezuelan
boundary which was imposed upon Great Britain
by the disturbing message of President Cleveland.
But in vain. No basis for an arbitration could
be reached. The American commissioners even
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objected to the selection of an European umpire, and
sought, indeed, to select for the presidency of the
board of arbitration a jurist from the South Ameri-
can republics. In the judgment of the British com- |
missioners it was useless to settle only a few minor ‘
questions where the balance of advantage would go |
to the United States. They, therefore, reported that
they were unwilling to proceed ““until the boundary
question had been disposed of, either by agreement
or reference to arbitration.”

It is within the truth to say that the spirit of
Congress was adverse to any liberal agreement with
Canada either for the extension of trade, or for the
adjustment of other disturbing questions. If Mr.
McKinley and Sir Wilfrid Laurier could have deter-
mined the issue of the negotiations, a large and bene-
ficent arrangement would probably have resulted.
But Sir Wilfrid Laurier and his colleagues learned
what Sir John Macdonald in consequence of his long
enduring term of office in Canada so well under-
stood,—they learned that the Republican leaders of
the United States are stubbornly and invincibly
| protectionist, that American policy is essentially ex-
( | clusive and autocratic, that the American temper

i resents official dealing with foreign communities,
| and that a treaty-making prerogative which depends
g | for its efficiency upon a legislative body indepen-
. dent of the executive, and subject to all the passions
| and prejudices of an arrogant democracy, is at most
1M a feeble and timid organ of Government.
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CHAPTER XXIV

THE SCHOOL QUESTION

T is doubtful if the Equal Rights organization

left any abiding impress upon the legislation of
Ontario or Quebec, but to that movement can be
traced the abolition of denominational schools, and
of the use of French as an official language in
Manitoba. The movement began in an agitation to
force disallowance of an act of the Quebec Legis-
lature, and ended in an agitation to prevent inter-
ference with an act of the Manitoba Legislature. It
is true also that the arguments which influenced
Parliament against disallowance of the Jesuit Es-
tates’ Act were very much the arguments which
protected the Legislature and people of Manitoba
from interference by the federal authority. The
first word in an agitation which shook all Canada in
its stormy progress, and finally overturned a Gov-
ernment at Ottawa, was spoken in 1889 by the
Hon. Joseph Martin, Attorney-General of Mani-
toba, at a meeting in Portage la Prairie, at which
he and Mr. D’Alton McCarthy were the chief
speakers, Mr. McCarthy was fresh from attack upon
the Separate School system of Ontario, and inspired
by the brief but formidable ascendancy of the
Equal Rights movement. When he had advanced
his familiar arguments against ecclesiastical influence
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in Canadian politics, the evils of a sectarian school
system, and the denationalizing tendency of dual
language, Mr. Martin intervened with the practical
and far-reaching announcement that the provincial
Government had determined to abolish the official
use of French in the Legislature and courts of the
province, and to establish a national and non-sec-
tarian school system. He added that if the Con-
stitution prevented the enactment of the legislation
the provincial Government would appeal to the
Imperial authorities for its amendment.! The state-
ment was generally unexpected, and was as disturb-
ing as it was revolutionary. The few who had
thought upon the question had the general im-
pression that Separate Schools in Manitoba were
protected by constitutional guarantees as in Ontario
and Quebec, and that no Government subject to
the common political influences would be likely to '
disturb the system. There was likewise the higher
consideration that a constitutional compact should
not be lightly violated, and that the Manitoba Act
of Union, like the Confederation Settlement, was a '
conclusive determination, in so far as the acts
applied, of the rights of the religious minorities to

\ maintain a Separate School system, and to devote

their proportion of the school taxes to the support

of denominational education.?

1 Speech of the Hon. Joseph Martin at Portage la Prairie, August

5th, 1889,
i % Before Mr. Martin spoke at Portage la Prairie there were inti-
mations more or less direct of the intention of the Manitoba Govern-
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The Manitoba Government, however, proceeded
to give legislative effect to Mr. Martin’s declaration,
and at the session of 1890 passed acts abolishing the
Roman Catholic schools and establishing a non-
sectarian system of education throughout the prov-
ince. Legal proceedings were at once instituted
on behalf of the Roman Catholics to determine the
constitutionality of this legislation, and a public
issue of the first consequence arose in provincial and
in national politics. The demand for disallowance of
the provincial statutes was refused at Ottawa, and
it remained for the courts to determine if the acts
were within the competence of the Legislature, and

ment to abolish Separate Schools and the official use of French. The
first distinet announcement of the Greenway programme appeared in the
Winnipeg Sun. A despatch to the Toronto Mail of August 2nd, 1889,
said, “The Sun to-night says the next session of the local Legislature
promises to be the most interesting and exciting ever held in the
province. The local Government have resolved to take the bull by the
horns and to accept Mr. D'Alton McCarthy’s advice of adopting a fight
with the ballot. Thus it is understood to be the settled policy of
the Government to introduce a measure at the next session abolishing
dual languages, that is, the use of the French language in the province.
Documents and statutes will be printed only in the English language.
The Government have also decided to grapple with the Separate School
question, and means will be advised to knock them out, despite
the reading of the law bearing on the question. An educational measure
revolutionizing the whole system in the province will be introduced.
The Board of Education will be wiped out and the portfolio of Minister
of Education will likely be taken by one of the present Ministers, as
there is no desire to create a fifth salaried Minister. He will have
a deputy, who will perform duties very similar to those of the Superin-
tendent of Education. By a new act the position of Superintendent of
Education will be wiped out. It is understood that he will receive
notice to that effect in a few days.”
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if so, whether or not the federal power could inter-
vene to restore to the Roman Catholics of the
province the privileges of which they had been
deprived.

There was no public system of education in
Manitoba prior to the organization of the province
in 1870, and such denominational schools as existed
were supported by the voluntary contributions
of the various communions. But in 1871 a system
of education was established, which was distinctly
denominational, and under which the Catholics of
Manitoba received as liberal treatment as the Catho-
lics of Ontario and the Protestants of Quebec. This
system, as stated, was abolished in 1890, and suc-
ceeded by the acts whose constitutionality was now
to be determined. The first sub-section of the
twenty-second section of the Manitoba Act declares
that the province shall not have power to pass any
legislation which “shall prejudicially affect any right
or privilege with respect to denominational schools
which any class of persons have by law or practice
in the province at the Union.” This was doubtless 1
intended to give a constitutional guarantee for
Separate Schools in Manitoba; but when the appeal
taken by the Catholic minority had made its way
through the Canadian courts to the Judicial Com-
mittee of the Privy Council, it was there decided
that the legislation of 1890 was constitutional inas-
much as the only right or privilege which Roman
Catholics then enjoyed was the right or privilege of
204 1
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establishing such schools as they preferred, and
maintaining these by their own contributions,
Thereupon a second appeal was taken under
sub-section two of the twenty-second section of
the Manitoba Act, which provides that, “An appeal
shall lie to the Governor-General-in-Council from
any act or decision of the Legislature of the pro-
vince or of any provincial authority, affecting any
right or privilege of the Protestant or Roman
Catholic minority of the Queen’s subjer's in rela-
tion to education.” The Supreme Court decided
that even under this section no right of interference
was vested in the central Government, and mainly
upon the grounds that every presumption must be
made in favour of the constitutional right of a
legislative body to repeal the laws which it has
itself enacted, and that an enactment irrevocably
held by the Judicial Committee to be intra ures,
could not have illegally affected any of the rights
and privileges of the Catholic minority. The Judi-
cial Committee, however, reversed this judgment,
and found that the Governor-General-in-Council
had jurisdiction in the premises, but added: “The
particular course to be pursued must be determined
by the authorities to whom it has been committed
by the statute. It is not for this tribunal to intimate
the precise steps to be taken. Their general charac-
ter is sufficiently defined by the third sub-section of
section twenty-two of the Manitoba Act.” This sub-
section provides for action by the Governor-General-
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in-Council in case a provincial Government fails or
refuses to remedy grievances of a religious minority
occasioned by provincial legislation, and authorizes
the Parliament of Canada to make remedial laws
for the due execution of such measures as may be
adjudged necessary in the circumstances. But while
the Judicial Committee declined to give explicit
direction to the federal authority, they closed their
judgment with these pregnant sentences: “It is
certainly not essential that the statutes repealed by
the Act of 1890 should be re-enacted, or that the
precise provisions of these statutes should again be
made law. The system of education embodied in
the Acts of 1890 no doubt commends itself to, and
adequately supplies the wants of, the great ma-
jority of the inhabitants of the province. All legiti-
mate ground of complaint would be removed if
that system were supplemented by provisions which
would remove the grievances upon which the appeal
is founded, and were modified so far as might be
necessary to give effect to these provisions.”

