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S U P P L E M E N T .

T H E  W  A S H I^ G T O ^ i F K E A T Y . Galt) at that time Finance Minister, and ! quence, that the Alabama question should
: the present Lieut.-Governor of Ontario went | be settled. (Cheers.) Sir, England has pro- 
| to Washington on behalf of the Government 1 mised to us, and we have all faith in thatS p eech  o f  S ir  J o lm  A. M acd o n a ld  

a n d  D eb a te .

In the Dominion House of Common*, on 
Friday, May 3, 1872.

Ottawa, May 4, 1872.
Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD rose and 

Baid:—
• Mr. Speaker, — I move for leave

to bring in a Bill to carry into
effect certain clauses of the Treaty 
negotiated between the United States 
and Great Britain in 1871. The object
of the Bill is stated in the title. It is to give
validity, so far as Canada is concerncd, to 
the treaty which was framed last year in the 
manner so well known to the House and 
country. The bill I proposed to introduce the 
other day was simply a bill to suspend those 
clauses of the Fishery Acts which prevent 
fishermen of the United States from fishing iu 
the inshore waters of Canada, such suspension j 
to continue during the existence of the treaty.
I confined it to that object at that time, be
cause the question really before this House 
was whether the fishery articles 
of the treaty should receive the 
sanction of Parliament or not. 
As, however, a desire was expressed on the 
otherside that I should enter into the subject 
fully on asking leave to bring in the bill, and 
as, on examining the cognate Act which has 
been laid before Congress at Washington, 1 
find that all the subjects—even those 
subjects which do not require h 
lation—have been repeated in 
Act, in order, one would suppose, to 
make the Act of the nature of a contract and

J of Canada. It is a matter of history that all ! promise, that in case of war the whole force 
! their exertions failed ; and after their j of the Empire shall be exerted in our de- 
j failure, by general consent—a consent fence. (Cheers.) What would have been 
in which I believe the people of Can- I the position of England, and what would 
ada were as one man—we came to j have been the position of Canada, if she had 

j the conclusion that it would be humiliating j been called upon to use her whole force to 
tô  Canada to make any further exertions at j defend us when engaged in conflict elsewhere?
Washington, or to do anything more in the 
way of pressing for a renewal of that instru
ment; and the people of this country with 

-addressed themselves to find

Canada would, as a matter of 
of war between England and the United 
States, be the battle ground. We should 
be the sufferers. Our country would be de
vastated, our people slaughtered, and our 
property destroyed; and, while England 
would, I believe, under all circumstances 
faithfully perform her promise to the utmost

I great energy
other channels of trade, other means of de
veloping and sustaining our various indus- 

I tries, in which I am happy to say they have 
i been completely successful. (Hear, hear.)
i Immediately on the expiration of the j (cheers),' she would be* greatly impeded in 
' Treaty our right to the exclusive use of the j carrying out her desire, if engaged clse- 
inshore fisheries returned to us, and it will j where. It was therefore as much the 
be in the remembrance of the House that Her interest of this Dominion as of Eng- 
Majesty’s Government desired us not to re- | land that the Alabama, and all other 

that right, at least for a year, j questions that in any way threatened tlfe dis- 
of American fisher- turbance of the peaceful relations between 
the prohibition of 1 ’ 1 ’ ”  ’ ...................

been quite at liberty to have proceeded with among the United States 
the Commission and the settlement of all | but among thê
these questions without Canada being repre- whom they 
sented on the Commission, and those very communicatii 
men who attack me now for having been \ information, 
there, and taken a certain course, would have j that all questi<
been just as loud in their complaints, and j thc ......
just as bitter in their attacks, because I had 
neglected the interests of Canada, and refused 
the responsibility of asserting the rights of 

<■ Washington. (Cheers). Sir, 
id b

possibility 
more especially 
solution of 
eries could be 
arrangement 
question could- 
1854, it would 
nations. It 
Commission 
sion of Ameri< 
was enforced

’S

obligatory during the existence of the Treaty 
so that kfgood faith it could not be repealed 
during taat time, I propose to follow the 

5. course. The Act 1/ask leave to bring
............jflaase, for the sus-

Jvvrs of Canada, so far* 
Ls'*0f the United-. States

?„Waters*«:The Bill
r the existence of 

nd fish oil, (except fish of 
* the United States and of 

the rivers, emptying into those lakes, and fish 
BCe^r'/ed in oil), being thc produce of the 

_Jpkftfiesof the United States, shall be admitted 
into Canada free of duty. The third clause 
provides for the continuance of the 
bonding system during the twelve years or 
longer period provided by the'l’reaty ; and the 
fourth clause provides that the right of tran
shipment contained in the 30th clause of the 
Treaty shall, in like manner, be secured to 
citizens of the United States during the ex
istence of the Treaty. Thc last clause of the 
Bill provides that it shall come into effect 
whenever, upon an Order in Council, a pro
clamation of the Governor-General is issued 
giving effect to the Act. Iu submitting the 
Bill in this form, I am aware that objection 
might be taken to some of the clauses, on 
the ground that having relation to the ques
tions of trade and money, they should be 
commenccd by resolution adopted in Com
mittee of the Whole. That objection does 
not apply to the whole of the Bill—to 
those clauses which suspend the action of our 
Fishery Act. But it would affect, according 
to tbe general principle, thc clause which 
provides that there shall be no duty on fish 
andfishoil, and also the clauses respecting the 
bonding system and transhipment. I do not, 
however, anticipate thatthat objection will be 
taken, because in .presenting the BiH in this 
form I have followed the precedent establish
ed in 1854, when the measure relating to the 
Reciprocity Treaty was introduced in Parlia
ment. It was then held that thc Act, having 
been introduced as based upon a Treaty 
which was submitted by a message from the 
Crown, became a matter of public and 
general policy, and ceased to be merely a 
matter of trade ; and. although those lion.

interested themselves

to tho exclusion 
icn, and that

Americans fishing in those waters should not 
be put in force cither by Canada or the Mari
time Provinces. All the Provinces, I believe, 
declined to accede to the suggestion, and 
it was pressed strongly on behalf of the 
late Province of Canada that it would be 
against our interests if for a moment after 
the Treaty ceased we allowed it to be suj

the two countries should be settled and ad
justed, and, therefore, although to a consi
derable extent I agree with the remarks that 
fell from thc Minister of Finance when he 
made his budget speech, that, looking at the 
subject in a * commercial point of view’, it 
might have been better in the interest of 
Canada that the Fishery and Fenian ques
tions should have been settled free and apart 
from the Imperial question, I am pleased, 
and I was pleased, that the fact of Canada 
having asked England to make these de
mands upon the United States gave an op
portunity for re-opening the negotiations 
with respect to the Alabama and other mat
ters. It was fortunate that we made that 
demand, for England could not with due 
self-respect have initiated or re-opened thc 
Alabama question. She had concluded a 
treaty in London with the representative of 
thc United States, aijfd that treaty, having
been rejected by the 'supreme Executive 

United States,  ..............................■ could not hcr-

:hat we asked En< 
nands upon the Uri; 
thc opportunity of /

1 States, as it afforded 
S these questions being

parliamentary and political matters at that 
date will remember that tho Act which was 
introduced by the Attorney-General for 
Lower Canada in 1854 (Mr. Drummond) 
was simply an Act declaring that various 

'lice ofthe 1J]

be sup
posed that American fishermen had a right 
to come into our waters as before; and it was 
only because of the pressure of Her 
Majesty’s Government, and our desire to be 
in accord with that Government, as well 
as because of our desire to carry with us the 
moral support of Great Britain, and the 
material assistance of her fleet, that we 
assented, with great reluctance, to the in
troduction of a system' of licenses for one 
year at a nominal fee or rate. This was 
done avowedly by us for thc purpose of 
asserting our right- No greater or s t .^ |^ ^  
mode of asserJj#)B'a right and obtaining 
ackno^Wgihentfof it by those who d< 
ho'-CRter our waters for the.pui-pose Oi, 
ing could he devised, than by exacting-: 
ment for the perpftssion, and therefore.it 
that we assent'll to the licensing system.
(Hear, hear.) Although in 1866 that system 
was commenced,it did not come immediately 
into force. We had not then fitted out a 
marine police force, for we were not alto
gether without expectation that the mind of 
the Government of thc United States might 
take a different direction, and that there was 
a probability of negotiations being re
newed respecting the revival of the Reci
procity Treaty, and therefore, although the 
system was established it was not rigidly put 
into force, and no great exertion was made to 
seize trespassers who had not taken out 
licenses.' In the first year, however, a great 
number of licenses were taken out; but when 
the fee was increased so as to render it a sub
stantial recognition of our rights, the pay
ments became fewer and fewer, until at last 
it was found that the vessels which took out 
licenses were the exception, and that the 
great bulk of the fishermen who en
tered our waters were trespassers. In 
addition to the fact that our fisheries were 
invaded, that we were receiving no con
sideration for the liberty, and that our righto 
were invaded boldly and aggressively, it was 
now stated by the American Government, 
or members of the American Cabinet, that 
the renewal of the Reciprocity Treaty was _ 
not only inexpedient but unconstitutional, and j iliale between the two nations was to be re- 
that no such renewal could or would be made, ncwed (hear, hear); and you have seen men- 
Thc Government of Canada then, in 1870, tioned in the public press the active exertions 
after confcrence with thc Imperial Govern- that were made by one power, or by the re- 
ment, and after receiving the promise of presentative of one power, for the purpose of 
the Imperial Government ” ' ’ “ "

made again the subject of negotiation. The 
correspondence which is before the House 
between the Secretary of State of the United 
States and the British Ambassador, Sir 
Edward Thornton, has shown how that re
sult was arrived at. As the invitation was 
made by the British Ambassador to consider 
the fishery question, the United States Go
vernment, I have no doubt, though I do not 
know it as a matter of fact, by a quiet and 
friendly understanding between the two 
powers, replied, acceding to the request, 
on condition that the larger and graver mat
ters of dispute were also made matters of 
negotiation. Hence it was, Sir, that the 
arrangements were made under which the 
Treaty of Washington was effected. Sir, I have 
said that it was of the greatest consequence 
to Canada, and to the future peace and pros
perity of Canada, that every cloud which 
threatened the peace of England and the 
United States should be dispelled. I was \ 
struck with an expression that was 
used to me by a distinguished 
English statesman, that those powers 
in Europe who are not so friendly to Eng
land heard with dismay that the entente cor-

