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Wt 2 Ha on THE CARLETON SENTINEL, WOODSTOCK, N. B. , JUNE 23rd; 1911. 

MR. FIELDING ANSWERS 
SIR CHARLES TUPPER. 

Finance Minister | 

Weakness of Ex-Prem- 

ier’s Criticisms. 

The following letter has been sent by 

Hon W S Fielding to Sir Charles Tupper 

in answer to the latter’s published criti- 

cism of Mr Fielding’s ramarks at his meet- 

ing in Montreal recently : 

Ottawa, May 25, 1911. 

Sir,—I have received your letter of 

April 20th, with surprise and regret—sur- 

prise that you should have found any oc- 

casion for complaint in my recent Mon- 

treal speech, but regret that at the moment 

when you were claiming consideration for 

your great age and retired position you 

should have so sadly lacked the courtesy 

which is due even from age to others. If 

you desired to condemn reciprocity, and 

thus reverse the record of your whole 

public life on the question, you certainly 

were free to do so. But it was hardly ne- 

cessary that you should do so in the man- 

ner which characterizes your letter. 

I must be pardoned for declining to fol- 

low you through all the parts of vour dis- 

coursive letter touching events of the very 

long ago. There are, however, several 

statements which have such a direct bear- 

ing on the issues of to-day thatthey should 

not be allowed to pass unchallenged. 

That your advanced age and your re- 

tirement from the activities of public life 

should exempt you from political attack 

I very readily admit, and if I could see 

that I had unintentionally—for it could 

not possibly be otherwise—done you any 

injustice, or given you any reasonable 

cause of complaint, I should now, even in 
the face of your letter, hasten to make 

amends. But after a careful examination 

- of the report of my address at Montreal, 

I can find no word that in any way re- 

flects on you. You have played a large 

part in the affairs of this country during 

the last half century. That public men 

discussing the affairs of to-day should oc- 

casionally refer to the utterances of those 

who have preceded them is natural and 

proper. If, in such references, facts are 

stated and quotations correctly and fairly 

given, there can be no cause of complaint. 

That my statements concerning you were 

absolutely correct in every respect and 

that my quotation was corrently and fair- 

ly given I shall proceed io prove conclu- 

sively. 

THAT MONTREAL MEETING. 

The report of the Montreal meeting 

shows that at two points in my address | 

made reference to you. Let me examine 

these references and see what they were. 

I was speaking to an audience which in- 

cluded many epponents, and I was inter- 

rupted many times. In one of these in- 

terruptions it was stated that our govern- 

ment had “continued the National Policy,” 

that being the name commonly given to 

the tariff policy of your party. In replying 

I claimed that our tariff could not be the 

old National Policy, because when we 

brought it down in the House of Com- 

mons it was warmly attacked by you, then 

occupying the position of leader of the 

Conservative party. In proot of that, I 

quoted the following passage from your 
speech of that time : — 
“The result is that this tariff goes into 

operation, and the honorable gentle- 

man knows that the industries of this 

country are already paralyzed in conse- 
quence. While honorable members gloat, 
vindictively gloat, over the destruction of 
Canadian industries, I was reading the 
wail, the sorrowful wail, of those indus- 
tries in the Montreal Gazette, where one 
manufacturer after another declared that 
their industries were ruined, that their 
mills must close, and that they saw star- 
ing them in the face a return to the de- 
plorable state of things that existed when 
the honorable gentleman who last ad- 
dressed the House was in charge of the 
fiscal policy of this country. I feel that 
far from rejoicing at it from a party 
stand point, I deplore from my heart the 
ruin that is going to be inflicted upon thc 
best interests of Canada and upon its 
great industries.” / : 

This, you say, was on my part “a wilful 
misstatement.” My only statement con- 
cerning you in this connection was that 
you had used the words that I quoted. If 
you did use them, then there was ne mis- 
statement, wilful or otherwise, on my 
part. That you did use the words is be- 
yond all doubt. They are from the offi- 
cial report of your spzech, in the House 
of Commons Hansard. You claim that 
at a later stage we made a number of 
changes in the tariff, and you apparently 
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Shows substantially lower thaa that of your day. 

| 
| 
| 
| 

wish it to be understood that with these | 

changes the tariff becam2 a continuation 

of the old National Policy, and therefore 

was no longer open to objection from 

your party. The new tariff, including the | 

amendments referrel to, provided for a | 

great many changes and on the whole was 

THE NATIONAL POLICY. 