This judgment of the Privy Council placed the
federal Government in a position of extraordinary
difficulty. The authorities of Manitoba were bound
to resist the restoration of the Separate School
system by federal action, and Dominion Ministers,
whether they acted or refused to act, must be
exposed to grave political danger. The Roman
Catholic ecclesiastics were in the mood to demand
full restoration of the privileges of which the Cath-
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olic people had been deprived, while influential
elements in the Conservative party were in com-
plete sympathy with the action of Manitoba, and
resolutely opposed to federal intervention. For
years the Conservative party of Ontario under
Mr. Meredith, had agitated for a larger measure of
public control over Catholic schools, and the atti-
tude of many of his supporters menaced the very
existence of the system. There were still manifest-
ations of that extraordinary condition of public
feeling which found expression in the bigoted and
intolerant crusade of the Protestant Protective
Association, while Mr. McCarthy and the element
he represented had a commanding influence in
many constituencies.! It was necessary not only to

1The P.P.A., as it was called, was transplanted into Canada from
the United States. Its avowed object was to challenge the so-called
““solid Catholic vote.” It was particularly active in municipal elections
in Toronto, Hamilton, and other cities in Ontario. It threw its whole
strength against the Liberal Government of the province in the general
election of 1894, and was professedly hostile to Sir John Thompson.
The organization d ded Gover t inspection of convents and
religious institutions and the abolition of Separate Schools. The obliga-
tion required members to declare they would not allow a Roman
Catholic to enter the Order; would not employ a Roman Catholic in
any capacity if the services of a Protestant could be secured ; would not
aid in building or maintaining by their resources any Roman Catholic
church or institution; would do all in their power to retard and break
down the power of the Pope; would not enter into any controversy
with a Roman Catholic upon the subject of the Order; would refuse to
enter into any agreement with a Roman Catholic to strike or create a
disturbance whereby Roman Catholic employees might undermine and
replace the Protestants; that in all grievances they would seek only

Protestants, and counsel with them to the exclusion of all Roman Cath-
olics; that they would not countenance the nomination in any caucus

I 207




SIR WILFRID LAURIER

turn the Conservatives of Ontario from the attack
upon Separate Schools and clerical influence, but
to obtain their assent to a political alliance with
the Catholic hierarchy, and their active aid and
sympathy for a policy designed to force Separate
Schools upon Manitoba. Upon the other hand 40
per cent. of the population of Canada adhered to
the Catholic Church, and it could only be expected
that the mass of Catholics would sympathize with
their ecclesiastics and with their co-religionists in
the western province. A striking incident of the
situation was that Mr. Mackenzie Bowell, one of
the leaders of the Orange Association, had suc-
ceeded to the premiership upon the death of Sir
John Thompson, and that the sentiment of the
Order in Manitoba and throughout Canada in
fidelity to its historical faiths and traditions, was
necessarily antagonistic to State recognition and
State support of sectarian—and more particularly
of Roman Catholic—institutions.

It has been understood that Sir John Thompson
had a definite policy for the determination of the
Manitoba School question, and it is certain that he
was less concerned than many of his contemporaries
over the prospect of its intrusion into federal
politics. Nothing in his speeches goes beyond the
declaration that the Government would stand by

or convention of a Roman Catholic for any office in the gift of the
Canadian people; and would not vote for nor counsel others to vote for
any Roman Catholic; and would endeavour at all times to place
the political positions of the Government in the hands of Protestants.
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the constitutional law of the country.! All that
he said on the subject was characterized by that
cool-headedness and firm judicial temper for which
he was distinguished. He was conscious, no doubt,
of the suspicions to which a Roman Catholic must
be exposed in dealing with such a question; and
while there can be no reason to think that he would
have shrunk from any proper defence of the in-
terests of his Church, he would probably have been
slow to strain the Constitution in order to serve his
co-religionists. There was the simple truth in the
statement which he made on one occasion, that
he did not occupy his responsible position in the
country through any effort of his own, or through
any struggle of his for political distinction ; and his
ascendancy in his own Cabinet was so complete,
and his influence with the sober-minded elements
of the nation so great, that if he could not have
achieved a pacific and conciliatory settlement of
the school question he would at least have pre-
vented the great schism in the Ministry and have
moderated the arrogance and intolerance of the
Catholic bishops who assumed to dictate the policy
of the country. He had well said that moral
and religious problems which come home to the
convictions of the people are dangerous to the
welfare of the State if approached in any partisan
or political spirit; and that the only safe guide
1 Speech at the annual banquet of the Toronto Board of Trade,

January 5th, 1893.
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to any safe result which he could see in such
a connection was the exercise of toleration and con-
cession so far as it did not infringe upon principle.!
This, however, was not the spirit in which the
agitation for the restoration of Separate Schools in
Manitoba was conducted, and this was not the
spirit in which the Bowell Administration undertook
to deal with the province.

The first step taken by the federal Ministers con-
sequent upon the judgment of the Privy Council
on January 29th, 1895, was not to seek by nego-
tiation for a basis of compromise with the provincial
authorities, and for such modification of the pro-
vincial statutes as would remove established griev-
ances, but to hear argument as to whether or
not a remedial order should issue, and to decide
without actual investigation into conditions in
Manitoba, as to what measure of redress for the
minority they should demand. Argument in accord-
ance with this determination was made before a
committee of the Privy Council by Mr. J. S.
Ewart, Q.C., of Winnipeg, in behalf of the Catho-
lic minority, and by Mr. D’Alton McCarthy, Q.C.,
in behalf of the Manitoba Government. No new
facts were adduced and the chief, perhaps the only
result of the proceeding, was to intensify sectarian
spirit on either side of the controversy, and widen
the quarrel between the province and the Dominion.

1 Mr. J. Castell Hopkins' ““Life and Work of Sir John Thompson, *
pages 303, 304.

210 11

SRS

-—




™~

oW o T

THE SCHOOL QUESTION

The recommendation of the Committee of Coun-
cil was put into the form of a remedial order, and
the ungracious and defiant deliverance was served
upon the Government of Manitoba. The Remedial
Order declared that: “It seems requisite that the
system of education embodied in the two Acts
of 1890 shall be supplemented by a provincial act
or acts which will restore to the Roman Catholic
minority the rights and privileges of which such
minority has been deprived,” and the provincial
Legislature was asked to consider whether its action
should be permitted to be such as, while refusing to
redress a grievance which the highest court in
the Empire had declared to exist, might compel
Parliament to give relief of which under the Con-
stitution the provincial Legislature was the proper
and primary source, and thereby permanently divest
itself in a very large measure of its authority, and
so establish in the province an educational system,
which no matter what changes might take place in
the circumstances of the country or the views of the
people, could not be altered or repealed. The Order
commanded Manitoba to restore to the Roman
Catholic minority the rights and privileges of which
they had been deprived, and to modify the acts of
1890 so far, and so far only, as might be necessary to
give effect to the provisions restoring: (a) The
right to maintain Roman Catholic schools in the
manner provided for by the statutes repealed in
1890; (b) the right to share proportionately in any
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grant made out of the public funds for the purposes
of education; and (c) the right of exemption of
Catholics from all payment or contribution to the ‘
support of any other schools. This was the language ‘
of menace and of intimidation, and was ill-fitted to
moderate public feeling in the province or to form
a good disposition for the consideration of a subject
which touched the passions and prejudices of a very
great body of the citizens.