Canada at
knowing, as I said before, what the 
consequences would be to myself of ac
cepting that office, and foreseeing the 
attacks that would be made upon me, I 
addressed a letter to His Exccllency
the Governor-General, informing him of ..._______ _
the great difficulties of my position, and | of 1870, and 
that it was only from a sense of duty believe unfoi 
that I accepted the position. On proceeding I that Amcri. 
to Washington I found a general desire legally seized] i.'althougJ 
among the two brandies into which the trespassed iiwh our
Joint High Commission divided itself—an I interested h2&l been
equal desire, I should say, on the part of the l fort to arousej'^and stii 
United States Commissioners as well as on mind of
that of the British Commissioners—that all I people of
questions in dispute should be settled ' ' ‘
so far as the two Governments could 
do so. There was a special desire that 
there should be a settlement of every
thing. I t was very easy for the Commis
sioners orthe Government through their repre
sentatives to make atreaty,but in the United 
States there isapowcr above and beyond the 
Government: the Senate of the United States, 
which had to be considered. It was felt that 
a second rejection of a treaty would be moet 
disastrous for the future of both nations; 
that it would be a solemn declaration that 
there was no jjcaceable solution of thc ques
tions between the two nations. An 
American statesman said to me, “ thc rejj 
tion of the treaty now means war.” Not  ̂
to-morrow or at any given period, bul 
whenever England happens/to be en&J 
in other troubles and attacked. from 

(HeaEf ’ ' ■

.  imwisel
conceived opinions,• _____
destruction for ever of all hope for* a 
able solution of the difficulties between j  
kindred nations. (Hear.) Still, Sir,
not forget that I was their chosen repi _
tative. I could not ignore the fact thafosp 
was selected as a member of that Commission 
from my acquaintance with Canadian politico..
I had continually before mo not only the Im
perial question but the interests of the Do
minion of Canada, which I was there specially 
to represent; and the difficulty of my posi
tion was that if I  gave undue prominence to 
the interests of Canada, I might justly be 
held in England to he taking a purely co
lonial and selfish view, regardless of the 
interests of the Empire as a whole, and 
the interests of Canada as a portion of the 
Empire; and, on the other hand, if I kept 
my eye solely on Imperial considerations, I 
might be held as neglecting my especial duty 
towards my country of Canada. It was 
a difficult position, as the House will be
lieve, a position that pressed upon me with 
great weight and severity at the time, and 
;j- not been diminished in any way since I

Commissioners, , offer there should be compensation in money, 
of the United States j and then on the 17th April the American Com- 

there, and from their S missioners withdrew their offer—as they had 
Tf1kh other sources of j the right to do—altogether. And why did they 
the feeling was universal j withdraw the offer altogether ? One of the 
should be settled beyond 3 Commissioners in conversation said to me, 
dispute in the future; and “ I am quite surprised to find the opposition 

»  ifby any possibility a that has sprung up to the admission of Ca- 
uiniculty respecting the fish- , nadian coal and salt into our market; I was 

ived at, or a satisfactory j unprepared for thc feeling that is exhibited. ”
llty respecting the
. at, or a satisfactory 3 unprepared tor the leeling tl 

~i j  yhich the fishery j I know right well what the reason was. The 
~ ? monopolizers having thc control of American

coal in Pennsylvania and salt in New York, 
so long as the Treaty woidd open to them 
the market in Canada for their 
-products, were quite willing that it should 
carry, because they would have the advan
tage of both markets; but when the duty was 
taken off in Canada, when you had opened 
the market to them, when they had the 
whole, control of their own market, and free 
access to ours, whether for coal or salt, the 
monopolizers brought down all their energies 
upon their friends in Congress, and through 
them a pressure on the American Govern
ment, for the purpose of preventing the ad
mission of Canadian coal and salt into the 
American market, and from that I have

placed in abeyance 
to the advantage of both 

st be remembered that the 
in 1871, and that the exclu- 

fisliermen from our waters 
kept up during the whole 
• great" and loud, though I 
‘ complaints had been made 

(ling vessels had been il- 
A1 though they had not 

waters. persons 
using ev&ry ef- 

stimulate the public 
United States and the 
United States against 

the- Canadian authori- 
felt and expressed that 

bar to the-chance of 
_ 'b y  tH,e United 

causes of irritation which 
jg: a few months before 

I to remain unsettled. Col- 
;.between>Aineriean fisher- 

Canadians

The Treaty only applies to the fisheries of  -11__:......thp nlrl "Rri+icli” Amoving Tv ! *** bis Address of 1870, and the difference he- ! tile same nature as that which Great Britain had nut,old British American Provinces, and | tween thc point of view as pressed in 182Sby j f?>"aed with respect to the navigation of the MiJL 
sliould not be j the United States and that pressed in i o*.«»t riverin order that the

widened, it is provided that it shall I 
only apply to the fisheries Of Quebec, ' 
Nova Scotia, Ne ' '  ‘ ’ - — -

questi<
pressed by American 
idering also the pcrtina-

  —....... pj
1S70, was shown by the result of the treaty 

, (Mr. Blake—Hear, hear.) And
, , ,  , T - ew Brunswick, and Pnnce ' was of great importance,
Ldward Island ; so that the Treaty of view that this 
docs not allow ,the Americans to have 1 has been so 
access to the Pacific coast fisheries, nor yet j jurists, and co
the1HmlSi?1'llW bleTailld ^ C(iless fif erles of | **7 with which such vkws are urged,should 

™ y; T1 f 6 f 0 f  f 0" ? 08 bo sct rost (or ever. Tho question has ’ revenue. yet undeveloped, but after t been strongly put in the American Law !'<- 
the Treaty is ratified they will devdope j view of April, 1S71, in an article understood to 
now Wle tl, “I T.e. yca^  ,from ! have been written by Judge Pomeroy, a jurist 
S, ’r J ,  ̂ .  S,‘ dow? of standing in the 'United States, and that

T \  circumstances and , paper, I believe, expresses the real opinion of 
(W  ^rcaty, it will be found the writer, erroneous although I  hold

i  j r O *  ™!aIthrWlU H ii}. to candour is shewn, e DomT 'm- I may!« j by this fact, as well as from the known 
asked though I have not seen that the standing of the man, that in one por-

of thc hcfcopen to both nations, and 
that those-fisheries were excepted 
stance.. jL’he Canadian fisheries on" the 
north 'shore of the great lakes are 
most valuable. By a judicious system of pre-

in the possession of another State, and of which
the treaty. , claim Great Britain had procured the recognition by

nd, Sir, it the Treaty of Pans in 1703.
mv point L, “ Thi  Pri.nciPal argument contained in the reply ofon whir ). Great Britain was, that the liberty of passage by oi.oon W llicll nation throil'-h tho ilnmiiiinne    1

+! , -v  , .r  I 01 cuc aruioJo ne demolishes the claim of
fisheries laid j^he American fishermen to the right to trade 

reply may say m our waters. He proves in an able 
fed. at my in- argument that the claim of tho American

Treaty -wiflf 
. id of exactly 

3 that of 1854; so the 
iners, believing that 

, to that of' 1854 could 
d in ' words and in 
at it might be obtained in 

pew was strongly pressed
 ''•-ion. This will ap-.

It will also appear 
that the United States 
ted- that a Reciprocity 
of thc question; that 
ted without being sub- 
tes of Congress; that there 

est possibility of Congress 
it; that the

Treaty including 
' ' ~ ty of

have returned, except by the cordial support 
of my colleagues, and 1 believe also, of my 
friends in this House. (Cheers). In order to

mperial Gov

icles, being the prodiu United States,

have thc support of their fleet in the pro
tection of our just rights, a promise which 
was faithfully carried out, prepared and 
fitted out a sufficient force of marine police 
vessels to protect our rights, and I am glad 
to believe that that policy was perfectly 
successful. Great firmness was used, but at 
the same time great discretion. There was 
no harshness, and no seizures were made of 
a doubtful charactcr. No desire to harass 
the foreign fishermen was evidenced, but on 
the .contrary, in any case in which there

that wc should preventing that happy result (hear,
purpose of 
sar, hear) ;

seizing vessels reported to the head 
department, and when the papers v 
before the Government they, in a
gave the 
of the doubt, 

nbe

should, during the existence of the Treaty, be was doubt, the officers in command of thc
received free into Canada, and that the ......  1 ‘ -
Act repealed the tariff/>?■<? tanto, it was not in
troduced by resolution, but after the Treaty had 
had been submitted and laid 011 the table, 
and after a formal message had been brought 
down by Mr. Morin, the leader of the Govern
ment in the House, to the effect that the 
bill was introduced with the sanction of the 
Governor-General. I do not, therefore, anti
cipate that objection will be taken by any 
hon. member, and I suppose the precedent 
so solemnly laid down at that time will be 
held to be binding now. Should objection, 
however, be taken, the clauses of the bill