How that could be a continuation of the 

| National Policy is not easily understood. 
| . . » " clxr {| How a policy which was so monstrously 
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wrong when introduced could be made 

"right and proper by the comparatively 

few amendments referred to is equally 

mysterious. But we are not left to won- 

der how these things could be. If you 

thought that the Liberal tariff in 1897, af- 

mentioned, became a good policy, sub- 

stantially the same as the Conservative 

tariff policy, and therefore no longer open 

to attack from you, it is a pity that you 

failed to say so at the time. Unfortu- 

nately for your present contention, the 

public records show that you and your 

associates, after the introduction of those 

amendments to the original resolutions, 

continued to warmly condemn the new 

tariff. You declared that “the proposed 

tariff,” —not the original new tariff, but 

the amended one,—“exposing the indus- 

tries of Canada to competition with all 

the world, and the reduction of twenty- 

five per cent below the general tariff 

which is adopted, will be fatal to Canadian 

industries.” So you will see that if I had 

taken my quotation from your speech af- 

ter the introduction of the amendments it 

would have been quite as effective for my 

purpose as the extract from your earlier 

speech. The two passages are quite in 

harmony. They prove that the tariff 

policy of the Liberals in 1897, both before 

and after the introduction of the amend- 

ments to the original resolutions, was 

treated by you as a very bad policy, 

fraught with disaster to the industries of 

Canada. Now, after long trial, all your 

predictions of evil are shown to have been 

foolish. Our opponents generally ac- 

knowledge the splendid success of that 

policy. They picture the condition of the 

country as so prosperous and happy that 

we should now have no change of tariff 

policy, but should “let well enough alone.” 

SIR CHARLES AT WASHINGTON. 

The second point at which I referred to 

you at the Montreal meeting was in rela- 

tion to the Washington negotiations of 

1887 and 1888, in which you had a promi- 

nent part, resulting in the making of the 

treaty of 1888 which the United States 

Sanate failed to ratify. You accuse me 

of speaking in depreciatory terms of that 

treaty aud of your part in the negotiation 
of it. There is no foundation for this ac- 

cusation. I have no reason to doubt that 

you did the best that you could for Cana- 

da under the conditions then existing.— 

' There is not a word in my speech that re- 
flects on the character of the treaty or on 

your work in relation to it. I had stated 

at an earlier stage of the reciprocity dis- 

cussion that the leading public men of all 

political parties inCanada had beenagreed 

to in the desire to obtain a large measure 

of reciprocal trade in natural products 

with the United States. This statement, 

strange to say, was questioned in some 

quarters, and I undertook to support it by 

numerous references to the reciprocity 

negotiations of former years. It was in 
this way that I alluded to the negotiations 
of 1887-8, concerning which I said : 

“I find that at that time so anxious was 
Sir Charles for reciprocity that he made 

an offer to give the Americans, in addi- 

tion to the ordinary exchanges of trade, 

free access to the fishing privileges of the 
Dominion of Canada. Weli, ladies and 
gentlemen, we come to you today with an 
arrangement which gives to Canada every- 
thing that Sir Charles Tupper wanted and 
we have not given away a single fish of 
the Dominion of Canada. We have main- 
tained the rights of the people of Canada 
as owners of their fishing grounds. The 
Americans when they come must come in 
for trading privileges and they must take 
out licenses and they shall not have the 
righ to fish in the waters of Canada.” 
You speak of the terms of the treaty of 

1888, and the modus vivendi in connection 
with it, and then you say : —“Neither un- 
der the treaty or the modus vivendi could 
a fish be caught in Canadian waters by 
Americans, as Mr Chamberlain and I re- 
fused the urgent appeal for that privilege 
by the American plenipotentiaries.” 

AN OLD DEVICE. 