In May, Lord Aberdeen summoned Mr. Green-
way, the Premier, and Mr. Sifton, the Attorney-
General of Manitoba, to Ottawa, where they had
various conferences with the Governor-General. It
was reported that as a result of these conferences
a Joint Commission would be appointed to consider
the defects of the old provincial system of education
and to recommend such modifications and amend-
ments of the existing system as would meet any
well grounded complaints of the Catholic people.
The negotiations came to nothing, however, and in
June the Legislature of Manitoba met in special
, session and adopted a memorial in reply to the
al Remedial Order. It is not too much to say that the
s case throughout was handled for Manitoba with
" { consummate skill and judgment, and that for clear-
v
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ness, directness, simplicity, and dignity, nothing in

the literature of the controversy excels the des-

patches of the provincial Administration in ex-

i planation and defence of its position. The memorial

now sent down to Ottawa said that compliance
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with the terms of the Remedial Order would
restore Catholic Separate Schools, with no more
satisfactory guarantee for their efficiency than
existed prior to 1890. These schools as conducted
under the Roman Catholic section of the Board of
Education were inefficient, and did not possess the
attributes of modern Publiec Schools. Their conduct,
management, and regulation were defective, and as
a result of leaving a large section of the population
with no better means of education than was thus
supplied, many people grew up in a state of
illiteracy. It was pointed out that Manitoba laboured
under great difficulties in maintaining an efficient
system of primary education. The school taxes bore
heavily upon the people. The large amount of land
which was exempt from school taxes, and the great
extent of country over which the small population
was scattered, presented obstacles to efficiency and
progress. The reforms effected in 1890 had given a
strong impetus to educational work, but the diffi-
culties which were inherent in the circumstances
had constantly to be met. It was obvious that the
establishment of a set of Roman Catholic schools,
followed by a set of Anglican schools, and possibly
Mennonite, Icelandic and other schools, would so
impair the existing system that any approach to
even the prevailing general standard of efficiency
would be quite impossible. The provincial Ministers
said they contemplated the inauguration of such a
state of affairs with grave apprehension, and had
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no hesitation in saying that there could not be
suggested any measure which to their minds would
more seriously imperil the development of the
province.

They insisted that when the Remedial Order was
made there was not available to the federal Gov-
ernment full and accurate information as to the
working of the former system of schools in Mani-
toba, and that there was also lacking the means of
forming a correct judgment as to the effect upon
the province of the changes which the order de-
manded. They submitted that it was not yet too
late to make a full and deliberate investigation
of the whole subject, and they declared that should
such a course be adopted they would cheerfully
assist in affording the most complete information
available. An investigation of such a kind would
furnish a substantial basis of fact upon which con-
clusions could be formed with a reasonable degree
of certainty. It was of the first consequence that no
hasty action should be taken in a matter which
involved the religious feelings and convictions of
different classes of the people of Canada and the
educational interests of a province which was ex-
pected to become one of the most important in the
Dominion.

This moderate and conciliatory memorial was
met by a rejoinder from the Ottawa Government
which traversed much of the ground covered by the
Remedial Order. The reply, while less peremptory
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in its tone and less definite in its demand, was
substantially a refusal to make investigation into
conditions in the province, and substantially an
argument for the restoration of the denominational
school system. It was contended that the religious
opinions and rights which had been recognized
in the judgment of the Privy Council could be
sufficiently met by the Legislature without impair-
ing the efficiency, or proper conduct, management,
and regulation of the Public Schools; and the
rejoinder also embodied a statement made in Parlia-
ment by the Hon. George E. Foster, that if the
Manitoba Government failed to make a settlement
of the question which would be reasonably satisfac-
tory to the Catholic minority the Dominion Parlia-
ment would be called together not later than the
first Thursday of January, 1896, and that the
Dominion Government would then be prepared to
introduce and press to a conclusion such legislation
as would afford an adequate measure of relief
to the minority based upon the lines of the judg-
ment of the Privy Council and the Remedial
Order.!

Throughout all the early period of this disturbing
controversy, Mr. Laurier maintained a discreet and
Judicial attitude. The position of the leader of the
Opposition was not less difficult than that of the
federal Ministers. He did not believe that a policy
of coercion could succeed. He was thoroughly

1 Hansard, July 8th, 1895, page 3,997.
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persuaded that sympathetic treatment of minorities
was conducive to national stability and national
solidarity. He shrank from a quarrel with the
Church to which he belonged. He could not think
that the forces which the Remedial Order would
range behind the Government could be successfully
resisted. He had fought many a battle against
presumptuous federal interference with provincial
legislation; and while bound to admit that Mani-
toba’s control over education was limited by consti-
tutional restrictions, he was yet convinced that only
by the free action of the Legislature could the
Catholic people receive effective and enduring
redress of any grievances arising out of the aboli-
tion of the Separate School system. He could
not argue the question as one of abstract provin-
cial rights, nor could he contend for an absolute
restoration of Separate Schools, if it could be es-
tablished that under the Public School system the
conscientious convictions of Roman Catholics were
fairly respected. Thus he favoured investigation,
condemned the policy of the Remedial Order, and
pleaded for a settlement by compromise and con-
¢iliation.!

Dealing in Parliament with the statement of
Archbishop Taché, that the schools created by the
provincial Acts of 1890 were in fact Protestant
rather than non-sectarian, he held that if the state-
ment were well founded, injustice was done, and

1 Hansard, March 8th, 1893, pages 1,997-1,998.
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redress should not be withheld.! He persistently
declared his faith in the liberal and tolerant temper
of the Canadian people, and his conviction that
neither in Manitoba nor elsewhere could any ele-
ment of the community be subjected to enduring
injustice. But he could be neither persuaded nor
coerced into acceptance of the policy of the Reme-
dial Order, nor yet into any definite denial of
Catholic grievances under the Manitoba statutes.
He simply contended throughout that coercion was
unwise and dangerous, that there should be investi-
gation of the practical operation of the laws and
the educational conditions of the province, and that
only through conciliation and compromise could
harmony be restored and a satisfactory settlement
effected. He was denounced by the more extreme
opponents of federal intervention with hardly less
violence than were the federal Ministers, and was
alternately cajoled and menaced by the agencies
which sought to drive him into acceptance of the
policy of coercion. He said on one occasion that he
was within the lines of Torres Vedras; and the
light, apt, and insouciant comparison of his situa-
tion with that of Wellington in the Peninsular

1 Archbishop Taché, petitioning the federal Government for dis-
allowance of the School Acts, said: ““The two statutes, 53 Victoria,
chapter 37 and 38, were passed in the Legislative Assembly of Manitoba
to merge the Catholic schools with those of the Protestant denomina-
tions, and to require all members of the community, whether Roman
Catholic or Protestant, to contribute through taxation to the support
of what are therein called Public Schools, but which are in reality a
continuation of the Protestant schools,”
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campaign,recalled the bantering humour of the worn,
old sleeper in Cataraqui, and broke the force of a
thousand shafts from open foes, uneasy friends, and
impatient advisers.! Like Lincoln, with his procla-
mation of freedom for the bondmen of the South,
restrained by timid counsellers upon the one hand
and harassed by eager abolitionists upon the other,
he waited with infinite patience for the decisive
moment, and when he struck, the blow was effec-
tive for his party and for his country. This thing
they call irresolution is often the very pith and
marrow of statesmanship.

