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changes in the politi~] sysiem of the Italisn
States. Franoe intervened in Spain to revorse
the national party, and to re-ostablish absolute
government Russla, Prussia, and Austria
tore to shreés. and divided among themselves
poor distracted Poland. In most cages, let it
be.oberved. it was the strong that interfored
in the affairs of the weak, and it was rare in-
deed when such interventions were suggested
from any regard to the interest of the weak.
But even if it were, that would not justify the
intervention. Tt might appesr a -chivairous
act on the part of a strong power to offer itg
aid to a wonk State at a moment of danger,
but universal oxperience proves that no State
can long muintain its independence if it is to
be boholden for it to the support of snother
power. It should be remembered, moreover,
that an armed intervention is war, and that no
duty of friendship or generosity can justify
the unsheathing of the sword, and the perpe-
tration of 8o much evil ag war brings in ita train,
But there is another kind of intervention of
an amicable character in which we are at pre-
sent deeply interested, In its primary sense
the word “‘intervention® means to come in
between things or persons, to interfers in the
affuirs of another, Has a nation any right to
exercise such interference? Does the com-
munity of interest, which binds us altogether,
give us avoice in the acs and conduct of other
States? Can we force our offices or interpcse
our action on an unwilling nation? To do so
would be to infrings the sover.gn rights of
other States—would be to incur the certain
danger of war. And it is the same thin
whether we interfure effleiously by verba
nates through our ambassadors, or gffiecinlly
by formal notes or letters, or by the proposal
of a congress, o inan armed manner preceded
by an ultimatum, and accompanied by a mili-
tary demonstration. In either case the inter-
vention would be thesole act of the intervening
party, which might be resented or opposed by
the partios affected by it. Mediatior, on the

. other hand, is quile another thing. A State

may most approprintely at any time offer its
good offices for the amicable rettlement of a
dispute, It may be asked by the centending
partios themselves to make proposals for such
setilements without binding themselves to
accept such propossls; or may be constituted
arbitrator to decide the guestion. There is
.10 interference in mediation, It is not a fore-
ing of one’s own will or action upon others,

% but it Is only the manifostation of willingness
t and readiness to perform a friend!y act. What

should be done in the present difficult position
of France and Prussia ?  Should England in.
tervene¥ Notes verbal or oficial would be of
little purpose. For a congress they are not
ready, An armed intervention would be war
to cithor State or to both, Surely, then, no
intervention is possible, But it is otherwise
with mediation. This may be offercd at any
time without any danger of wounding the sus.
ceptibilities of eliher power,

The only justitiable cause of war, if we once
admit its lawfulness, is self-defence. England,
for instance, has mighty interests to defend at
home and abroad. Shs has an snormous trade;
she has unbounded wealth; she has colonies
and dependencies widely scattered and isolat-
ed ; she has en extunsive number of mb‘jecls

lanted in every part of the habitabls globe.
g(cthin could be more natursl than that she
should ie jenlous of ber rights, and that she
should be prepared to defend them at all
hazards, But a limit must be put even to
this right of self-defonce. Muny of the wars
for the balance of power wers waged on the
lea of gelf-defence, and the enlargement of o
tate, though more than thousands of miles
distant, has been held sufficiently dangerous
to justify s war. But surely nothing short of
actual invasion of territory, nothing less than
an act of aggression on the severeign rights of
a State, should justify a war of self-defence.
International Law has given even to this prin-
ciple too great a latitude, and the European
nations have boen too prone to use it as a
convenient justification for acts of unhalluwed
sggession.
¥hen war hag once been declared it seems
’lmost puerile to spend much timo in settling
the exact ounds to which ths belligerents
may lawfully procead, for bitter experience
proves that when ths passions sre unfurled,
the reign of law is at an end. We may wish,
howsver, that even as respeets the conduct of
nationr in time of war, International Law
should be more definite and consistent. Tt is
s sound principle that, whilst whatever is
likely to be conducive to the accomplishment
of the enterprise is allowable, whatever has
not that object directly in view is not to he
held lawful.  But the principle is neither pro-
petly carried out nor universally applied, It
may be right, because necessary, in a bellige.
rent to capture soldiers, military officers, and
arns, but no such justification exists for the
caé)mre of goods and property of private indi-
viduals. Nevertheless, whilst International
Law seems to disallow the capture of private
property wy land, except, indeed, in case of
fortified towns, in the form of booty, it poer-
wits it by sen. The United States of America
proposed in 1856 to sccept the regulation
relating to the abolition of privateering, on
condition that private property on the bigh

sea should be exempted frown. seizure. RBut
England did wot accept the proposal. Now

Prussin has tasen the initiative in this impor-
tant reform. Let us hope that at a future
congress the principle may be established by
the consent of all nations.  Upon the principle
that war should be waged against the armed
forces of the belligerent, and not againgt inof-
fensive subjects or places, no private fndividu-
als should be captured or shot, and nothing
ahould be destroyed but what may be used as
menns of offence and defence in actual warfare,
Yet we still hear, though Internstional Law
does certainly not justify it, of wanton practices



