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; the principal part of tho contro-
3‘02;‘;'?‘1‘;%\\' cm? it bnpc_nm]m\dc_sd that they do
not domand that this question is to lorm
pa tof the arbitartion? It is quite obvious
that, having rogawd to the ground an which
Me. Soward puts the wholo claim for indom
ity tho first poing the arbiteator would he
called on to decido would bo whether the
rocognition of Lelligerent yights, whichis
mado tho fundamental hasis of the clains,
was Or was uotjustiﬁuhlo.

1 thevefore distuiss as wholly untenable
the hypothesis that the American tiovern.
ment has not, in fact, demanded thet the
tho vonduet of Iugland in the veeng
nition of tho belligerent rights ot the South
shall be made a subject of atbitration. In
deed, I connot understand how any one who
has rvead the recent covrespondenco can
como to any other conclusion than that, it is
the only question which they veally care to
raiso at all,

But then thevo still rematns tho question,
is this demand of tho Awmevican Government
one which ouglt to hiave been conceded ?
Aud heve [ regret to find myself as diveetly
at igsuo in point of option with Lord Hobert
as [ am on tho other part of the guestion in
respect of matters of fact. It is said some
times, with a false appeacance of plausi
bility, that the more right you are the more
you ought to be willing to consent to
arbitration. This is a meve s phism. There
ave many questions which a man or a nation
that 1s perfectly, clearly m the right, ought
not to submit to arbitration. Suppose we
were asked by the American tiovermment to
submit to arbitration the question of the
right ofjthe British Crown to Canada, or Jum-
aica, or Ireland.  Would any sane minister
assent to the demand ?  Or would it boany
argument in favour of submitting to such
an arbitration that tho decision must be in
our fovour? The real trnth is that the rule
of common sense and common practice is
exactly the opposite. Just men are willing
to refer to arbitration questions upon which
ather persons may entertain a reasonable
doubt, but not those upon which there can
be no doubtat 2ll. I will just put this test
question—If America, or any foreign Gov
ernment, were to demand that we should
submit to arbitration this question, “Is
Enrland entitled to oxercisa the rights of
an independent nation?"" is theve any man
who will say that the English Governm :mt
~hould assent to such a reference because it
is probaple. or even certain, that we should
succeed upon this issue?”’

Now, the particular case of the Alabama,
and it may be of other vessels, 1 think, and
{ have always thought, is ono which might
bovery fairly made the subjectof arbitration.
1 have my own strong opinion that no im-
partial tribunal could pronounce in favour
of the Ameriran claims of indemmity. But
1 can conceivo persons entertaining a very
reasonable doubt on the two points which
nught fairly bo raised, namely,—1st, whether
the English Government tcok proper pre-
caution. and exhibited adequate vigilance;
and 2nd, whether, if they did not, indemnity
was due. I will not go into any argument
upon these })oint.s now; I have dealt with
both formerly at greatlength. Theso are
tho points which Lord Stanley has oxpressed
Inmself willing to vefer to arbitration, and
these aro the points upon which Mr. Seward
has refused arbitration (perhaps becauso he
was conscious of the weakness of lhis case)
unless the arbitration were, in fact, to bo
founded on the question whether the recog-
mtion of belhigerent vights was not the pri-
mary wiong, from which tho rest wero only
dervative accidents.

Now, Sir, is the question of the nght and
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the propriety of the vecognition of the belli-
gevent rights of the South by Great Britain
on May 13, 1861, o matter upon which any
reasotable persan can ap daas antertain the
sttlent doubit 2 (8 as a matter upon which
1o statesian, ne gurist, no xang mag, [ may
ray, in Buvope lias ever entertdined any
doubt whatevee,  But lot us sea how Anieti.
can authorty stands upon this question.
Thoe individual position of Mr Noward with
vefercnce to it witl Le found to e most
singular. [ do not know that public atten-
tion has been divected to it yet as clearly as
it deserves to be.  In his reecnt covvespon
donee Mr. Seward says :—

“A dowestic disturbanco arose in the
country, which, although 1t had severe pe-
culiavities, yet was, in e, only such a
seditious iusurrection as is ineidental to
natural progress m every State."

And aggin in the swme dispateh *—

“\While as yet the civil war was undevel
oped awed the insurgents were without any
organized militavy forco or a treasury, and
long Lofore they pretended to have atlagor
to put cither an arted ship or even a mer
chant vessel upon tho seca, Ier Majesty's
Government acting precipitately, as wehave
always complained, proclaimed the insur-
gents a belligerent power.”