In the meantime evidence accumulated that be-
hind the bold front of the Remedial Order, doubt,
hesitation, and dissension confused the counsels and
paralyzed the action of the Bowell Cabinet. In
March, 1895, it was announced that Sir Hibbert
Tupper had resigned from the Government, but

141 am accused by the Conservative press of having expressed
no opinion upon this question. I have expressed an opinion more than
once upon it, but I have not yet expressed the opinion which the
ministerial press would like me to express. I am not responsible for
that question, but I do not want to shirk it; I want to give you
my views, but remember that war has to be waged in a certain way.
When the Duke of Wellington was in Portugal, as those of you will
remember who have read that part of the history of England, he with-
drew at one time within the lines of Torres Vedras, and there for
months he remained, watching the mo ts of the enemy. The
French at that time were commanded by Marshal Massena, and Mas-
sena said: ‘I want that man to come down from his lines; let him come
down into the plain and I will thrash him, but I cannot assail him
within the lines.” Gentlemen, I am within the lines of Torres Vedras, I

will get out of them when it suits me, and not before.”—Mr. Laurier
at Morrisburg, October 8th, 1895.
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the ground of his difference with his colleagues
was never quite understood, and he soon resumed
the administration of his department. It is believed
that he sought to have Parliament dissolved and a
general election held in advance of actual legisla-
tion under the Remedial Order. In Haldimand a
bye-election became necessary in consequence of
Dr. Montague’s admission to the Cabinet, and a
McCarthy candidate set up to oppose the new
Minister was vigorously supported by Mr. Mc-
Carthy and Mr. Sifton, Attorney-General for Mani-
toba, who presented the case for his province in a
series of singularly lucid and powerful addresses.
The Minister was re-elected with a majority of 594,
but the contest accentuated the divisions in the
Conservative party, while the arguments advanced
against the policy of coercion took firm hold on the
country. Subsequent bye-elections in Ontario and
Quebec returned opponents of the Government. In
Ontario, however, the forces led by Mr. McCarthy
seemed to be the dominant factor, while the results
of contests in several constituencies revealed the
Liberal party in a condition of almost mortal
weakness.!

1In Antigonish, N.S. (April 17th, 1895), which became vacant
through the death of Sir John Thompson, Mclsaac, Liberal, was elected
by a majority of 118, as against a Conservative majority of 222 in 1891,
In North Ontario (December 12th, 1895) the vote was: McGillivray,
Conservative, 2,085 ; Brandon, Patron, 1,289 ; Gillespie, Liberal, 1,096,
In Cardwell (December 24th) the vote was: Stubbs, McCarthyite,

1,503; Willoughby, Conservative, 1,206; Henry, Liberal, 544. In
Montreal Centre (December 27th) McShane, Liberal, had a majority
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On December 12th, 1895, Mr. Clarke Wallace,
Minister of Customs, and Grand Master of the
Orange Association, withdrew from the Cabinet.
Sir Charles Tupper, one of the great figures of the
Conservative party for nearly half a century, was
recalled from London, where, since 1883, with brief
intervals of service in the House of Commons, he
had occupied the post of High Commissioner for
Canada. This was taken as conclusive evidence
cither of an impending general election, or of his
appointment to the leadership in succession to Sir
Mackenzie Bowell. Then on the very eve of the
meeting of Parliament to give effect to the pledge
of the united Cabinet “to introduce and press to a
conclusion such legislation as would afford an ade-
quate measure of relief to the minority based upon
the lines of the judgment of the Privy Council and
the Remedial Order,” came the astounding an-
nouncement that seven of the Ministers had thrown
up their portfolios, and that the Cabinet of Sir
Mackenzie Bowell had utterly gone to pieces. This,
whatever the operating causes, is the most sensa-
tional and humiliating incident in Canadian parlia-
mentary history. There were probably influences at
work which the country has never understood, and
over Hingston, Conservative, of 336, where in the previous election
the Conservative majority was 1,214. In Jacques Cartier (December
30th) a Conservative majority of 276 iu 1891 was turned into a Liberal
majority of 574. In West Huron (January 14th, 1896), made vacant by
the appointment of the Hon. J. C. Patterson to the Lieut.-Governor-
ship of Manitoba, Cameron, Liberal, was elected with a majority of 180.
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it may be that the men who mutinied had great
provocation. But it is still impossible to judge the
event except upon its face, and in the light of the
explanations made in Parliament, and even of all
the evidence in mitigation that has yet appeared,
censure lies upon the Ministers concerned and dis-
credit attaches to the transaction.

Parliament was told in effect that Sir Mackenzie
Bowell’s colleagues did not think he was equal
to the responsibilities of the premiership and the
leadership of the Conservative party, and that it
was necessary in the party interest and in the public
interest that a stronger leader should be substituted.
There was probably pretty general agreement
among Conservatives, as among Liberals, that Sir
Mackenzie Bowell lacked some of the essential
qualifications for leadership, and when it is remem-
bered that in the background stood the great figures
of Sir John Macdonald and Sir John Thompson, or
even that Sir Charles Tupper with all his dash,
resource, and rugged virility was still available for
the command, it is not surprising that there was
dissatisfaction and uneasiness among Conservatives
in the Cabinet and in the country. But there were
few Conservatives indeed who had any word of
approval for the heroic method adopted to remove
Sir Mackenzie Bowell, and the Premier’s observation
that for months he had lived in a nest of traitors
epitomized the public estimate of the whole un-
fortunate proceeding.
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Sir Mackenzie Bowell made a determined attempt
to reorganize his Cabinet, to the exclusion of Mr.
Foster, Sir Hibbert Tupper, Mr. Haggart, Mr.
Ives, Mr. Wood and Dr. Montague. But the
striking Ministers instituted a system of pickets,
very like the system adopted by unionists in a
labour strike, and most of the stronger men who
could have taken their places were persuaded to
reject the Premier’s overtures. The efforts which Sir
Mackenzie Bowell had made when he formed his
Government to induce Sir William Meredith to
descend from the bench and take political office
at Ottawa, were renewed but were again unsuccess-
ful, and no better fortune was had with such men
as Dr. Weldon of Halifax, and Sir George Kirk-
patrick, then Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, and
throughout all his political life an admirable public
servant. At last a compromise was effected under
which Sir Mackenzie Bowell was to retain the
premiership until the close of the session, when Sir
Charles Tupper was to succeed, reorganize the
Administration, and go to the country. It is just to
say that under all these trying and humiliating
experiences Sir Mackenzie Bowell bore himself
with serenity and with dignity; and while history
will say that he was an extreme partisan and
will refuse to rank him among the greater statesmen
of the Canadian Confederation, it will not deny that
he kept clean hands and a good heart throughout
a very long term of public service, and that his
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fidelity to his convictions and loyalty to his party
were proof even against the extraordinary treat-
ment which he received at the hands of his own
political household.!

1 ““Though with many misgivings we agreed to enter the Government
under Mr. Bowell in succession to Sir John Thompson, we have
nevertheless unitedly and loyally striven to the best of our ability
to make it strong and efficient, and it has been with growing regret
that we have seen our efforts result in a measure of success less
than that for which we had hoped and striven. We are of the opinion
that the Liberal Conservative party ought to be represented by the
strongest Government possible to be secured from its ranks, that
the necessity therefor was never greater than under existing cir-
cumstances, and we believe that such a Government can be formed
without delay. This we have repeatedly urged upon the Premier, with
the result that we found ourselves face to face with Parliament having
a Government with its numbers incomplete, and with no assurance
that the present Premier could satisfactorily complete it. Under these
circumstances we thought it our duty to retire, and in this manner to
pave the way, if possible, for the formation of a Government whose
Premier could d the confid of all his colleagues, could
satisfy the Liberal Conservative party that its strongest elements were
at its head, and impress the country that it had a Government which
was united and had power to govern. We affirm with the utmost
sincerity that the action we have taken has sprung from no feeling
of personal dislike or of personal ambition, but has been solely dictated
by our wish to sink all minor iderations in the pr of our
great desire that the best interests of our party and country should be
duly conserved.”—Hon. Geo. E. Foster, Hansard, January 7th, 1896,
page 10.