You endeavor to make it appear that I 
was describing the terms of the treaty, 
and then, with much boldness, you declare 
that the treaty contained no grant of 
fishing privileges. The device of raising 
a man of straw and then proceeding to 
knock him down—attributing to an op- 
ponent something which he did not say 
and then proczeding to demolish it—is 

BRAIN WORKERS 
who get little exercise, 
an occasional dose of 

feel better all round for 

“NA-DRU-C0” Laxatives 
They tone up the liver, move the bowels gently but freely, cleanse the 

system and clear the brain. A new, pleasant and reliable laxative, prepared 
by a reliable firm, and worthy of the NA-DRU-CO Trade Mark. 

25c. a box. If your druggist has not yet stocked them, send 25c. and 
we will mail them. 

NATIONAL DRUG & CHEMICAL COMPANY 
OF CANADA, LIMITED, MONTREAL. 2! 

ter the introduction of the amendments | 
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602 Morean St, 
Montreal, says: 

“A horrid 
rash came out all over my baby’s face and 
spread until it had totally covered his scalp. 
It was irritating and painful, and caused 
the little one hours of suffering. We tried 
soaps and powders and salves, but he got 
no better. He refused his food, got quite 
thin and worn, and was reduced to a very 
serious condition. I was advised to try 
Zam-Buk, and did so. It was wonderful 
how it seemed to cool and ease the child’s 
burning, painful skin. Zam-Buk from the 
very commencement seemed to go right to 
the spot, and the pimples and sores and the 
irritation grew less and less. Within a 
few weeks my baby’s skin was healed 
completely. He has now not a trace of 
rash, or eruption, or eczema, or burning 
sore. Not only so, but cured of the tor- 
menting skin trouble, he has improved in 

health,” 
Zam-Buk is sold at all stores and medicine ven- 

dors, soc. a box, or post free from Zam-Buk Co., 
Toronto, for , 6 boxes for $2.50. A certain cure 
for all skin diseases, cuts, burns, etc., and for piles, 

{ 
| 
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very old one in public discussion. The 

question I have given shows that I did 
not say the treaty of 1888 granted fishing 

privileges to the Americans. My refer- 

ence was not to the treaty itself, but to 

negotiations which proceeded 1t and to 

an offer made by you which the Ameri- 

cans rejected. My statement was that 

at that time so anxious were you for re- 

ciprocity that yon made an offer to give 

the Americans, in addition to the ordin- 

ary exchanges of trade, free access to the 

fishing privileges of the Dominion of 

Canada. You have, by your device to 

which I have referred, appeared to deny 

this. I shall now prove out of your own 

mouth the correctness of my statement. 

Speaking in the House of Commons in 

the session of 1888, in giving an account 

of your negotiations at Washington, you 

used the following language: — 

“After the statement of the President 

of the United States in his message of 

1885, asking for a commission, after the 

letters which passed between Mr Bayard 

and myself, you will readily understand 

that I went there expecting and looking 

forward to a settlement of this question 

on very much the same lines as those 

upon which it has been settled in 1854 

and, to some extent, in 1871. I am right 

in saying that the instructions with which 

I was charged by this Government were 

to obtain, it it was possible, as near an 

approach to the reciprocity treaty of 1854 

as I could obtain, that is, the policy of 

carrying out free exchange in the natural 

products of the,two countries. I was to 

urge that policy, and I think you will 

have no doubt as to the course pursued by 

me after reading the proposition that I 

made in the conference on the 3rd De- 
cember, 1887. 

“Sir Charles Tuppzr begged leave to 

submit a note containing the following 
proposal from the British plenipoten- 

tiaries: that with a view of removing all 

causes of differences in connection with 
the fisheries, it is proposed by Her 
Majesty’s plenipotentiaries that the fisher- 
men of both countries shall have all the 
privileges enjoyed during the existence of 
the fishery articles of the fishery articles 
of the Treaty of Washington, in con- 
sideration of mutual arrangement provi- 
ding for greater freedom of commercial 
intercourse between the United States 
and Canada and Newfoundland.” 