And in his final dispateh of the 12th of
January, 1867, in answer to Lord Stanley's
argument on this point, My, Seward says .—

“Beloro the Queen's proclamation of nou.
trality the disturbance in the United States
was merely a local wsurrection. It wanfed
the name of ‘war lo cruulile 1t to be a civil war
(mark the v ards), and to live endowed as
such with maritime and other belligerent
nghts.  Without that authorized name it must
die, and was expected not to livr and be « fla-
grand civil wear, bul to perish amereinsurrection.

t was therefore not without lawful and wise
design that the President declined to confer
apon the insurrection the pregnant bap-
tismal namo of civil war, to the prejudice of
the nation whose destiny was in his hands.
What the President thus wisely and hu-
manely declined to do, the Queen of Great
Britain too promptly performed. She bap-
tized the slave tnsurrvection within the United
States a eivil war ; and thus, so far as the
British nation and its influence could go,
gave it a name to live and flounsh and tri-
umph over the American Union.”

This 1s Mr. Seward’s statement of the caso
in 1867. 1Ile says that but for the Lnglish
proclamation of neutrality there would never
have been civil war in the United States;
that it was England who gave it the natae of
war; and that but for our “intervention *’
it would have been a mere domestic insur
rection sith which the world would have
had nothing to do. Now, let us see what
was the language of the writer of these do-
spatches m 1861, at the time when these
events were in progress.  On May 4th, 1861
—that is, nino days Lefore the English pro-
clamation of neutrality was put forth—Mr.
Saward writes to Mr Dayton, the American
Minster in Pavis :—

“Theinsurgents have instituted revolution
with open, flagrant, deadly war, to compel
the United States to ncquiesee in the dis
memborment of the Union.  The Unifed
States have aceepled this civil war as an inevi-
table necessity.”’

This paper is o record laid on the table of
Congress, circulated through the world, and
yet tho man who wrote it now says that on
May 13, 1861, *““the disturbance m the United
States was meroly a local insurrcction:”
that ‘it wanted tho namo of war to enable
it to bo a civil war and to live; that “with-
out that authorized nane 1t might die, and
was not expected to live and be a flagrant

civil way," and that * thoe President declined

to confer upon tho insurrcction the preg.
p nant baptismal name of civil war, to the
i prejudice of the nation whose destiny was

m lus honds,’” but that this was done by

“the Queen of England, who baptized the

sluvo fnsurrection within the United States
. qoawil wae'’

Wil any tn who veads the dispateh of
May 4, 1a61, deny, if the “lacal msurree.
tion ** wanted the name of war to make it a
civil war,” that long bofore the *Queen of

, Great Britain too promptly pocfotmned the
, oflice,”’ the *pregnant haptismal nane ' of
. “opuen, flagrant, deadly war ' had been be-
stowed upon 1t by Mr, Seward, who now
charges against England as & wrong, for
which o demands reparation, the very act
whiclt he had performed nine days before ?
On May 4th, My, Seward writes officially,—
“*The United States have accepted this civil
war as an inevitablo necessity.”” But for
the Queen of Great Britain to aflivm on May
14th that o civil war had been accepted by
tho United States is a wrong, forsooth, for
which England s to pay an indenmity !

I might multiply similar quotations to any
extent, but [ will only tuke one more, which,
I think, will put the matter inas clear a
light as any other. Every one is acquinted
with the conclustvo argument derived from
the blockade proclaimed by the President
in April, 1861, JMr. Seward las spent half
Ius time and exhausted all his ingenuity in
an attempt to cseape from the consequences
of' this tirst capital blunder of his adminis-
tration. In spite of the solemn decision of
the Suprome Court on the point, it now
suits him to declave that at tho time these
proclamations wero issued, they were not
acts of war, but simply acts of domestic
authority in closing the ports. le writes
in his dcsyntch of the 1:2th of January, 1867 :

“The disterbance being, at the time re-
ferred to, officially and legally held by the
Govermment of the United States to be
loeal insurrection, this Government had a
right to closo the ports in the States within
the sceno of insurrection by municipal law,
and to forbid strangers from all intercourse
therewith, rud to use the armed and naval
forces for that purpose. A blockade was
legitimately declared to that end ; and until
the state of civil war should actually have
developed, tho existence of a blockade
would have conferred no belligerent rights
on tho insurgents.”

Adl this T need hardly say is mere non-
sense. A hlockads which confers a right to
serzo neutral vessels on the high scas cannot
be “legitmately declared to the end’ of
closing ports by m..nicipal law. It is hardly
necessary to point out the absurdity of as-
serting that the “blockade would have con-
ferred no belligerent rights on theinsurgents
until the state of eivil war should actually
have developed, '™ the fact being that until o
wiar of some kind had daveloped there could
have been no right to decl re a blockade at
alle But it is tho less requisite to insist on
this because, as we have already seen, Mr.
Seward says, on May 4, thaw * pen, deadly,
flageant civil war' did exist, and therefore,
by his own admission at that date, at least,
the proclamation must have conferred bel
ligerent rights on the insurgents. These are
! just the sort of absurdities into wl'eh & man

talls when he forces himself to arg - against
reason and common sense.

But let us turn once more from Mr, Sewarq,
in 1867, when he is trying to give his own
colour to \bie facts, to Mr. Seward in 1861,
when he isdealing with the facts themselves.
The Spanish Minister at that time writes to
ask Mr. Seward for some explanation of the
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