““I might naturally, I think, ask if these reasons were the sincere
convictions of the gentleman who wrote them, or of the others
who acquiesced in the sentiments, If so, how is it that the discovery
was not made until we were in the beginning of a session, until it was
impossible almost to proceed with the business of the country without
having not only a disintegration of the Government itself, but treating
the people of the country with, I was going to say, comparative
contempt ? Surely my colleagues knew my incapacity to govern before
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The sitting member for Cape Breton resigned
in order to provide a constituency for Sir Charles
Tupper. A stormy campaign followed. During its
progress the Catholic Bishop of Antigonish sav-
agely denounced the opponents of the Administra-
tion’s Manitoba school policy, and this and other
similar utterances plainly revealed an organized
clerical movement to enforce the ratification of the
Remedial Order. But the blow which was delivered
against Sir Mackenzie Bowell was the death-blow
of the Administration. Public confidence could not

the meeting of Parliament and long before they sent in their resig-
nations. Surely they could not have come to the opinion in so short a
period that I was unfit to continue at the head of this Government.
What occurred between the writing of that speech, (from the Throne),
the placing of it in His Excellency’s hands, the meeting of Parliament,
and the delivery of that speech by His Excellency? What, I ask,
could possibly have occurred, or what have you been told occurred,
during those two or three days to lead them to the conclusion which
impelled them to take so important a step as they have done? Had they
come to me previous to the meeting of Parliament, had they met me in
Council and said, ‘We disagree with the policy which you have
laid down;’ had they said that there was, in any single particular,
a difference of opinion upon the great issues that were agitating
the people of the country, and they could not, by any possibility,
be a party to it; or had they gone further and said, ‘After one
year and a quarter’s experience of you as head of the Government, we
have lost confidence in your ability to continue to direct the affairs of
the country,” then I could have understood it. Then I could have said,
“Take the reins of Government, I will not stand in the way." And
I never shall stand in the way of the future success of that great party
to which I have had the honour of belonging from boyhood up,
and towards which I have done something for its prosperity and
continuance in governing.”—Sir Mackenzie Bowell, Senate Debates,
January 9th, 1896, pages 3, 4.
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be restored. The evidences of intrigue and dissen-
sion at Ottawa necessarily affected the spirit and
unity of the party throughout the country. For, as
Kipling says:
This is the law of the jungle, as old and as true as the sky;
And the wolf that shall keep it may prosper, but the wolf
that shall break it must die;
As the creeper that girdles the tree-trunk, the law runneth
forward and back,
For the strength of the pack is the wolf, and the strength
of the wolf is the pack.

Just before Parliament met, the Manitoba Minis-
ters sent down an answer to the Order-in-Council
which the Dominion Government had adopted in
July, and which contained the menace of federal
legislation if the provincial Ministers failed to act
according to the directions of the Remedial Order.
The provincial authorities affirmed that the Privy
Council did not declare how the powers of the
Government or of Parliament ought to be exer-
cised, nor did the court possess any authority to
make such a declaration. The function of the court
was to declare the constitutional powers of the
Government and Parliament, and not their policy.
The action to be taken in the exercise of such
powers was purely a matter of statesmanship to be
decided in the last resort by the people of Canada,
and not by a court of law. The question of relief to
the minority, therefore, came before the Governor-
General-in-Council, and would now come before
Parliament as a question of policy to be decided
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upon its educational merits, subject always to the
well recognized principle that the central authority
ought not to interfere with a province, except in a
case of the most urgent necessity. The Governor-
General-in-Council was in no way bound by the
Constitution to make a Remedial Order, granting
the prayer of the appellants in whole or in part;
nor was Parliament now bound by the Constitution
to make a Remedial Order granting the prayer
of the appellants in whole or in part; nor was Par-
liament now bound by the Constitution, expressly
or by implication, to give effect to the Remedial
Order in whole or in part. The remedy sought to
be applied was fraught with great danger to the
principle of provincial autonomy. An independent
consideration of the subject, as well as the recog-
nized constitutional practice in analogous cases,
clearly indicated that it should only be made use of
as a last resort, and after the clearest possible case
has been made out. It was obvious that so drastic a
proceeding as the coercion of a province, in order
to impose upon it a policy repugnant to the
declared wish of its people, could be justified
only by clear and unmistakable proof of flagrant
wrong-doing on the ‘part of the provincial au-
thorities.

The provincial Ministers argued that the question
of whether or not there should be restoration of
the privileges of which the minority in Manitoba
had been deprived was one of public policy. They
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regretted that the invitation extended by the Legis-
lative Assembly to make a proper inquiry into the
facts of the case had not been accepted, and that
the federal Government had declared its policy
without investigation. They declared that any pro-
posal to establish a system of Separate Schools in
any form would be rejected by Manitoba, and that
the principle of a uniform, non-sectarian Public
School system would be resolutely maintained.
Referring to reported utterances that remedial
legislation did not necessarily mean that the Reme-
dial Order should be literally followed, or that the
system of Separate Schools which existed prior to
1890 should be restored, they suggested that if
remedial legislation in any other form than literal
confirmation of the Remedial Order should be
introduced, grave doubt would arise as to the
competency of Parliament to pass such legislation,
except it were first submitted to the Legislature of
the province. If other legislation were contem-
plated, it might become necessary to amend the
Remedial Order, and it was doubtful if any power
existed to amend or rescind that Order. They
again earnestly invited the federal authorities to
undertake an inquiry sufficiently wide to embrace
all available facts relating to the past or existing
school system, and they said in conclusion: “In
amending the law from time to time, and in ad-
ministering the system, it is the earnest desire
to remedy every well-founded grievance, and to
1 227
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remove every appearance of inequality or injustice
that may be brought to notice. With a view to so
doing, the Government and Legislature will always
be ready to consider any complaint that may be
made in a spirit of fairness and conciliation. It
seems, therefore, most reasonable to conclude that
by leaving the question to be so dealt with, the
truest interests of the minority will be better served
than by an attempt to establish a system of Separate
Schools by coercive legislation. Such a system, dis-
credited as it is, will be from the outset crippled by
reason of insufficient pecuniary support and ineffec-
tive educational equipment, and will be an injury
rather than a benefit to those whom it is intended
to serve.”

In January, the Manitoba Legislature was dis-
solved in order to obtain a reaffirmation of the
popular judgment in support of the national school
system. Thirty-three out of the forty constitu-
encies pronounced in favour of the school policy
of the provincial Administration. Conferences be-
tween Sir Donald Smith, Mr. Dickey, Minister
of Militia, and Senator Desjardins, with provin-
cial Ministers at Winnipeg, resulted in nothing.
The federal Administration could not abandon
the policy of the Remedial Order. The provincial
Government, in the heated condition of public
feeling, could not accept any settlement short
of absolute recognition of the Public School sys-
tem.
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The federal commissioners proposed that a meas- "
ure should be passed by the Legislature then sitting,

to provide that in towns and villages where there were g 1
resident, say, twenty-five Roman Catholic children ‘ !
of school age, and in cities where there were fifty of ! n{‘ *
such children, the Board of Trustees should arrange 14
that such children should have a school-house or )

school-room for their own use, where they might | "‘
be taught by a Roman Catholic teacher; and Roman Vi 1
Catholic parents or guardians, say, ten in number, ‘ !
might appeal to the Department of Education from '
any decision or neglect of the Board in respect of
its duty, and the Board should observe and carry
out all decisions and directions of the Department
on any such appeal. Provision should be made that
schools wherein the majority of children were
Catholics should be exempted from the require-
ments of the regulations as to religious exercises.
Text-books should be permitted in Catholic schools
such as would not offend the religious views of the
minority, and which from an educational standpoint
should be satisfactory to the Advisory Board.
Catholics should have representation on the Ad-
visory Board and on the Board of Examiners
appointed to examine teachers for certificates. It
was also proposed that Catholics should have as-
sistance in the maintenance of a Normal School for
the education of their teachers, and that the existing
system of permits to non-qualified teachers in
Catholic schools should be continued for two years,
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to enable them to qualify, and then to be entirely
discontinued. In all other respects the schools
which Catholies attended were to be Publie Schools,
and subject to every provision of the education
acts for the time being in force in Manitoba. In
case a written agreement should be reached, and
the necessary legislation passed, the Remedial Bill
then before Parliament was to be withdrawn, and
any rights and privileges which might be claimed
by the minority in view of the decision of the
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council should,
during the due observance of such agreement, re-
main in abeyance and be not further insisted upon.