CONSERVATIVES OFFERED FREE FISHING 

Here we have, from your own lips, the 

acknowledgment that at the time referred 

to you went to Washington under in- 

structions “to obtain, if it was possible, as 

near an approach to the reciprocity treaty 

of 1854” as could be obtained, and that 

you, in a formal note, proposed to the 

American negotiators that the American 

fishermen should have “all the privileges 

enjoyed during the existence of the fishery 

articles of the Treaty of Washington.” 
Both the Treaty of 1854 and the fishery 

the right to take fish in Canadian waters 

Article I of the Treaty of 1854 and 

Article XVIII of the Treaty of Washing- 
ton, 1871, are in substance the same and 

the wording is almost exactly tha 

1871: 

“It is agreed by the High Contracting 

Parties that, in addition to the liberty 

secured to the United States fisherm=n by 

the convention between Great Britain 

and the United States, signed at Lond: n 

on the 20th day of October, 1818 of tak- 

ing, curing, and drying fish on certain 

coasts of the British North American 

Colonies therein defined, the inhabitants 

of the United States shall have, in com- 

mon with the subjects of Her Brittanic 

Majesty, the liberty, foi the teria of 

years mentioned in Article XXXIII of 

this Treaty, to take fish of every kinl, 

same. | 
I quote Article XVIII of the Treaty of | 

except shell fish, on the s2a coasts and | In 1895, your trade po'icy taxed British | 
shores, and in the bays, harbors and | goods coming inte Canada nearly twenty | 
creeks, of the provinces of Quebec, Nova { two and a half per cent. In 1910, under | 

Scotia and New Brunswick, ard 

colony of Prince Edward Island, and of 

the several 

upon the said coasts and shores and 

islands, and also upon the Magdalen 

Islands, for the purpose of drying their 

nets and curing their fish; provided that, 
in so doing, they do not interfere with the 
rights of private property, or with British 
fishermen, in the peaceable use of any 
part of the said coasts in their occupancy 

of the same purpose. 

| “It is understood that the above men- 
tioned liberty applies solely to the sea 
fishery, and that the salmon and shad 

fisheries, and all other iisheries in rivers 

‘and mouths of rivers, are hereby reserved 

‘exclusively for British fishermen.” 
You state in your present letter that 

the fishing privilege was sought by 
American plenipotentiaries and refused 
by Mr Chamberlain and you. There is 
‘no purpose in dragging Mr Chamberlain 
into the discussion. It is your part in the 

' negotiations that is under consideration. 

You say you refused the urgent appeal of 
‘the American plenipotentiaries for the 
| Sy privilege. I have proved out of 
' your own mouth the correctness of my 

statement that so anxious were you for 

| reciprocity “that you made an offer to 
give the Americans, in addition to the discussions of the preferential trade ques- 

p ordinary exchanges of trade, free access 
to the fishing privileges of the Dominion that before Canada should do anything 
of Canada.” The Americans rejected 

| your offer. You then entered into a 

treaty which certainly did not give the 

Americans the right to fish in our waters, 

but neither did it give Canadians the main 

concession which you sought, viz; free 

‘exchange of natural products. 

A COMPARISON. 

By the agreement which we have now 

made, if it be adopted by the American 

Senate, we secure not only the advan- 

tages proposed in your unsuccessful 

treaty of 1888, but also the free admission 

| 

tlie natural products of Canada concern- 

ing which you labored unsuccessfully at 

that time. In these respects, Canada 

obtains substantially all that you vainly 

sought in 1888, and she still retains ex- 

clusively the rights to the fisheries which, 

as I have shown, you at that time offered 

to hand over to the Americans. 

my reference to your action and my 

quotation from your speech, used not to 

make any point against you, but to defend 

myself against attacks that had been 

made, were in every respect absolutely 

true, and that consequently your accus- 

ation of misrepresentation is entirely 

without foundation. 

