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until “driven to do so. That a commercial partnership with the States,
with a high taviff against the rest of the world, will ultimately lead to a
political partnership, is a conviction we cannot dissuade ourselves of by
any argument; it is reported to be the conviction of Mr. Chawmberlain
also ; and in view of that important fact—important from his known
business capacity and insight, and from the bearing of his opinion on the
settlement of the Fisheries question-—it is now for those wito have all
along been coutending for the reverse, to give us the data and reasons on
which they base their opinions. They are lost otherwise, with Mr. Cham-
berlain apparently and Sir Charles Tupper undoubtedly against them.

TuE brief filed at Sitka by the United States Government in answer
to the British demurrer to the seizares in Behring’s Sea, claims that sea as a
mare clausum over which the United States has supremacy, jurisdiction,
aud dominion, as over any other of its inland waters, gulfs, bays, and seas.
Vattel is cited in support, who says: “If a sea is entirely enclosed by the
territories of a nation and has no other communication with the ocean than
by a channel of which that nation may take possession, it appears that
such a sea is no less capable of being occupied and becoming property than
the land, and it ought to follew the fate of the country that surrounds it.
The Mediterranean in former times was absolutely enclosed within the ter-
ritories of the Romans; and that people, by rendering themselves
masters of the strait which joins it to the ocean, might subject the
Mediterranean to their empire and assume dominion over it. They did
not by such proceeding injure the rights of other nations, a particular sea
being manifestly designed by nature for the use of the countries and
nations that surround it.” But to this it may be objected that Behring’s
Sea is not landlocked to anything like the same extent as the Mediter-
ranean ; it is divided from the North Pacific by a chain of scattered
islands which, separated from each other by stretches of sea in some cases
many miles wide, extend little more than half across from the American
to the Asian coast, leaving an open space of nearly five hundred miles un-
broken by any land whatever. Moreover, the western shore of this sea
does not helong to the United States but to Russia. Of what force or
applicability then is the declaration of Mr. Sumner, in the Senate in
1852, cited in the brief, that “our [the United States’] right to jurisdic-
tion over these, the Iargér and more important arms of the sea on both
our Atlantic and Pacific coasts, rests upon the rule of international law
which gives a nation jurisdiction over waters embraced within its land
dominion $” Manning's Law of Nations and Wharton's International
Law are both also quoted to show that rivers and inland lakes and seas
When contained in a particular State are subject to the sovercign of such
State,—which rule manifestly does not apply to Behring’s Sea, that being an
International sea, washing the shores of two States. Ho.wever, whatever
validity these arguments may or may not have in the Beliring’s Sea case, by
their assertion in this formal manner the United States Government vir-
tually concedes, though it denies in form, the soundness of the British
contention that Americans are excluded by international law from fishing
on the Canadian coast within a line drawn a marine league or three miles
seaward from headland to headland of all bays and inlets. Not otherwise
can it maintain its right of dominion, also asserted in evidence in the
brief, over such vast inland waters as the great lakes, Boston Harbour,
Long Island Sound, Delaware and Chesapeake Bays, Albemarle .Soun‘d ax}d
the Bay of San Francisco. According to the brief, Secreta}'y .Pw:ke.rlng in
1796 affirmed the principle that  our [the United States’] Jurlsdlctl.on has
been fixed to extend three geographical miles from our shores, with the
exception of any waters or bays which are so Iand‘locked as to be unques-
tionably within the jurisdiction of the States, b.e their ext'en.t what they may
[which last sentence would include the Behrmg’s Sea, if .1t could b.e con-
sidered landlocked] ;” and Secretary Buchan‘an 11.1 1.845’)-r.elterates this r'ule
in the following language .—“The exclusive ‘]‘urlsdlctlon o.f a nation
€Xtends to the ports, harbours, bays, mouths of rivers, a:nd adjacent parts
of the sea enclosed by headlands 7__a rule which applies equally well to
Canadian jurisdiction over the Gulf of the St. Lawre.nce'z m'ld .t,he smaller bays
and inlets of the Canadian coast as to American jurisdiction over Boston