In reply the Manitoba Ministers pointed out that
they had stipulated that during the conference the
Remedial Bill should be held in abeyance, and
that in the event of an agreement being reached
the bill should be at once withdrawn. These stipu-
lations were agreed to by the Dominion commis-
sioners. But despite this understanding the bill had
Jjust been advanced a stage in the House of Com-
mons, and the agreement made in behalf of the
federal Government thus violated. They then pro-
ceeded to say that an amendment to the School
Act embodying the terms of the memorandum
submitted by the Dominion commissioners would
divide the population for educational purposes into
two classes, Roman Catholic and Protestant, giving
to the Roman Catholic population distinet and
special privileges as against the remaining portion
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of the people. It would establish a system of State-
supported Separate Schools for the Roman Catholie
people, and would compel their support by the
school taxes and legislative grants. Not only so, but
the whole school organization—text-book regula-
tions, constitution of Advisory Board, Boards of
Examiners, and Normal School—would be modified
to bring it into accord with the separation principle
to an extent not usual even in places where regu-
larly constituted Separate School systems obtain.
Separate Schools under the first clause of the
memorandum submitted would result in a teacher
having under his charge a comparatively small
number of pupils of various ages and degrees of
proficiency. The school could not therefore be pro-
perly graded, and could not attain the degree of
efficiency reached by Public Schools in cities, towns,
and villages. Grading of classes and mutual compe-
tition would be destroyed, and the Separate School
would therefore of necessity be inferior. The organi-
zation of the Separate School would be compulsory,
and Roman Catholics would be deprived by law of
the right to send their children to the Public
Schools. There seemed to be no precedent, even in
Separate School legislation, for such a provision.
In many cases it would be impossible to provide a
separate building, and the Roman Catholic children
would therefore be assigned a room in the Public
School. It seemed beyond dispute that nothing
could be worse than the separation of children into
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two distinct bodies within daily view of each other.
A voluntary Separate School system such as exists
in Ontario, or such as Manitoba had prior to 1890,
could be put into operation only where the Roman
Catholic rates added to the legislative grant would
be sufficient to maintain the school, but under the
plan proposed this idea was not recognized. The
school must be provided and maintained by the
Public School trustees, and the contributions of the
Roman Catholic ratepayers would only be a fraction
of the cost of its maintenance. The bulk of the
expense would, in fact, require to be met out of the
taxes paid by non-Catholic ratepayers. It would be
hard to conceive of a more indefensible and offensive
method of compelling one portion of the people to
pay for the education and sectarian religious train-
ing of the remainder.

The effect of clause two would be absolutely to
divest the Legislature and Government of control
over the schools so far as religious exercises and
teaching were concerned. What would become of
non-Catholic children while the religious education
of the majority was proceeding? It would be im-
practicable to provide by statute that the text-books
should be satisfactory to the Roman Catholic min-
ority, but the provincial Ministers had no doubt
that if other points could be agreed upon an ar-
rangement as to text-books could be reached which
would be mutually satisfactory. This part of the
difficulty was, in fact, comparatively easy of adjust-
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ment. They had no objection to the Catholic people
being represented upon the Advisory Board and
the Board of Examiners. In fact, Archbishop Taché
was offered a seat on the Advisory Board. They
could not, however, see any practicable way of
embodying such provision in the statutes. It would
also be impossible to give a statutory privilege of
representation to one religious denomination with-
out according the same privilege to others. The
proposal to assist a Separate Normal School could
not be considered. The Normal School was a tech-
nical training school for teachers, and there could
be no argument advanced in favour of dividing the
funds, or of separating Roman Catholic teachers
in process of training from others.

The objections to the proposals of the federal
commissioners were, in brief, as follows: First, the
statutory division of the people into separate de-
nominational classes; second, the necessary inferi-
ority of the Separate Schools; third, impairment of
the efficiency of the Public Schools through division
of school revenues; fourth, the burdening of non-
Catholic ratepayers by compelling them to maintain
Separate Schools; fifth, the according of special
privileges to one denomination which could not on
principle be denied to all the others, but which in
practice could not be granted to such others without
entire destruction of the school system.,

The provincial Ministers added that they were
prepared to secularize completely the Public School

11 233




SIR WILFRID LAURIER

system, not as embodying the policy which the
Government and Legislature of the province were
themselves desirous of pursuing, but in order to
attain a settlement of the dispute; or they would
provide for religious exercises or teaching be-
tween half past three and four o'clock in the
afternoon. Such teaching could be conducted by
any Christian clergyman whose charge included
any portion of the school district, or by any
person satisfactory to a majority of the trustees
who might be authorized by the clergyman to act
in his stead. It could be provided that the trustees
should allot the period fixed for religious exercises
or teaching for the different days of the week to
the representatives of the different religious de-
nominations to which the pupils might belong, in
such a way as to proportion the time allotted as
nearly as possible to the number of pupils of the
respective denominations in the school. Two or
more denominations might have the privilege of
uniting for the purpose of such religious exercises.
No pupil should be permitted to be present at such
exercises or teaching if the parents should object.
Where the school-room accommodation at the dis-
posal of the trustees permitted, instead of allotting
different days of the week to different denomina-
tions, the trustees might direct that the pupils
should be separated and placed in different rooms
for the purpose of religious exercises as might be
convenient.
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The rejoinder of the Dominion commissioners
pointed out that they had intended to agree that
the Remedial Bill should be withdrawn only when
the school question was settled, and not when the
agreement for the conference was reached. They
contended that sufficient weight was not given by
the provincial Ministers to the undoubted legal
position of the Roman Catholics. They certainly
had important legal rights to Separate Schools, and
the discussion of the advantages of such schools
was therefore not relevant to the situation, and
so likely to raise misleading issues. The Roman
Catholic population contributed their share of all
taxation for schools, and were entitled to obtain
education for their children. It was now a question
of the mode of that education in view of the
rights held by the minority under the Constitution.
The commissioners would not insist upon Normal
Schools, and as to text-books and representation on
the Boards, as a matter of practice and administra-
tion they found that the provincial Ministers raised
in point of fact no objection. They did not ask that
the Roman Catholics should have a separate right
to elect trustees or otherwise have any special
representation on the Board of Trustees. The pro-
posed schools would be controlled by trustees
elected by the whole body of ratepayers. The
standard of efficiency maintained would naturally
be higher than could be reached by Roman Catho-
lics who refused on conscientious grounds to attend
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the Public Schools, and were, therefore, obliged to
maintain schools from their own private means
without the aid of the legislative grant. Such
schools would be more efficient, and the state of
affairs under the system suggested would be much
better for the community than that which would
obtain under existing conditions, or under the
Remedial Bill if it became law. They said they
could not accept the reasoning of the provincial
Ministers with respect to financial objections. What
was proposed was that there should be in towns
and villages twenty-five, and in cities fifty Roman
Catholic children before they could ask for a separ-
ate room or building, while under the old law
before 1890, under the Remedial Bill, and even
under the existing provincial law, the presence of
ten children only was necessary to the establish-
ment of a school district. The argument that pro-
vision should be made for non-Catholic children
was well taken and in accordance with the views of
the Dominion commissioners, which were in this
respect imperfectly expressed in the memorandum.
They said in conclusion: “We once more appeal to
you in the interests of the whole population of the
province, indeed of the Dominion, as well as in the
interests of the minority, to reconsider the decision
at which you have arrived, and to make some
proposal that we could regard as affording a chance
of the settlement which we so earnestly desire.”