•rted to the head of their 
ihe papers were laid 
they, in all cases, 

offending parties thc benefit 
ibt. Still, as it would be 

d, some of the fishermen 
made complaints, which complaints, 
although unjust, I am* sorry to say, were in 
some instances, were made and supported 
on oath, of harshness on the part of the 
cruisers, and an attempt was made to agitate 
the public " ~

and although M. Catacazy has been disa 
vowed by the Government of Russia in the 
same way as poor Vicovich was on a pre
vious occasion, when he was the organ of 
Russia in the East, I cannot but 
feel| that he was punished only because his 
zeal outran his discretion. I can vouch for 
his active exertions for the purpose of pre
venting this Treaty of Washington receiving 
the sanction of the Senate of the United 
States. (Hear, hear.) While England was 
strongly interested in the settlement of these 
questions, both for herself and for Canada, 
the United States were also interested, and
made overtures in a most f

nd of Canada, and there was at

respecting the suspension of the Fishery Act 
and transhipment are sufficient to be pro
ceeded with in this manner; the other por
tion may be printed ia Unites, and can be 
brought up as parts of the bill or separately as
trc>n1"izay0 ^  pmrJta^W''tditJjcpK.a JLcnr. 
broughtup as parts of the bill or separately as 
resolutions, as may be thought best. The J our- 
nals of the House state that on the 21st of 
Sept., 1854, Mr. Chauveau submitted a copy 
of the Treaty which was set out on thc 
face of the journals. On the same day Mr.
Drummond asked leave to bring in a bill 
to give effect to a certain treaty between 
Her Majesty and the United States of 
America, and on the 22nd, on the order of 
the day for the second reading of thc bill,
Mr. Morin, by command, brought down a 
message from the Governor-General signify
ing that it was by His Excellency’s sanc
tion it had been introduced, whereupon the 
House proceeded to the second reading.
That bill was simply one declaring that 
various articles mentioned in the treaty 
should, during the existence of the treaty, 
be admitted into this country free of duty.
The House, now, Mr. Speaker, if they give 
leave that this bill shall be introduced and 
read a first time, will be in possession of all 
of those portions of thc Treaty of Wash
ington that in any way come within the 
action of the Legislature. Although the 
debate upon this subject will, as a 
matter of course, take a wide range and 
will properly include all the subjects con
nected with the Treaty in which Canada has 
any interest, yet it must not be forgotten 
that the Treaty as a whole is in force, with 
the particular exceptions I have mentioned, 
and the decision of this House will, after all, 
be simply whether the articles of the Treaty 
extending from the 18tli to the 25tli shall re
ceive the santion of Parliament, or whether 
those portions of the Treaty shall be a dead 
letter. This subject has cxcited a great 
deal of interest, as was natural, in Canada 
ever since thc 8th of May, 1871, when thc 
Treaty was signed at Washington. I t has been 
largely discussed in the public prints, and 
opinions of various kinds have been expressed 
upon it—some altogether favourable, some al
together opposed, and many others of inter
mediate shades of opinion. And among other 
parts of the discussion has not been forgotten 
the personal question—relating to myself— 
the position I hold and held as a member of 
this Government, and as one of the High Com
missioners atWashington. Upon that question 
I  shall have to speak by-ancl-bye ; but it is 
one that has lost much of its interest from the 
fact that by thc introduction of this Bill the 
House and country will see that the policy of 
the Government of which I am a member is 
to carry out, or try to carry out, the Treaty 
which I signed as a plenipotentiary of Her 
Majesty. Under the reservation made in the 
Treaty, this House and the Legislature of 
Prince Edward Island have full power to ac
cept the fishery articles or reject them. I11 
that matter this House and Parliament have 
full and complete control. (Hear, hear). No 
matter what may be tbe consequences o| thc 
action of this Parliaguuit^ no matter what I her own

NSe United ' ' “
I and the United 

‘ e the conse- 
the present 

t Canada, it ihust not be for
gotten that, this House has full power 
to reject these clauses of the Treaty 
if they please, arid maintain the right of Ca- j 
nada to exclude Americans from our inshore 
fisheries, as if the Treaty had never been 
made. (Hear, hear.) That reservation was 
fully provided in the Treaty. It
was made a portion of it—an essen
tial portion—and if it had not been 
so made the name of the Minister
of Justice of Canada would not have been at
tached to it as a plenipotentary of 
England. (Hear, hear.) That right has 
been reserved, and this Parliament has full 
power to deal with thc whole question. ’ I

that time a feeling 011 the part of a large por
tion of thc people of Nova Scotia, which feel
ing, I am however happy to say, has since 
disappeared, thg,t the action of Canada 
was unfriendly. Her Majesty’s Govern
ment were, of course,- appealed to by the 
authorities of the United States on all these
™ S S ie So ? th e T O ^ & te ?S ffa h1n ®
subjects, and complaints were bandied 
from one Government to the other, and 
proved a source of great irritation. While 
this feeling was being raised in the United 
States there was, on the other hand, a feel
ing among our fishermen that our rights 
were, to a very great degree, invaded. In order 
to avoid the possibility of dispute—in order 
to avoid any appearance of harshness— 
in order, while we were supporting 
our fishery rights, to prevent any case of 
collision between the Imperial Government 
and thc United States, or between the Cana
dian authorities and the United States, we 
avoided making seizures within the bays or 
in any way bringing up the headland ques
tion. This was very unsatisfactory, be
cause, as it was said by the fishermen, “ if 
we have these rights wc should be pro
tected in the exercise of them,” and 
it was therefore well that that ques
tion should be settled at once and 
for ever. In addition, however, to the 
question of headlands a new one had arisen 
of an exceedingly unpleasant nature. By 
the wording of the Convention of 1S18, 
foreign fishermen were only allowed to enter 
our waters for the purposes of procuring wood, 
water and shelter; but they claimcd that they 
had a right, although fishing vessels, to enter 
our ports for trading purposes, and it was al
leged by our own fishermen that, under pre
tence of trading, American fishermen were in 
the habit of invading our fishing grounds 
and fishing in our waters. The Canadian 
Government thought it therefore well to 
press, not only by correspondence, but by a 
delegate, who was a member of the Govern
ment, upon her Majesty’s Government, the 
propriety of having that question 
settled with the United States, and, 
consequently, my friend and colleague 
the Postmaster-General went to England to 
deal with that subject. The results of his 
mission are before Parliament. At the same 
time that he dealt with the question I have 
just mentioned, he forced upon the consider
ation of Her Majesty’s Government the pro
priety of England making on our behalf a 
demand on the United States Government 
for reparation for the wrongs known as the 
: ‘Fenian raids. ” England agreed to press upon 
the United States both these matters, and 
to ask that all the disputed questions relating 
to the in-shore fisheries, under thc Conven
tion of 1818, should be settled in some mode 
to be agreed upon between the two nations, 
and also to press upon the United States the 
wrongs sustained by Canada at the hands of 
citizens of the U jted States who had in
vaded our country. Before Her Majesty’s 
Government had actually, in compliance 
with their promise, made any representation 
on these two subjects to the United States 
(Jovernment, England had been engaged on 

behalf f i  a controversy of 
The House is aw-
llv If
tries, involving 

 ̂ that, hitherto,^ 
results had been most unsatisfactory. Ah at
tempt had been made to settle the question

friendly spirit, 
believe .^that there, was a real desire 
among 'the people, of the United States 
to be friendly  ̂towards England. I believe 
that the feeling of irritation which had been 
caused by the unhappy events of the war, 
and by the escape ofthe Alabama, had al
most entirely disappeared, and I hope and 
believe that the people of the United States 
were then and are now strongly in‘favour of 
establishing permanently a friendly feeling 
between the two nations. Then, besides, 
they had a further interest in settling all 
matters in dispute; for so long as the United 
States and England were not on friendly 
terms—so long as they were standing aloof 
from each other—itaffected very considerably 
the credit of the United States securities in

Europe. Not only the funds of the United 
States as a whole, but the securities of every 
State of the Union, and of all American 
enterprises seeking the markets of the world 
were injuriously affected by the unsatisfac
tory relations between the two countries. 
They were, therefore, prepared to meet each- 
other in this negotiation. To proceed 
with the history of the circum
stances immediately preceding the formation 
of the Joint High Commission at Washington, 
I will state that on the 1st of February, 1871, 
a communication was made to me by His 
Excellency the Governor-General on behalf 
of Her Majesty’s Government, asking me, in 

' be a Joint Coicase there was going to 
sion to settle all questions between England 
and the United States, whether I would act 
as a member of that Commission. I give the 
date because it has been asked for. The 
communication was verbal and founded 
upon al telegraphic communication' to His 
Excellency which cannot be presented ; and 

the House cannature whichbeing
readily understand ought not properly to 
be laid before this House. This communi
cation was, in the first place, for my
self alone. I was not allowed to 
mention it for the time to any one else. 
My reply was that I would be greatly 
embarrassed by any injunction of secrecy 
as regards my colleagues, and that under 
no circumstances would I accept the po
sition without their consent. I subsequently 
received permission to communicate it to 
them, and I received their consent to act 
upon the Commission. Before accepting, 
however, I took occasion, for my own infor
mation and satisfaction, to ask through His 
Exccllency what points of agreement 
and of difference existed between Eng
land and Canada with regard to the fish
eries. The answer was a very short one by 
cable, and it was satisfactory to myself. It 
was extended in the despatch of the 16th 
February, 1871. I t shortly stated that 
of course it was impossible for Her Majesty’s 
Government to pledge themselves to any 
foregone conclusion ; that it was a matter 
for negotiation, and it was of course 
out of the question on the part of either Gov
ernment to give cast-iron instructions to their 
representatives, because that would do away 
with every idea of a negotiation. The 
despatch went on to say that Her 
Majesty’s Government considered oar 
right to the inshore fisheries beyond dispute; 
that they also believed that our claims as to 
the headlands were just, but that those 
claims might properly be a matter 
of compromise. It went on fur
ther to state that Her Majesty’s 
Government believed that, as a matter of 
strict right, we