With reference to the fact that the 

reciprocity agreement provides for the 

admission of only Canadian products into 

quote from Lord Selborne the statement 

that “this was the first time that any part 

of the British Empire would enjoy pre- 

ferential treatment in a foreign country 

to the rest of the Empire, and it was im- 

possible to regard this precedent with 

satisfaction. Without dwelling on this, I 

remark that both Lord Selbourne and you 

makes no preceding in this respect. It is 

portion of the British Empire to enjoy 

commercial advantages in a foreign 

country whichJare not enjoyed by the 
Empirejgenerally. The Canadian govern- 

ment subject to the approval of Parlia- 

ment, have the right to determine the 

tariff policy of Canada, and they have 

done so. They have no right to make 

any tariff arrangements on behalf of any 

not had the presumption to attempt any- 

thing of the kind. 

British trade and the British preference 

will be amusing to those who know the 

part you and your friends have played in 

these things. In the fourteen years be- 

fore 1897, under the trade policy of your 

party, Canadian imports from Great 
Britain actually decreased by eighteen 
million dollars. In the following fourteen 
years, under the tariff policy of the 
Liberals which you have attacked, im- 
ports from the United Kingdom increased 
by seventy one and a half million dollars. 

islands thereunto adjacent, | 

without being restricted to any distance | 
| | from the shore, with permission to land 

into the American market of many of | is that the people of the United Kingdom 

the United States, I observe that you | 

are mistaken. The reciprocity agreement. 

by no means an unusual thing for one 

other part of the Empire and they have 

Your present zeal in the interests of | 

EE ————————— RES, 

| were taxed less than nineteen per cent. 

WHITTLING THE PREFERENCE. 

You appropriate the words of Lord | 

| .y . a . WE . the | the Liberal tariff policy, British imports | 

| Selborne that our commercial arrange- | 
| ments with France, Holland, Belgium, | 

| 

| Italy and Germany have “whittled away | 
| the preference.” 

ments were had, how does it happen that 

| not one of them was ever challenged to 

| a vote in the House of Commons by your 

| party? 

| ments were deemed so satisfactory that 

they were allowed to stand unchallenged. 

| The one exception was that of the French 

treaty. True, there was a division on 

that, but the leading Conservatives sup- 

ported the Government in confirming the 

treaty. When the supplementary treaty 

| was submitted only five members opposed 

lit. In view of these facts, what do you 

| hope to gain for your friends by present- 

ing these agreements as improper meas- 

| ures, adverse to the interests of British 

trade. 
If there has been any whittling away of 

' the British preference one thing is very 

| plain, and that is that if you and your 

friends had had their way there would 

| have been no British preference to whittle 

‘away. When you and your associates 

. had the power to grant a British prefer- 

‘ence, you refused to do it. In all your 

tion in those days you made the demand 

| Great Britain must change her whole 

| fiscal system and put a duty on foreign 

products, in order that there might be a 

preference to the colonies. Down to the 

| day of the retirement of your party in 
| 1896, you maintained this huckstering 

Great Britain has not yet, after all these 

years of discussion, agreed to adopt that 

the course they have taken. It is the 

fact that I have to deal with and the fact 

| never were, and are not now, prepared to 

‘accept the condition which you laid 
down. 

LIBERALS AND PREFERENCE. 
The Canadian Liberals coming into 

| power, took up the question in earnest 

and created the British preference, which 

‘has now been in operation for many 
| o . . 

I have, I trust, made it quite clear that Years. This we did in the face of your 
| opposition. At a later stage after the 

| preference had been in operation a con- 

siderable time, with a view to having a 

| clear statement of the view of Parliament 
‘on this important question, a Liberal 
| member of the House of Commons moved 
‘the following resolution on going into 

Committee of Supply: 

“That this House regards the principle 

| of British preference in the Canadian cus- 

| toms tariff as one which in its application 

' has already resulted, and will in an in- 

| creasing measure, continue to result in 
| material benefit to the Mother Country 
‘and to Canada, and which has already 
aided in welding, and must still more 

firmly weld together the ties which now 

bind them and desires to express its em- 

phatic approval of such British preference 

having been granted by the Parliament of 
Canada.” 