In a final word from the provincial Ministers
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it was said that in so far as the re-establishment
of Separate Schools was concerned the question
had for years been considered settled by the Legis-
lature and people of the province. They had hitherto
believed that a State-aided Separate School system
and only that would be accepted by the minority.
This view had been repeatedly stated, and they had
not yet been authoritatively informed to the con-
trary. Their contention in this respect was shown to
be correct by the proposition of the Dominion
commissioners, which indubitably meant a system
of schools separating by law Protestants from
Roman Catholics, and wholly dependent for support
upon municipal taxation and the legislative grant.
It was further pointed out that any settlement
between the Government of the Dominion and that
of Manitoba must, by the very terms of the in-
structions to the federal commissioners, be sub-
jected to the sanction of the representatives of the
minority. The province was absolutely debarred
from conceding a system of Roman Catholic and
State-aided Separate Schools, while the representa-
tives of the minority, and as a consequence, the
federal Government would accept nothing less.
Notwithstanding the failure of negotiations, the
Government of the province would always be pre-
pared to receive and discuss any suggestions which
might be made with a view to removing any
inequalities which could be shown to exist in the
present law.
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Parliament met on January 2nd, 1896, but the
session was well advanced before the Remedial Bill
was introduced. It contained 112 clauses, and, while
not in exact conformity with the Remedial Order,
embodied a distinct recognition of the principle
of Separate Schools, and provided machinery and
regulations for the organization and maintenance of
the schools to be established thereunder. It was, in
fact, a full satisfaction of the demands of the Cath-
olic bishops, and naturally the ecclesiastics united
in a determined effort to force its passage through
Parliament. It becomes necessary, therefore, to
consider their attitude, and to review the most
desperate attempt at clerical coercion which even
Canada has ever witnessed. Their position involved
a clear assumption of supremacy within the realm
of the State, and we had in Quebec a manifestation
of the ancient spirit of Ultramontanism as fierce in
its anathema of Liberal candidates and as destruc-
tive of public tranquility as that which put down
Liberal principles and Liberal teachings with such
merciless vigour during the sixties and seventies.

The bishops first issued a collective mandement
inviting the electors to support only such candidates
as would pledge themselves to restore Separate
Schools to the Catholics of Manitoba. The docu-
ment, though necessarily favourable to Conservative
candidates under the circumstances, made no direct
discrimination as between the two great political
parties, and it remained open for such Liberals
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as would accept its instructions to evade positive
condemnation. A more vigorous campaign was
opened by Mgr. Langevin, who had succeeded
Archbishop Taché in the diocese of St. Boniface,
and was, therefore, the natural spokesman of the
Catholics of Manitoba. During the first weeks of
1896 he delivered inflammatory addresses through-
out the parishes of Laprairie and Napierville in
Quebec, and in the course of an address at Mont-
real said: “All those who do not follow the
hierarchy are not Catholics. When the hierarchy
has spoken it is useless for a Catholic to say the
contrary, for if he acts that way he ceases to be
a Catholic. Such a man can bear the title, but in
my capacity as bishop I say this evening, and I say
it with full authority, that a Catholic who does not
follow the hierarchy on the school question is not a
Catholic any- longer. Who would give the title
of Catholic to this man? What is the society or
government which would give him the right to call
himself Catholic, when, by my authority as a
Catholic bishop, I declare that this man has no
right to the title.” The full policy of the Church
was revealed in the letter which Father Lacombe,
in the name of the bishops, presented to the Liberal
leader. It was dated January 20th, 1896, and read
as follows:

“In this critical time for the question of the
Manitoba schools, permit an aged missionary, to-day
representing the bishops of our country in this
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cause which concerns us all, to appeal to your
faith, to your patriotism and to your spirit of
justice, to entreat you to accede to our request.
It is in the name of our bishops, of the hierarchy
and of Canadian Catholics, that we ask your party,
of which you are the so worthy chief, to assist
us in settling this famous question, and to do so
by voting with the Government on the Remedial
Bill. We do not ask you to vote for the Govern-
ment, but for the bill which will render us our
rights, which bill will be presented to the House in
a few days. I consider, or rather, we all consider,
that such an act of courage, good-will, and sincerity
on your part and from those who follow your policy
will be greatly in the interests of your party,
especially in the general elections. I must tell you
that we cannot accept your commission of inquiry
for any reason, and we will do the best to fight it.
If, which may God not grant, you do not believe it
to be your duty to accede to our just demands, and
that the Government which is anxious to give
us the promised law, be beaten and over thrown,
while keeping firm to the end of the struggle,
I inform you with regret that the episcopacy, like
one man, united to the clergy, will rise to support
those who may have fallen to defend us. Please
pardon my frankness which leads me to speak thus.
Though I am not your intimate friend, still I may
say that we have been on good terms. Always I
have deemed you a gentleman, a respectable citizen,
240 11
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and a man well able to be at the head of a political
party. May Divine Providence keep up your cour-
age and your energy for the good of our common
country.”

It became necessary for the Liberal leader to
deal with this ultimatum, and to declare in unmis-
takable terms his repudiation of its spirit and of its
assumptions. He had settled clearly and definitely
the course that he would take, and while he had
gloomy forebodings as to the issue for himself
and his party, he could not now sacrifice the
professions and the convictions of a lifetime at the
dictation of the heads of the Church to which he
belonged, and whose pretensions to supremacy in
the civil sphere he had always opposed. It required
rare courage to make the decision, and no man who
knew the history of Canada as Mr. Laurier knew it
could reasonably hope that political advantage
would accrue from the position he was bound to
take. He knew the power of the Catholic hierarchy,
and greatly deplored the necessity for a quarrel
which threatened immense political loss, and which
he profoundly feared would lead many of his best
friends to defeat in the constituencies. But the press
had published Father Lacombe’s letter broadcast,
and he had no alternative but to make his reply in
the face of the country. When the hour came
for him to speak he took his ground without flinch-
ing, and with a simple and manly dignity which
wholly became the issue and the circumstances.
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On March 8rd, the Remedial Bill came up for
its second reading, and it became necessary for Mr.
Laurier to declare the policy of the Opposition. He
made a strong and consistent argument on the
general question, and reviewed at length the various
steps leading up to the situation of the moment.
He said that under the judgment of the Privy
Council, Parliament had power to interfere, to pass
the Remedial Order, and enforce it by legislation.
It was, however, the first duty of the Government
to investigate the complaints of the minority. But
instead of making investigation they passed a drastic
order-in-council, which they served upon Manitoba,
and now, without inquiry and without information,
they asked Parliament in the name of the minority
to enact legislation to give effect to the Remedial
Order. He declared in the name of the minority
that the course of the Government was unconsti-
tutional, weak, and dangerous. He disputed the
contention that the Government were bound to act
mechanically, and that upon the complaint of the
minority, unsupported by evidence, the law of the
majority should be set aside. Even if a wrong had
been done it could not be righted by a bill passed
in darkness and in ignorance, and which must
be administered by ‘a hostile Government. Only
methods of conciliation and of persuasion could
be effective, and only by a settlement so obtained
could the question be solved and the minority
benefited. He could not forget, he said, that the
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policy which he had advocated and maintained all
along had not been favourably received in all quar-
ters, and he continued :

“Not many weeks ago I was told from high
quarters in the Church to which I belong, that
unless I supported the school bill which was then
being prepared by the Government, and which
we have now before us, I would incur the hostility
of a great and powerful body. Sir, this is too grave
a phase of this question for me to pass it by in
silence. T have only this to say, even though I have
threats held over me, coming, as I am told, from
high dignitaries in the Church to which I belong,
no word of bitterness shall ever pass my lips as
against that Church. I respect it and I love it ; but
sir, I am not of that school which has been long
dominant in France and other countries of con-
tinental Europe, which refuses ecclesiastics the
privilege of having a voice in public affairs. No,
I am a Liberal of the English school. I believe
in that school which has all along claimed that it is
the privilege of all subjects, whether high or low.
whether rich or poor, whether ecclesiastic or layman,
to participate in the administration of public affairs,
to discuss, to influence, to persuade, to convince,
but which has always denied, even to the highest,
the right to dictate even to the lowest. I am here
representing not Roman Catholics alone, but Pro-
testants as well, and I must give an account of my
stewardship to all classes. Here am I, a Roman
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Catholic of French extraction, entrusted with the
confidence of the men who sit around me, with
great and important duties under our constitutional
system of Government. I am here, the acknowledged
leader of a great party composed of Roman Catho-
lics and Protestants as well, in which Protestants
must be in the majority, as in every party. Am I to
be told—I, occupying such a position—that I am
to be dictated to as to the course I am to take in
this House by reasons that can appeal to the con-
sciences of my fellow-Catholic members, but which
do not appeal as well to the consciences of my
Protestant colleagues? No ! So long as I have a seat
in this House, so long as I occupy the position I do
now, whenever it shall become my duty to take
a stand upon any question whatever, that stand
I will take, not from the point of view of Roman
Catholicism, not from the point of view of Protes-
tantism, but from a point of view which can appeal
to the consciences of all men, irrespective of their
particular faith, upon grounds which can be occupied
by all men who love justice, freedom, and tolera-
tion.”