,nd comr 
our v

show that I did not for a moment forget that 
I was there to represent the interests of 
Canada, I must ask you to look at the des
patch of the 16th February, 1871, which 
reached me at Washington a few
days after I arrived there. It will

that Lord Kimberley used 
this expression:—“ As at present ad
vised, Her Majesty’s Government are of 
opinion that the right of Canada to exclude 
Americans from fishing in the waters within 
the limit of three marine miles of the coast 

beyond dispute, and can only be ceded for 
1 ade ‘ ' ’ ' ’ •

a / ;  t
j f e w  „ --------•in spirit to the Treaty 

•e the rejection of that 
; and, therefore, . that 

must be found. I believe 
Commissioners were 

accurate in their view 
PI believe that had thc 

the provisions or the

an adequate consideration. Should this con
sideration take the form of a money pay
ment, it appears to Her Majesty’s Govern
ment that such an arrangement would b 
more likely to work well than if any condi
tions were annexed to the exercise of the 
privilege of fishing within the Canadian 
waters.” Having read that despatch, and 
the suggestion that an arrangement might 
be made on the basis of a money payment, 
and there being an absence of any statement 
that such an arrangement could only be 
made with the consent of Canada, I. 
thought it well to communicate .with my 
colleagues at Ottawa; and, although we 
had received again and again assurances 
from Her Majesty’s Government that those 
rights would not be affected, given away or 
ceded without our consent, it was thought 
advisable, in consequence of the omission of 
all reference to the necessity of Canada’s 
assent being obtained to any monetary ar
rangement, to communicate by cable that 
Canada considered the Canadian fisheries to be 
her property, and they could not be disposed 
ofwithout her consent. That communication 
of without her consent. That communication 
was made by the Canadian Government on 
the 10th of March, and of that Government 
I was so a member; and not only did that com
munication proceed from the Canadian Gov
ernment to England, giving them fair 
notice that the Canadian Government, of 
which I was a member, would insist upon 
the right of dealing with her own fisheries, 
but I took occasion to press upon the head of 
the British Commission at Washington, that 
my own individual opinion, as representing 
Canada, should be laid before Her Majesty’s 
Government. The answer that came back 
at once by cable was extended in full in 
tho despatch of the 17tli March, 1871, and 
it was most satisfactory, as it stated 
that Her Majesty’s Government had never 
any intention of advising Her Majesty 
to part with those fisheries without the 
consent of Canada. Armed with this I felt 
that I was relieved of a conside
rable amount' of • embarrassment. I felt 
that, no matter what arrangements 
might be made, no matter wheihe: I was 
outvoted by my colleagues on the Com
mission, or what instructions might be given 
by Her Majesty’s Government, the interests 
of Canada were safe, because they were in 
her own hands and reserved for her own de
cision. Now, Mr. Speaker, it must not be 
supposed that this was not a substantial con
cession on the part of Her Majesty’s Govern
ment. It is true that Lord Kimberley stated, 
in his despatch of 17th March, that, when 
the Reciprocity Treaty was concluded, the 
Acts of the Nova Scotia and New Bruns
wick Legislatures relating to the fisheries 
were suspended by Acts of those Legisla
tures, and that the fishery rights of Canada 
were now under the protection of a Canadian 
Act of Parliament, the repeal of which would 
be neccssary in case of thc cession of those 
rights to any foreign power. It is true in 
one sense of the word; but it is also true’that
if Her Majesty, in the exercise of herpowers, 
had chosen to make a Treaty with the United 
States, ceding not only those rights, but
ceding the very land over which those waters 
How, that thc Treaty betAveen England and 
the United States would have been obliga
tory and binding, and the United States 
would liaveheld England to it. N0 matter how 
unjust to Canada after all her promises, still 
that Treaty would be a valid and obligatory 
Treaty between England and the United 
States, and the latter would have the right 
to enforce its provision, over-ride »‘«y 
Provincial laws or ordinances, and take pos
session of our waters and rights. It would 
have been a great wrong,but the conseqm 
would have been thc loss practically 0 
rights for ever; and so it was satisfi 
that it should be settled,as ,'~

a ' treaty siini 
not be obta 
detail, thought 
spirit, and this 
upon the Joint 
pear from the ]
•from the proto 
Commissioners!
Treaty was < 
it could not be 
mitted to both' 
was not the -slî  
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essential provisions of the Treaty of 1854 
they would have ensured its rejection by the 
Senate. Whengl speak of the Conferences 
that were held on the fisheries, I would 
state for the information of those members of 
the House who,, may be unacquainted with 
the usage in such matters, that the Com
missioners did not act at the discussion indi 
vidually. The* Conference was composed of 
two units—thefSritish Commission and the 
United States Commission. If a question 
arose in conference on which either of the 
two parties, the British or American branch, 
desired to consiflt together they retired, 
and on their return expressed their views as 
a whole without reference to the individual 
opinions of the Commissioners. As an indi
vidual member of the British Commission, 
and on behalf of Canada, when it was found 
that we could not obtain a renewal of the 
Reciprocity Treaty, I urged upon my Eng
lish colleagues thr.t the Canadians should be 
allowed to retain the exclusive enjoyment of 
the inshore fisheries, and that means should 
be used to arrive ,in some way or other at a 
settlement of the disputed question in rela- 
tion .to the fisheries, so to settle the headland 
question'and the btherone in relating to trad
ing in our ports by American fishermen; and I 
would have been well satisfied, acting on be
half of theCanadianGovemmentjifthat course 
had been adoptefi by the Imperial Govern
ment ; but Her iKajesty’s Government felt, 
and so instructed their Commissioners, and. 
it was so.felt, by the United States Commis
sioners, that the leaving of the chance of 
collision between, the American fishermen 
collision between the American fishermen 
and the Canadian authorities a matter of 
possibihty would destroy or greatly prejudice 
the great object of the negotiations that 
were to restore the amicable relations and 
the friendly feeling between the two 
nations ; and therefore Her Majesty’s 
Government pressed that these questions 
should be allowed to remain in 
abeyance, and that some other set
tlement in the way of compensation to Ca-. 
nada should be formed. The protocol  ̂
shows, Mr. Speaker, that the United States 
Government, through their Co«nmissioners, 
made .a considerable advance, or at least 
some advance, in the direction of recipro
city, because they offered to exchange for 
our inshore fisheries, in the first place, the 
right to fish in their waters, whatever that 
might be worth; and they offered to admit 
Canadian coal, salt, fish, and, after 1874, lum
ber, free of duty. They offered reciprocity 
in these articles. On behalf of Ca
nada, the British Commissioners said that 
they did riot "• consider that that 
was a fair equivalent. (Hear, hear.) 
It is not necessary that I should enter into 
all the discussions and arguments on that 
point, but it was pointed out by the British 
Commissioners that already a measure had 
passed one branch of •
United States making 
stood ready to be passed by the other branch, 
the Senate. I t was believed at that time that 
the American Congress for its own purpose 
and in the interest of American people 
was about to take the duty off 
these articles, and therefore the Com
mission could not be fairly considered as 
in any way a compensation, as Congress 
was going to take off the duty whether 
there was a Treaty or not. Then as regards 
the duty on lumber, which was offered to 
to be taken off after 1874, we pointed out that 
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already a measure had 
[ the Legislature of the 
g coal and salt free and

by what was known as the Jolmson-Clarendon
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will bye-and-bye speak more at length as to 

'  ■ ’ • ’ • " ns, but I feel

reaty, but that treaty had been rejected by 
the United States authorities. So long as 
this question remained unsettled between the 
two nations there was "no possibility of the 
old friendly relations that had so long existed 
between them Wfeing restored, and England 
felt that it was of the first importance to 
that those amicable relations should be 
stored. It was not only her desire to be in 
the most friendly position towards a country 
which was so closely associated with her by 
every tie, by common origin, by common in
terest, by common language, but it was also 
her interest to have every cloud removed be
tween the two nations, because she had rea- 

to feel that her position with re-

cep‘

the part I took in the negotiations, 
that thatreservation having been made I only 
perfprmed a duty — a grave and serious 
duty, but still my duty—in attaching my sig
nature to the Treaty as one of Her Majesty’s
representatives and servants. (Hear, hear.) . -------  .. _
Now, Sir, let me enter into a short retrospect | Great Britain as a great power was ailected , 
of the occurrences which transpired some j most seriously by the absence of an entente | right to expect.

the position

to Washington be
cause, as a matter ot law, our view 9^
those three points was acknowledged
to be correct, and the subject was therefore
devoid of any embarrassment from the fact