You and your associates are on record 
in Hansard as opposing that motion— 

you being “paired” against it and your 
principal associates, including the Con- 
servative leaders of today, voting against 
it. Yet today you undertake to arraign 

the Liberals for “whittling away the pre- 
ference.” If, for so many years now, we 
have had a British preference in Canada, 
which has increased British trade and 
strengthened the bonds of union between 
the Dominion and the Mother Country it 
is due entirely to the policy of the 
| Government of Sir Wilfrid Laurier. The 
policy which gave this preference to the 
United Kingdom and other parts of the 
Empire, even if some of it is “whittled 
away,” will propably strike the average 
citizen of the Mother Country as better 
than the policy adopted by you and your 
associates, who were always ready to 
shout for preference, but always attached 
conditions which, as you well knew at the 
time, no party in British politics was pre- 
pared to accept. 

Yours faithfully, 
W. S. FIELDING, 

The Right Honourable 
Sir Charles Tupper, Bart., 

“The Mount,” 

Bexley Heath, England. 

The destruction of the 

on a crusade against him. 

FLY 
persistently, this peril would be tremendously reduced. 

articles of the Treaty of Washington in- | Almost every American State Board of Health is carrying 
clude the concession to the Americans of 

| ; His filthy origin and habits, and the fact that his body 
1s generally laden with disease-producing germs, makes him 
one of the greatest enemies of the human race, 

If the Lousekeepers of Canada will use 

WILSON’S 

house fly is a publicd uy. 

Well, if these arrange- | 

In all but one case, the arrange- 

policy. Many years have since passed, 

policy. I do not stop to consider whether 
her people have been right or wrong in 

FE Do You Feel This Way? 
Ww Do you feel all tired out? Do you sometimes. 

: think you just can’t work away at your profes-- 
sion or trade any longer? Do you have a poor ape-: 
tite, and lay awake at nights unable to sleep P Ard 

\ your nerves all gone, and your stomach too? Has am- 
bition to forge ahead in the world left you? If so, you: 
might as well put a stop to your misery. You caa do it if 
you will. Dr. Pierce’s Golden Medical Discovery will 
make you a different individual. It will set your lazy liver 

| i to work. It will set things right in your stomach, and: 
your appetite will come back. It will purify your blood. 
If there is any tendency in your family toward consumption, . | 
it will keep that dread destroyer away. Even after con- - 
sumption has almost gained a foothold in the form of a: 

lingering cough, bronchitis, or bleeding at the lungs, it will bring about a: 
cure in 98 per cent. of all cases. It is a remedy prepared by Dr. R. V. Pierce, . 
of Buffalo, N. Y., whose advice is given free to all who wish to write him. His. 
great success has come from his wide experience and varied practice. -! 
Don’t be wheedled by a penny-grabbing dealer into taking inferior substi- + 

tutes for Dr. Pierce's medicines, recommended to be ‘‘just as good.” Dr.. 
Pierce's medicines are or kNowN composition. Their every ingredient printed 
on their wrappers. Made from roots without alcohol. Contain no habit 
forming drugs. World's Dispensary Medical Association, Buffalo, N. Y. 
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ERE are the suits: 
to wear from 
now until cold 

weather comes again. 

Elegant Worsteds from 
England—genuine Irish 
Homespuns—light blue: 
Serges—and imported 
Flannels in plan and. 
stripe effects. 

| 

In Fit-Reform’s most 
exclusive styles, which’ 
spel to all good 

€ssers. 
350 
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RAIN COAT SALE 
FOR TEN DAYS 

AT THE NEW STORE 

oO. 

WING to the very dry weather which we have 

had for the past two months, we find that the 

demand for Ladies and Misses Rain Coats has 

not been up to the standard of other seasons, and in 

order to reduce our stock of New Spring Rain Coats, 

we have decided to make a big reduction on all our 

lines for the next ten days. 

This Reduction will 

amount to 20 per cent. 
It will pay you to take advantage of this sale 

“JAMES S. MCMANUS 
Bank of New Brunswick 

East Florenceville Branch. 

Both large and small accounts are welcomed at this Bank, and 
the highestcurrent rateof interst allowed on Saving Deposits © 
$1.00 or more 

FOR A BRIGHTER NEW BRUNSWICK 

[HE WOODSTOCK CREAMERY COMPANY 
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