He added that while he must acknowledge that
there rested in the Government and in Parliament
the power to interfere, he must still contend that
that power should not be exercised until all the
facts bearing upon the case had been investigated,
and all means of conciliation exhausted, and he
therefore moved that the bill be not then read a
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second time, but that it be read a second time that
day six months." This was a bold position, bolder
perhaps than the country had thought he could
take, and it was as satisfactory to the great body of
Liberals, as it was unwelcome to the Catholic
bishops and the political champions of the dan-
gerous policy of federal coercion.

The bishops were undoubtedly pledged to sup-
port the Remedial measure, and therefore bound to
exert their episcopal influence in behalf of the
Government. But some of the ecclesiastics, and
particularly Archbishop Walsh of Ontario, like
Archbishop Lynch in earlier times, maintained a
discreet and moderate attitude, and exercised only
the legitimate rights of citizenship in sympathetic
effort to improve the position of the Catholic
people of Manitoba. One of the most extraordinary
utterances of the contest was that of Bishop La-
flecche of Three Rivers. In the course of a sermon
denouncing Mr. Laurier and the Liberals, he told
the people that to vote for Liberal candidates
would be a grievous sin. He quoted Mr. Laurier’s
declaration that he would take his stand upon
public questions, “not from the point of view of
Roman Catholicism, nor from the point of view of
Protestantism, but from a point of view which
would appeal to the consciences of all men, irre-
spective of their political faith, and upon grounds
which could be occupied by all men who loved

! Hansard, March 3rd, 1896, pages 2,758, 2,759.

11 245




SIR WILFRID LAURIER

justice, freedom, and toleration,” and he said: “There
is the most categorical affirmation of the Liberalism
condemned by the Church which has ever been
made, to my knowledge, in a Legislative Assembly
of our country. The man who speaks thus is a
rationalist Liberal. He formulates a doctrine en-
tirely opposed to the Catholic doctrine; that is to
say, that a Catholic is not bound to be a Catholic
in his public life. It is a fundamental error, which
can lead to the most deplorable consequences.”
The bishop quoted a Liberal member from Que-
bec who had said that while Mgr. Langevin had a
perfect right to be satisfied with the Remedial Bill
in its religious aspect, he as a French-Canadian
had the right to his own opinion when it came
to a discussion of the national and constitutional
side of the question.! *There,” said Bishop La-
fleche, ““is the Church set aside in a matter where
the 'very rights of conscience are at stake. Here is a
member who rises in face of the bishops and says to
them squarely: ‘You say that the bill is acceptable,
but I say no” Whom are we to believe? Who has
Jurisdiction to speak with authority? The Church,
that is to say, the hierarchy. The member says it is
he. Well, that is Liberalism, pure and simple ; that
Liberalism which, under pretext that a religious
question touches politics on certain sides, forbids
religious authority to interfere.” He said further

1 See speech of Mr. Monet, M.P. for Napierville, Hansard, March
12th, 1896, page 3,348,
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that, “Under the circumstances, a Catholic cannot,
under pain of sinning in a grave matter, vote for
the chief of a party who has formulated so publicly
such an error, and for his followers who support him
in that error, so long as they will not have publicly
disavowed that error and made a formal engagement
to vote fora Remedial Bill accepted by the bishops.”
He counselled the people to lay aside all party
feeling, and to judge men and events from the
point of view of Catholic principles only and Catho-
lic teaching only. “This,” he concluded, “you will
do courageously as Catholics, as Canadians and
as citizens, and the good God will bless your efforts
and will permit you to find here below a taste
of the happiness which He reserves to His elect.”

Many of the parish priests took advantage of such
episcopal utterances to join in the contest, and
throughout Quebec, as well as in some of the
constituencies of the English-speaking provinces, it
was held to be a grievous sin to vote for Liberal
candidates. Mgr. Marois, Vicar-General, wrote from
the Archbishopric of Quebec to the Rev. J. E.
Rouleau, curé of St. Ubalde: “In reply to your
letter asking if it is a mortal sin for anyone not
to follow the direction given by their bishops in
their collective mandement touching the settlement
of the Manitoba question when his attention will
have been drawn to the fact that this direction
obliges in conscience, I am charged by Mgr. the
Administrator, to tell you that it is a grave fault—
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a mortal sin—not to follow the direction of the first
pastors, and that the words which you quote from
page 7 of the mandement signify exactly that it will
be a grave and mortal fault to act thus, that is
to say, not to obey the bishops. If anyone says
to you, ‘In spite of your reasoning I have more
confidence in Mr. Laurier and I vote for his candi-
date,” that elector, unless he has lost common sense,
will be guilty of grave and mortal fault. Good
Catholics, faithful sons of the Church, will march
in the way indicated by their bishops. Others would
be rebellious sons and following the way of iniquity
and of grave sin, which separates from God and
delivers us to the powers of darkness.”

A letter over the signature of Father Mac-
donald, parish priest of Alexandria, circulated in
at least one of the counties of Ontario, said in
part: “As some designing politicians have misrepre-
sented the attitude of the Catholic clergy in the
present election campaign, I am authorized by his
Lordship Bishop Macdonell to say to you and
all interested parties that he earnestly desires that
all Catholics will vote for the Government candi-
date. He expects that his Catholic subjects, for the
maintenance of the essentially Catholic principle of
Separate Schools, will be Catholic and generous
enough to rise superior to all party ties or political
combinations in the present erisis ;” and again, “He
further authorized me to say that all the archbishops
and bishops of Canada are united on this question,

248 I

— e

—_——

e P

e

R -
——— i
i

i~ oo~ 2o

P e e SR

e

—
—

B ——— T o R T T

-

-

T —————————

.




—_— e

G e P e O B o®

wni__u_."’m.rpu.mmuvﬂl

.

THE SCHOOL QUESTION

and they all, without a single exception, desire
their faithful to support Government candidates,
because events have convinced the bishops that
a redress of Catholic grievances in Manitoba can
be expected from the present Government, and
from it only.”

It would be easy to multiply such literature.
But these extraordinary deliverances sufficiently
indicate the temper of the Catholic ecclesiastics
and the desperate nature of the influences which
many Liberal candidates had to encounter. On
the other hand, an intense Protestant feeling was
excited in many communities, the dying Protestant
Protective Association with which Liberals could
have no natural alliance, was revived, and the
Orange Association, which in Canada at least is
rarely dominated by mere sectarian bigotry, was
exceedingly uneasy in its familiar political alliances.
At a great political meeting in Toronto, influential
leaders of the Conservative party united with men
of conspicuous position in the Liberal party in
determined resistance of the movement to interfere
with the school legislation of Manitoba.! The Equal
Rights League, of which Mr. D’Alton McCarthy
was president, issued an address in which they said:
“Tt seemed incredible that the free electors of any
constituency in Ontario would, if they understood
the policy of the Government, sanction its dealing
with the Manitoba school question. At first the

1 Meeting at Massey Hall, February 23rd, 1896.
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party supporting it were inveigled into an un-
willing approval of it by the artful pretence that the
Administration were acting in a judicial capacity.
But as in the later proceeding, the Government
has had to throw off the mask and appear in its
true character of coercionists who have bargained in
a concordat made with the hierarchy of Quebec as
the price of its support to restore the French half-
breed system of Separate Schools in Manitoba, the
defeat of that policy was assured if the Government
were only boldly encountered.” The manifesto goes
on to say, “that it fell upon the little band who are
connected with the League in the default made
by the regular Opposition to seek for the honest
verdict of the people of Canada on this question.”
It deals then with the contest in Haldimand where
the ministerial candidate was successful, and with
the bye-election in the Conservative constituency of
Cardwell which