,  ________A,_...............   of Canadians setting up pretensions which
icable relations should be re- I Her Majesty’s Government could not sup

port. (Hear, hear.) When the proposition
was first made to me, I felt considerable 
embarrassment and great reluctance to 
become a member of the Commission. I 
pointed out to my colleagues that I was 
to be one of five; that I was in a posi
tion of being overruled continually in our 
discussions and that I could not by any 
possibility bring due weight from my 
isolated position. I felt also that I 
would not receive from those who were poli 
tically opposed to me in Canada that su; 

vhich an 0:

for * which the Treaty was proposed 
to exist would expire before the 
duty would be taken off our lum
ber. The British Commissioners urged that 
that under thoge circumstances the offer 
could not be considered as a fair one and that 
Canada had a fair right to demand compen
sation over and alcove these proposed recipro
cal arrangements? Now, Mr. Speaker, be
fore that proposition was made, I was in
---------i-'—- -yith my colleagues in the Ca-
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doubt arose the withdrawal by thc American 
Commissioners of their offer. When my hon. 
friend from Bothwell (Mr. Mills) said last 
session: “ There goes thc Canadian national 
policy !” he little was aware of the con
sequences of the reckless bourse lie 
hsd taken. (Hear, hear, and laughter.) 
Hon, gentlemen may laugh, but they will 
find it no laughing.'matter: The people of
Canada, both east and westyfwill hold to strict 
accqunfc thpse .’who acted so unpatriotically in 
the matter, .,. (Hear, diear. )■ JJnder \these' 
-circumstances, - M r." S p e a k e r , f e l t  

powai;le&, and w ^ri^he American 
ssioners'fflig offer,^^hich

should

. — ^(SrnshCT-
.. Cigemerit--̂ -I agree^thal; it'- 

tty Her MajS&y’s' Go^ 
to 'say what should 'be done, .as 

by the last sentence.af .^ c  pro
tocol; ‘£Phe-subject was furth|r ..discussed in 
the conferences of .April ISflfand 11) th, and 
the British Commissioners having referred 
the last proposal to their Government and 
received instructions to accept the Treaty, 
articles 18 to 25 were agreed to at the con
ference on the 22nd A p ril.T h u s, then, it 
occurred that these articles from 18 to 25 arc 
a ^portion of the Treaty. One of the 
articles reserves to Canada the right of re
jection or adoption, and it is for this Parlia
ment now to say whether under all thc 
circumstances it shall ratify or reject them. 
The papers that have been laid be
fore the House show what was the op- 
imon of the Canadian Government. Under 
the present circumstances of that que 
tion, the Canadian Government believe that 
it is for the interest of Canada to acccpt the 
Treaty, to ratify it by legislation. (Hear, 
hear.) They believe it is for the interest of 
Canada to accept it, and they are more in
clined to believe it from the fact 
which I must say has surprised 
me, and surprised my colleagues, and has 
surprised the* country—that the portion of 
the Treaty which was supposed to be most 
unpopular and most prejudicial to the in- 

1 terests of the Maritime Provinces has proved 
to be the least unpopular. (Hear, hear.) 
Sir, I  could not have anticipated that the 
Canadian fishermen, who, to a man, were 
opposed to the Treaty as inflicting upon 
them a wrong, would now be recon^fSti to 
it. I could not have anticipated that the 
fishermen of the Maritime Provinces, who, 
at first expressed hostility, would 
now, with a few exceptions, be 
anxious for its adoption. (Hear, hear.) 
In reviewing these articles of the Treaty, 1 
would call the consideration of the House to 
the fact that their scope and aim have been 
greatly misrepresented by that portion of the 
Canadian press which is opposed to the 
present Government. It has been alleged to 
be an ignominious sale of the property of 
Canada, a bartering away of thc territorial 
rights of this country for money. Sir, that 
allegation could not be more.utterly unfound
ed than it is. (Hear, hear). It is 110 more 
a transfer and sale of the territorial rights of 
Canada than was the! reaty of 1So4. The 
very basis of tl i . Treaty is reciprocity. (Hear, 
hear). To be . sure it does not go so far anil 
embrace so many articles as the Treaty of 
1854. I am sorry for it. I fought hard that 
it should be so, but the terms of this 
Treaty are. terms of reciprocity, and the 
very first clause ought to** be sufficient 
evidence upon that-point, for'it declares that 
Canadians shall have the same right, to fish 
in American waters that Americans will 
have under the .Treaty to fish in Canadian 
waters. True, it may be said that oiir fish
eries are more valuable than theirs, but that enes are more vaiuauie man unemr, uui tna,u 
does not affect the principle. The principle 
is this—that we were trying to make a reci- 

arrangement and going as far in the 
!on of reciprocity as possible, endeav

ouring to carry out a reciprocity law although, 
not a reciprocity treaty in form. The prin
ciple is the same in each case, and as_ regards 
the Treaty that has been negotiated it is not 
confined to reciprocity in fish. It provides 
that the products of the fisheries of the two 
nations, fish oil as well as fish, shall be in
terchanged free. The only symptom of de
parture from that principle is that if 
it were found that Canada had 
made a bad bargain and had not received a 
fair compensation for what she gave ; if it 
were found that while there was reciprocity 
as to the enjoyment of rights and privileges, 
there was not true reciprocity in value, pro
vision should be made by v,-liicli the differ
ence in value should be ascertained and paid 
to this country. (Hear, hear.) Now, if 
there is anything approaching to the dishon
ourable and the degrading in these proposals,
I do not know the meaning of those terms. 
(Hear, hear.) This provision may not be 
one that will meet the acceptance of the 
country, but I say that the manner in which 
it has been characterized was a wilful and 
deliberate use of language which the parties 
employing it did not believe at the time to 
be accurate, and to which the;-------- '-A f""

servation and protection we have greatly 
creased that source of wealth. I t is also 
known that from a concurrence of circum- 
stanecs and from situation, the fisheries 
on the south shore are not nearly 
So valuable as oitifs, and it therefore 
-appeared that if we once allowed the Amer
ican fishermen to have admission to our 
waters with their various engines .of destruc
tion, all the care taken for many years io cul
tivate that source of/, wealth would be dis, 
turbed • and injured and really prejudiced, 
and tll6re .’ would, be no end -of 
quarrels /arid dissatisfaction in our narrow 
wate^-'ctnd-'rid fe'&proeity  ̂ and thcre- 
:£qre tha^£k$ada would? he much better 

inland $sheri6s

argm
fishermen to enter our harbours for any pur
pose other than wood, Avater, and shelter 
is without foundation. Thc view 
taken by that writer and others, and among 
them by a Avriter whose name I do not 
knoAv, but Avhose papers are very A-aluablc 
from their ability—they appeared in the' 
New York Nation—is this : the Treaty of 
1783 Avas a Treaty of peace, a settlement of a 
boundary* and a division of country betweeu 
two nations. The .United States, contended 
that that Treaty was in 'force and is noAv in 
force., as it was a Treaty respecting the bound
ary, and was not abrogated or affected by thc 

2. tj nder’the 'vV̂Avar of 1812

nation through the dominions of’anothcr was accord
ing to the doctrine of the most eminent writers upon 
International Law, a qualified occasional exception to 
the paramount rights of property; that it was what 
these writers called an imperfect, and not a perfect light; that, tne Treaty of Vienna did not sanction this 
notion of a natural right to the free passage over 
rivers, but, on the contrary, tho inference w-S that, not being a natural right, it required to be established 
bv a that the n-ht of passage once con
ceded must hold good for other purposes besides those Oi traae-111 peace—for hostile purposes in time of war- 
that the United States could not consistently urge 
their e.aim (.11 pnnciple without being prepared to ap- 
Pb t’Y't pi sue. j.le by way of reciprocity, in favour of 
hHtisIi subjects, to the navigation of the Mississippi 
i;d the Hudson, to which access might he had from 

by the canals of Now York

by the _tern->̂ >f :th$tTj3 
the Uniteii'ofS^s hjyj! 
to enter into oipt 
and to eveiy'}. '
After 1815,1: 
permigrvgfc

Canada by land carriage and Ohio.
“The United States replied, that practically,the St. 

Lawrence wijs a strait, and was subject to the same 
principles of lav/; and that as strait* arc accessory lo 
tiie seas which they unite and therefore thc right of navigating them is common to all nations, so thc St 
Lawrence connects with the ocean those great inland lakes, on the shores of which the subjects of 
the tinted States and Great Britain both dwell ; 

.and, 011 the same principle, the natural link 
of the rincr, like the natural link ■ of tho strait., must be equally available for the purposes of r-as- 
sage by both. The passage over land, which was al
ways pressing upon thc minds of the writers 011 Inter
national Law, is intrinsically different from a passage 
over water ; in thc latter instance, no detriment or in
convenience can be sustained by the country to whichit belongs. Ihe track of the ship is effaced ....
made; the track of an army mav leave » 
lasting jnjury behind. The United States would 
shrink* from tbe application of the analogy with 

spcefc to tho navigation of thc Mississippi, ai>4 »\h: 
x>.. O'er a connection between it ain't Up