Harbour or Chesapeake Bay, to say nothing of Behring’s Sea.
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have declared that the headland doctrine, as maintained by Great Britain,
is the law of nations,—are to be deemed ‘“inland waters” over which there
can be no question of jurisdiction ; while the harbours and bays of the
Canadian coast——including the Gulf of the St. Lawrence, which is certainly
much more landlocked than Behring’s Sea, at any rate,—are to be treated
as arms of the sea over which Canada has no .jurisdiction beyond a three-
mile limit, following all the indentations and sinuosities of the coast. The
main drift of the brief, in fact, is to make out Behring’s Sea to be an
“inland sea” over which the United States exercises, by the law of
nations, unquestionable jurisdiction—a contention attempted to be sup-
ported by the bare assertion that the Troatics of 1821-5 with the United
States and England-—by which Russia relinquished her claim to sovereignty
over the North Pacitic (north of a line drawn from 51° on the American
coast to 45° 50" on the Asian)—did not refer to Behring’s Seaatall! But
this pretension of exclusive jurisdiction is preposterous : how can a sea
whose shores are owned in part by Russia, and which is moreover a pos-
sible highway to the Arctic Ocean, on whose shéres abut the possessions
of other Powers, be considered as of the nature of “inlund waters”
belonging exclusively to the United States?

It is argued that because in the Treaties of 1824-5 it was stipulated
that ships, citizens, and subjects of either Power might reciprocally frequent
the interior seas, gulfs, harbours, and creeks of the other on the North A meri-
can coast for a period of ten years, therefore; as the only interior sea on the
North American Coast is Behring’s Sea, that section of the Treaty really
concedes Russia’s dominion over Behring’s Sea.  But this is surely a feeble
support to such a monstrous claim. The simple fact appears to be that
Russia never pretended to jurisdiction over the whole of Behring’s Sea,
but only over a distance of one hundred Italian miles from the shores and
the coasts of the islands. This claim was resisted by both the United
States and Great Britain, and Russia gave way, making treaties with both
Powers, conceding their position, and never afterwards reviving her pre-
tensions. These, however, the United States, having meanwhile acquired
Alaska, now revive and extend in order to make out that Behring’s Sea, —
which was unquestionably meant by the designation * Pacific Ocean” in
the treaty, for Russia hag never claimed jurisdiction south of the limits of
that sea, and which was therefore the main subject of the treaty,—was
outside the scope of that treaty, being an *inland sea’ then under the sole
undisputed jurisdiction of Russia, and now under that of the United
States !

MucH and constant literary work seems to breed a disinclination to
answer letters—especially business letters, If correspondents knew how
hard a task it is for a busy literary man to turn to the despatch of corre-
spondence they would never be so crugl as to expect answers to their letters,
They would leave him in peace to follow the simple plan of John Ruskin
(which most of them do, at any rate), who, in a recently published letter, rays:
* And now my room is ankle deep in unanswered letters, mostly on business,
and I'm going to shovel them up and tie them in a parcel labelled ¢ Needing
particular attention,” and then that will be put into & cupboard in Oxford,
and I shall feel that everything’s been done in a business-like way.”

IN reference to recent articles in THr WEEK on Canada in Fiction, a
correspondent reminds us of several works of Canadian writers that we
have omitted to mention. There is Miss Machar's For King and Country,
a story of the War of 1812-14, which won the prize given by the Canadian
Munthly in a competition for the best Canadian tale sent it. Miss Machar
also wrote a serial, Lost and Won, for the same magazine. And Miss
Louisa Murray wrote Fauna, or the Red Flowers of Leaty Hollow, a romance
which was published as & serial in the Montreal Luterary Garland, and
which attracted a good deal of attention, having been reprinted in several
Canadian and American, and one Irish newspaper.  The Settlers of Long
Arrow was another of Miss Murray’s Canadian tales, published in the
London (Eng.) Once a Week, and illustrated by that gifted young artist,
Frederick Walker, who died young, but not before his pictures had made
him famous.

Mobery Radicals who are defying the Government in Ireland have
forgotten what was said by their exemplar, Tom Paine, in his Rights of
Man :—“1If a law be bad it is one thing to oppose and resist its execution,
but very different to expose its errors, reason o its defects, and endeavour
to procure its repeal. It is better to obey a bad law, reasoning at the
same time against it, than forcibly to violate it, because breaking a bad
law might lead to discretionary violations of those which are good.”