< ^  between th* TV

■ tSSSto . K  s h ;  5s,hthe of "ti.e same n<hsti_ngiiî ialile, . up«l. onhciplc, fron ‘
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t h i s a n c l  i-ucifjg 
articles, '■ be^
charge ofv%ijuriiig our tfwn 
discussing the advantages 'dfTthe arran f̂e-' 
ments because every word us'ed -by me may 
be quoted and, used as' evidence against 
us hereafter. - Thc statement has’ been 
so thrown, broadcast that the arrange
ment is a bad one for Canada, that in 
order to show to this House and the country 
that it is one that can be accepted, one is 
obliged to run the risk of his language being 
used before the Commissioners to settle the ’
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I Avill not therefore trouble the^gouse with

lount of c
f the Treaty t< 
looking at the 1

npensation as an evidence of thc 
value of the Treaty to us. It seems to me
that in

ihey resorted for 
political reasons and in order to create 
misapprehensions in the country. Sir, 
there was no humiliation. Canada would 
not tolerate an act of humiliation 011 the 
part of its Government; and England Avould 
neither advise nor permit one of her faithful 
colonies to be degraded and cast down. 
(Cheers). But it is said that thc American 
fisheries are of no value to us. They are not 
very A’aluable, it is true, but still they have 
a substantial value for us in this way—that 
the exclusion of Canadian fishermen from the 
American coast fisheries would have been a 
great loss to the fishing interests of the Mar
itime Provinces, and 1 will tell you why. It 
is quite true that the mackerel fishery, which 
is the most valuable fishery 011 these coasts, 
belongs to Canada, and that the mackerel of 
the American coast is far inferior in every 
respect to the Canadians, but it is also true 
that in American waters, the menhadden, 
the favourite bait to catch the mackerel, 
is found, and it is so much the favourite 
bait that ono fishing vessel having this bait 
011 board Avill draAv away a Avhole school of 
mackerel in the very face of vessels having an 
inferior bait. Now, the value of the privi
lege of entering American waters for catching 
that bait is very great. If Canadian fisher
men were excluded from American waters 
by any combination among American fishi

v any Act of Co: v 
fed.of getting a sii:
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iking at the Treaty in a commercial 

point of view, and looking at the question 
whether it is right to accept the articles, we 
haA-e to consider mainly that interest which 
is most peculiarly affected. Now, unless 
I am greatly misinformed, the fishery inter
ests in Nova Scotia., with one or two 
exceptions for local reasons, are alto
gether in favour of the Treaty. (Hear, 
hear.) They are anxious to get free admis
sion for their fish into the American market, 
that they would view with great sorroAv any 
action of this House, which would exclude 
them from that mafket, that they look for
ward Avith increasing confidence to -a large 
development of their trade and of that great 
industry; and I say that that being the case— 
if it be to the interest of the fishermen and 
for the advantage’ of that branch of 
national industry setting aside all other 
considerations—we ought not wilfully to 
in jure that interest. - Why, Sir, what is 
the fact of the case as it stands ? The only 
market tor the# Canadian No. 1 mackerel 
in the world is the United States. That is 
our only market and Ave are practically ex- 
cluded*from it by the present duty. The 
consequence of that duty is that our fisher
men are at the mercy of the American fish
ermen. They are made the hewers of wood 
and the drawers of water for the Americans. 
They are obliged to sell their 
fish at the Americans’ own price. 
The American fishermen purchase their 
fish at a nominal value and control the Ame
rican market. The great profits of the trade 
are handed over to the American fishermen or 
the American merchants engaged in thetrade, 
and they profit to the loss of our own indus
try and our own people. Let any one go 
down the St. Lawrence on a summer trip, as 
many of us do, and call from the deck of the 
steamer to a fisherman in his boat and see f|>r

terest. 1 ... _.A___
carefully studied before it can bê ai

■' erbfore trouble tha*H<_ _ . . 
that argument, but I Avill read omrortAVb i 
sages to show the general statement of the case.

“ We shall nowv’.nquire whether thc convcntion-of- 1S18 is an exist:ng compact, an 1 .if not, what are the 
rights of American '‘fishermen -under the Treaty of Peattytf 1788.”

“ Since thc expiration of the Reciprocity Treaty in 18G(i, thc British Government, both at home and in tiie 
Provinces, has, in its statutes, its oilicial instructions, 
and its diplomatic correspondence, quietly assumed that thc convention of ISIS is again operative in all its 
provisions. That thc State Department at Washington should by its silence have admitted the correctness of 
this assumption, which is equally opposed to principle 
and to authority, is remarkable. We shall maintain 
the proposition that the Treaty of Peace of 1783 is now 
in full force, that all limitations upon its efficiency 
have beeiri-emoved : and that it is thc oniy source and 
foundation of American fishing rights within thc North- 
Eastern Territorial waters, fn pursuing thc discussion 
we shall show, first, that the renunciatory clauses of 
the convention of 1818 have been removed; and 
secondly, that article l!i of the Treaty of 1783 thus left 
free from thc restrictions of the subsequent compact, 
was not abrogated bv tiie war of 1812.’’

The Atriter thu.-; concludes : f  
“Article III î f thc Treaty of 178.'! is therefore in the 

nature of an executed grant. It created and confer
red at one Wow rights of property, perfect in their 
nature, and as permanent as tho dominion over the 
national soil. Those rights are held by the inhabit
ants of the United States, and are to he exercised in 
British territorial waters. UliafTcctcd bv the war of 181*2, they still exist in full force and vigour. Under 
the provisions of this Treaty, American citizens are 
now entitled to take fish 011 such parts of the coasts of 
Newfoundland as British fishermen use, and also on 
all thecoas’s, bays, aad creeks, of all other His Bri
tannic Majesty’s dorrunionsin America, and to dry and cure fish in any of the unsettled bays, harbours, ami 
creeks of Nova ,Scotia, the Magdalen Islands and Labrador.

"The final conclusion thus rcrchcd is sustained by 
" . .. " _ c submit that it should
. the .Government of thc United States, 

,nd made the basis of any further negotiations with threat Britain.”
I quote this for thc purpose of 
showing that the" pretension Avas for
mally set up and elaborated by jurists of 110 
mean standing or reputation, and therefore 
it is one of the merits of thc Treaty that it 
forever sets tho dispute at rest. The 
writers on this subject, the very writers 
of whom I have spoken, admit that under 
this Treaty the claim is gone, because 
it is a formal admission by. the United States 
Government that, under the convention of

>1 t!iis great In*...„ 
overittlle produce 01 t-.e C* jajch territofttes wljich -bolter. ontfie:lakes abo ^Atlantic oceaji. ' H- -':-.*. :*•

’•It seems difficult to.deny that Great. Brit;.......
.■ground her refusal upefc strict law; -but it is >t least equallyd^ult to d-,*, fiftt, that In so do*»*W££ 
.;erciSes harshly anextreme and harsh te-^«vorifllv that her conduct with respect to the navigfitioT> „f ,tiw- 
St. Lawrence is in glaring and discreditable inconsist

ency with her conduct with'respect to tbe.<oavigatioh 
of the Mississippi. On the ground that she possessed a syiall tract -of domain in ~ ' ...................

lee where il

principle and by authority, 
be adopted by ' ~

1818, avc had, on thc 8th May, 1871, a prô - 
what a nominal nrice you can secure t\e  primary right in these inshore fisheries, 
whole of his catch, and. that is from the so aumitted, after the qucs-
absei.ee of a market and from the fact of thc ! “ ,m raised ui the: United -States,
Canadian fishermen being completely under I ratification of tue 1 reaty of 1S54
the control of tho foreigner. With thc ! "'as eciu._ ™ lts ®ffe,c.fc,fci) abrogaiion of 
duty, off Canadian fish, the Canadian
fisherman may send .his fish at thc 
right time when he can obtain the best price 
to the American market and thus be the. 
means of opening a profitable trade with 
the United States in exchange. If, therefore.

the convention of 1818. They agree by 
this Treaty to buy their entry into our 

, and this is ”waters, 1 the ‘stromtrongcst 
could be :

it is for the advantage of 
A-inces, including that portion of Quebec 
which is also largely interested in thc fish
eries, that this Treaty should be ratified and 
that this great market should be opened to 
them, on what ground should we depriA'e 
them of this right ? Is it not a selfish ar
gument that the fisheries can be used as a 
lever in order to gain reciprocity in 
flour, Avheat' and other cereals ? Are you 
to shut our fishermen out of this great mar
ket in order that you may coerce the United 1 <vi .( 
States into giving you an extension of the I ‘ 
reciprocal principle ? Why, Mr. Speaker, if |  
it were a valid argument it would be a selfish j . ■ 
one. What would be said by the people of j 
Ontario if the United States had offered, for j ^ 
their own purposes, to admit Canadian grains i ^ 
free and Nova Scotia had objected, saying— j  ̂
“ No, yon shall not have that market; you j v. 
must be deprived of that market for eArer 
unless avc can take in our fish also. You must 
lose all that great advantage until Ave can get a 
market for our fish.” Apply the argument 
in this way and you will see Iioav selfish 
it is. But the argument has 110 foundation, 
no basis <*£ fact, and 1 Avill show this Home 
why. In 1854, by a strict and rigid obser- 
Arance of the principleof exclusion, the Ameri
can fishermen Averedriven out of those Avaters.
At that time the United States Avere free 
from debt, and they had a large capital in
vested in their fisheries. Our fisheries were 
then in their infancy. They were a 
people, just beginning as fisherm 
little capital and little skill, and thi 
tions were Arery restricted. I do 11 
disparagingly, but in comparison 
fishermen of the United States ther 
absence of capital and skill. Thc United 
States Avere free from taxation ; they had 
this capital and skill, and all they wanted 
was our Canadian waters in Avhich to invest 
that capital and exercise that skill. But 
how is it altered? Noav our fisheries 
are no lever by which to obtain 
reciprocity in grain. What do the United 
States care for our fisheries ? The 
American fishermen are opposed to the 
Treaty. Those interested in the fisheries 

.......................... thc

possible 
w „ . could be 1 ’

od. ‘ M«; of'l ent
a tenant is thc strongest proof of his ad- 

- --T p “ * I mission oi t’be right oi thc landlord, so is
te an ime ro- | ĵlc agrccment to pay to Canada a fair sum

foran equivalent for the use of our fisheries 
an acknowledgment of tho permanent con- 
liauancc of our right. So much, Sir, for the 
portion of the Treaty Avhieh affects thc 
fisheries. I alludeJ, a few minutes ago, to 
the St. Lawrence. The surrender of the
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of affairs between
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v . ! : I - . -u.   4. 11.00 I of his country generally received and had a
Llo wi i  e o m v  | -----------  j  - j  -----  . ,  -

years before arrangements were entered into j conliale between the two nations. Iwo years | I would. be
for negotiating the Treaty. The Reciprocity ! ago England Avas, as a matter of
Treaty Avith the United States existed from j greatly interested 111 the great an. _
1854 to 1866, in Avhich latter year it expired. I questions which were then commismg Europe, | Avould

(He *, hear.) I kneAV that 
mark of attack, and

lade by the Government j and was in danger of being drawn by some 
desire was expressed by I complication into the hostile relations 01Great exertions Avere n

of Canada and a great desire was expressed by j - . r   _ .
the Parliament and people of Canada, for a 1 some of the conflicting poAvers; 
renewal of that Treaty. It was felt to have 1 and I speak merely what must be obvious to 
worked very beneficially for Canada. I t Avas j every hon. member 111 the House—that she 
felt to have Avorked also to the advantage of j could not press or assert her opinion withfelt to haAre Avorked also to the ad\'antage 
the United States, and there Avas a desire the same freedom of action so long as she
and a feeling that those growing interests j was aware, and so long as other nations were 
which had been constantly develop- aware, that, in case she should be unfortu- 
infr and increasing themselves during ; nately placed in a state of hostility with any 
the existence of the Treaty Avould j nation whatever, the United States Govern- 
be greatly aided if it Avere reneAved and ! ment Avould be forced by the United States 
continued. I was a member of the Govern- people to press, at the very time when 
ment at that time, with some of my hon. I she might be engaged in mortal conflict with 
f .-iends who are still my colleagues; and we another nation, for a settlementof those Ala- 
took every step in our poAver, Ave spared no I bama claims. Hence, Mr. Speaker, the great 
effort, we left no stone unturned, in order to j desire of England, in my opinion, that that 

■ The House will remember j great^question should be settled, and hence,

neAval of the’Treaty, or, if we could not ob- J tions relating
gain that object, 
thaihat for the purpose of either effecting a re- j termingling of the particular ques- 

ng to Canada with the larger Im- 
tain that, of arriving at the same object by j perial questions. And, Sir, in my opinion it 

of concurrent legislation, my hon. I was of greater consequence to Canada than
for Suerb - -............................* -

not get fair play. (Hear, 
hear.) I knew that the same policy that 
had been carried out toAvards me for years 
and years would continue, and therefore it 
was a matter of grave consideration 
for myself, whether to accept the ap
pointment or not. I11 that position, Sir, 
a sense of duty prevailed (cheers), and my 
colleagues pressed upon me also that I would 
be wanting in my duty to my country if I 
declined the appointment—that if, from a 
fear of the consequences, from a fear that I 
would sacrifice the position I held in the 
opinion of the people of Canada, I should 
shirk the duty, I Avould be unAVorthy of the 
confidence that I had received so long from 
a large portion of the people of Canada. 
(Cheers.) “ What,” said my colleagues, 
“ Avould be said, if, in consequence of your 
refusal, Canada was not represented, 
and her interest in these matters allowed to 
go .by default?” England, after having of
fered i '  -

t  of Canada; 
artangemi 

. t England and the United" St 
the” ’rights of Canada Avill be respected, 
is conceded beyond dispute that England 
has not the power to deprive Canada of them;- 
so that we may rest certain that, for all time 
to come, England will not, Avith out our 
consent, make any cession of those 
interests. Now, Mr. Speaker, to come to 
the mode of treating the various 
subjects Avliich interest Canada more 
particularly, I will address myself 
to them in detail; and, first, I will consider 
the question of most importance to us, the 
one on which Ave are noAv specially asked to 
legislate, that which interests Canada as a 
Avhole most particularly, and Avhich interests 
the Maratime Provinces especially—I mean 
the articles of the Treaty Avith respect to our 
fishery rights. I Avould, in the first place, 
say that thS protocols Avhich accompany the .
Treaty, and which are in the hands of every compensation for the privileges that Avere 
member, do not give, chronologically, an asked, and the British Commissioners, at the 
every day account of the transactions of the suggestion of the Canadian Government, 
Conference. Although, as a general rule, I ferred the question to Her Majesty’s Govern- 
believe the protocols of such conferences are ment Avhether they ought not—in addition 
kept from day to day, it Avas thought better ] to this offer of the United States—to expect

 ---------------- J a pecuniary compensation, that pecuniary
compensation to be settled in some way or 
other. That took place 011 the 25tli March, 

of March I think the final 
proposition Avas made by the United States 
Government, and on the 22nd March, 
two days before, the resolution was 
carried in this House, by which thc 
duty was taken off coal and salt and the 
other articles mentioned. Before that reso
lution was carried here, no feeling Avas ex-

Lmat-
w

»e passing
__________ ' s » r 7 aty

in i'wut-i mber from
Canada Avffet- cp?eie!ved into the United 
States free of ddty( (Hear, hear.) I have reason 
to believe that had it not been for the inter
position of this Legislature, and I speak now 
of political friends as avcII as foes, the terms 
which Avere offered by the United States 
Avould have been the compensation to have 
been settled by arbitration, and would 
have constituted a portion of the 
Treaty instead of as it is uoav. (Applause.)
I will tell the House why I say so. Thc 
oiler was made early by the United States 
Government. The answer made by the 
British Commissioners Avas that, under the 

it was not a fair and adequate

s tor 
fthfl

n exist, >nd C:

S h^ 't& e0 ^

pro” 
tt is that 

Canadians 
able to fish

friend, the member for Sherbroke (Hon, Sir j to
uuiisW1uvuw .    that position to"the first Minister, and

England, at ’ least as a great conse- ] it having been refused by him, would have

to depart from the rule on this occasion, and 
to record only the conclusions arrived at. W hile 
the protocols substantially contain the re- other. ihat; toot 
suit of the negotiations ending in the Treaty, 1871. On the 25th 
they must therefore not be looked upon as proposition Avas ni 
chronological dates of the fa<ifcs and inci
dents as they occurred. 1 say so because 
the protocol Avliich relates more especially to 
the fisheries would lead one to suppose that 
at the first meeting, and without previous dis
cussion, the British Commissioners stated , _
“ that they Avere prepared to discuss the j pressed against the taking off of the duty on 
question of the fisheries either in detail or Canadian coal and salt into the United States, 
generally, so as either to enter into an ex- No one raised any difficulty about it. 
amination of the respective rights of the two j I am as well satisfied as I can be of a thing 
countries under the Treaty of 1818 and the | which I did not see occur, that the admission 
general law of nations, or to approach at of Canadian coal and salt into the United 
once the settlement of thc question 011 a com- States Avould have been placed in the Treaty 
prehensive basis.” Noav, the fact is, that it if it had not been for the action of this Legis- 
Avas found by the British Commissioners, lation 011 the 25th March. (Hear, hear.) That 
when they arrived at Washington and had i offer Avas made, and it was referred to Eng- 
had an opportunity of ascertaining the feel- land. The Government stated that they quite 
ing that prevailed at that time, not only | agreed in the opinion that in addition to that

^  t('the coh&^ience of "
.bination can 

can purchase -the .bait 
on equal terms -with - v-s
•(Hear, hear.) It is thus seen, Sit*that this 
Beciprocity Treaty is not a mere .matter of 
sentiment—it is a most valuable privilege 
which is not to be neglected, or despised, or 
sneered at. With respect to the language of

iJUHin^ , 
“ f"«'*een ■ 

 desire
R r^ te r  ?nd encourage 
1 dictat&Mhe agreeing to these particu

lar iartides. If, then, Canada objects to the 
treaty the United States GoA-ernmentwill sim
ply say—“ Well, if you do not like these ar
rangements, reject them; and the consequi

these articles, some questions have been rais
ed and placcd 011 the paper, and I have asked 
the hon. gentlemen who Avere about to put 
them to postpone doing so, and I iioav Avarn 
hon. members—and I do it with the most sin
cere desire to protect and vindicate the inter
ests of Canada—if this 'Treaty becomes a 
Treaty, and we ratify thc fishery articles, 1 
warn them not to raise questions which other
wise might not be raised. I think, Mr. 
Speaker, there is 110 greater instance in Avhich 
a wise discretion can be used than in not sug
gesting any doubt. With respect, however, 
to the question Avhich was put by the hon. 
member for the county of Charlotte—and 
it is a question Avliich might avcII be put, 
and Avhich requires some answer — I 
Avould state to that hon. gentleman, and 
I think he Avill be satisfied Avitli the answer, , 
that the Treaty of 1871 in the matter his ques
tion refers to, is larger and Avider in its 
provisions in favour of Canada thau was the I 
Treaty of 1854, and that under the Treaty j 
of 1S54 110 question was raised as to the 1 
exact locality of thc catch, but all fish brought ! 
to the United States market by Canadian | 
vessels Avere free. I say this advisedly, and | 
I will discuss it with thc hon. gentleman i 
whenever he may choose to give me the op
portunity. The same practice will, I have | 

doubt, be continued under the Treaty '

i to both; and not. 
w  -*.«e

ief^heir
could (to- i.o narm W Canada or to J® 
it Avould not be as'ell to set this 
at rest with the others, and make the con
cession. This was the line taken by Her 
Majesty’s Government, and Avhich thev-^ad 

and when some one v  rites 
-if I am ever thought worthy 

of having such an interesting document pre- 
, , 1 ■»*- a 1 „ i„ct i-i, i pared—and Avhen, as a matter of history, theo'clock Mr. Speaker left the j ‘111(.Rtillns cmmc(.t’e,i with t!lis Treaty a?e ,m-

______   j held, it Avill be found that upon this, as Av ell
AFTER KECESS. ' us upon every other point, I did all

fl. TmT.T -.rjATNAVAT-r. i i • I I could to protect the rights andSir JOHN MACDONALD resumed lus of ^  Domilli<ra. “(Cheers.)
speecli as follows : I am afraidl must apologue s  si ct to t)l0 ri ht it8,.lf ,
to tho House for the uninteresting manner m w<ml(, ^  tk(J utteiltion of tho House to the 
which 1 have laid the subject before the House ; ^  a  (iisti„guis!,e,l l-nglish jurist
------ I was showing, as wel as I could, . t]l0 ,.ca4 frra“ tho wol-k
my opinion and my reasons for that opinion, j J  m  Am‘ rican alIll j  ,vill 1MW read

ic leaoj, I --oiue remarks of Mr. Pliillimore, a standard

took its rise,-sho. insisted 011 ‘her right t 
entire volume of its waters; 011 the gi possesses both banks of the St La wren.. ... 
embogues itself into the sea, she denies to-1 
States the right of navigation,though about one-half of 
the waters cf Lakes Ontario, Erie, Huron and Supeiior, 
and the whole of LalVe Michigan through which the 
river flows, are thc property of thc United States.

“An English writer apon international law cannot 
but express a hope that this mimmim jus, which in’* this case approaches to mmma■ injuria may be volun
tarily abandoned by his country. Since the late revo
lution in thc South American Provinces, by which tho 
dominion of Rosas was overthrown, there appears to 
be good reason to hope that the States of Paraguay, 
Bolivia, BucnosjjAyres, and Brazil, will open thc River 
Parana to ihe navigation of the-world.”
On reading a report of a speech of 
my hon. friend the member for Lamb- 
ton on this subject—a very able and in
teresting speech, if he will allow me so to 
characterize it—I find that, in speaking of 
the navigation of Lake Michigan, he stated 
that that lake was as much a portion of the 
St. Lawrence as the river itself. I do not 
know under what princi pie my hon. friend 
made that 'statement, but those inland seas 
are seas, as m ,h as the Black Sea is a sea 
and not a river. The lake is enclosed on all 
sides by United Statci- territory. No 
portion of its shores belongs ta . Canada, and 
England has no right by international laAV 
to claim its navigation. Sir, she never has 
claimed it, for if my hon. friend will look 
into tho matter he will find • that
these great lakes have ever been
treated as inland seas, and, as. far
as magnitude is concerned, they are worthy 
of being so treated. Although her Majesty’s 
Commissioners pressed that the navigation of , 
Lake Michigan should be granted as an 
equivalent for the navigation of the St. Law
rence, the argument could not be based on 
the same footing, and wo did not and could 
not pretend to have the same grounds. It is, 
however, of little moment whether Canada 
has p, grant by treaty of the free 
navigation of Lake Michigan or not, 
for the cities on the shores of that Lake 
would never consent to have their ports 
closed, and there is no fear in the world of 
our A'esscls being excluded from thosc ports. 
The Western States, and especially 
those bordering- 011 the great lakes, 
would resist this to the death; and 
I would like to see a Congress that Avould 
venture to close the ports of Lake Michigan 
to the shipping of England, or of Canada, or 
of the Avorld. The small portion of the 
St. -Lawrence Avhich lies betv#een the 
v- > points I haA-e mentioned would be . of no 
. j. «au i there !is no advantage to be obtained 

therefrom as a lever to obtain reciprocity. 
Mr. MACKENZIE—(Hear. hear).
Sir JOHN MACDONALD—My hon. 

friend says “ hear, hear;” but I will tell 
him that the only lever for the obtaining of 
reciprocity is thc sole’control of our canals.. 
So long as avc have, the control of these 
canals Ave are the masters, and can do just 
as Ave please. American vessels on thc 
down trip can run thc rapids, if they get a 
strong Indian to steer them ; but they Avill 
never come back again unless Canada chooses.

ar.) The keel drives through these 
d then thc mark disappears forever, 
vessel will be forever absent from 
that once know it unless by the 
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been your 'own head if this friendship so j 
auspiciously commenced is at any time broken -< -° 1
by unhappy collisions in your waters.”

It being ' -  ----- ’
chair.

so far. 
my opi:
that under the circumstances the Treaty.
although it is not what we desire, a,id ; |; h wl-tor i!lt<.matio,iai j,iw. what 
although it u  not what I pressed for, onrirt j  =„ abollt ti, M  written under thc 
to be accepted I shall not pursue that ^  that t) Amoricaas wore ?whatl
branch of the subject to greater length, as j w(m|d ,)e „f u,c t„ them. He was

1 iav e 1 not aware that the difficulties ,,fion of the measure Iduring the dis
no doubt thatlshall have again an opportunity j worc suoh t!lat  the concession would'be of 
to re-urge these and further views on the 1 

3 subject, as they may occur to me, or as ) practical use. He writes as follows:—
they may be elicited. I shall, however, call “Great Britain possessed the northern
the serious attention of the House, and lakes, and of thc river in its whole exton
especially of thosc members of the House i ^
who have given attention to thc | states posso*. '

•stion in dispute, as regards thc
validity of the scA-cral treaties betwe< 11 
thc United States and England, to tin? 
importance of this Treaty in this respect, 
that it sets at rest now and for ever 
thc disputed question as to whether the con
vention of 1818 Avas not repealed and oblite
rated by thc Treaty of 1854. This question, 
Mr. Speaker, is one that has occupied the 

of 1871, unless the people of Canada j attention of the United States jurists, and has 
themselves raise the objection. The been thcsubjectof serious and elaborate discus- 
warning I have just 1 
am sure the House Avill t.n 
Avhich it is intended. I 
will, of course, be pre’ 
ercising his OAvn dis 
felt it my duty to call thc 
House to the necessity for

objection. 
■jw ex pres

not raising needlessly 
terms of the Treaty. It 
that we have not given al

my point of view the pretension of 
tates is erroneous, but it has been 
essed—and we know the pertina- 
iich such views arc pressed by the 
is ; we have an example in the 
avigation of the River St. Law- 
, while it was discussed from 
5, and was apparently settled 
r betAveen the] two nations, was 
te President of the United States

lores of the 
to thc sea, m the lati- Tlic United

States possessed the southern shores of the lakes, and 
of the St Lawrence to thc point where thc-ir northern 
boundary touched the river. These two Governments 
were therefore placed pretty much in thc same attitude 
towards each other, with respect to the navigation of 
the St. Lawrence, as the United States ar.d Spain had 
been in with respect to the navigation of the -Missis
sippi, before thc acquisitions of Louisiana aud Florida.

“ The argument on the part of the United States was 
much thc same as that which they had employed with 
respect to thc navigation of tho Mississippi. They re
ferred to the dispute about the opening of the Scheldt, 
in 1784, and contended that, in thc ease of that river, 
the fact of thc banks having been thc creation of artificial labour was a much stronger reason than could be 
said to exist in the case of the Mississippi for closing 
the mouths of the sea adjoining the Dutch canals of 
the Sas and the Swin, anil that this peculiarity prob
ably caused the insertion of the stipulation in the Treaty of Westphalia; that the case of the St. Law
rence differed materially from that of the Scheldt, 
and fell directly under the principleof free navigation 
embodied in thc Treaty, of Vienna respecting the 
Rhine, the Neekar, the alayne, the Moselle, the Meuse, 
and thc Scheldt. But- especially it was urged, and with 
a force which it must have been difficult to parry, tint 
the present claim of the United States with respect to 
thc navigation of the St. Lawrence was precisely of

j hon. friend t
 Yukon is agjroAvii _

the Americans ate now, pending } 
arejfitting outsteamers-foi the liavi^
Yukon. I will tell my hon. friend 
this moment United States vessels are going 
up that river, .and are underselling the Hud
son’s Bay people in their own country 
(hear, hear), and it is a matter of the very 
greatest importance to the western country 
that the navigation of these rivers 
should be open to the commerce of 
British subjects, and that access should 
Vie had by rfteans of these rivers, 
so that there is 110 necessity at all for the 
ironical cheer of my hon. friend. Sir, I am 
not unaAvare that under an old Treaty 
entered into between Russia and England, the 
former granted to the latter the free naviga
tion of these streams and thc free naviga
tion of all the streams in Alaska, but that 
was a Treaty between Russia and England, 
and although it may be argued by England 
that Avlion the United States bought that ter
ritory from Russia, it took it with all its 
obligations, Mr. Speaker, there are two 
sides to that question. The United States, 
I venture to say, Avould hang an argument 
upon it, and 1 can only tell my hou. friend 
that the officers of the United States have 
exercised authority in thc Avay of prohibition 
or obstruction, and have offered the pretext 
that the United States now hold that country 
and would deal with it as they chose ; and, 
therefore, as this Avas a Treaty to settle all 
old questions and not to raise new ones, it 
was well that the free navigation of tho 
rivers I haA’e mentioned should be settled 
at once between England and thc United 
States, as before it had been between Eng
land and iviissia. Before leaving the ques
tion of thc St. Lawrence, I will make one 
remark and Avill then proceed to another 
topic, and that is, that the Article in ques
tion does not in any way hand over or divide 
any proprietary rights in the River St. Law
rence, or give any sovereignty over it or con
fer any righ t  whatever cxccpt that of free 
naA'igation. Both banks belong to Canada— 
the management, thc improvements, all 
belong to Canada. The only stipulation 
made in the Treaty is that United States


