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down t,o the present day, in all of which the ten mile entrance 
bays are recognised, is the clear sign of a policy. This policy 
bas but very lately found a most public, solemn, and un-
equivocal expression. "On a question asked in Parliament 
on the 21st February, 1907," says Pitt Cobbett, a distinguished 
English writer, with respect to the Moray Firth case, " it was 
stated that, according to the view of the Foreign Office, the 
Admiralty, the Colonial Office, the Board of Trade and the 
Board of Agriculture and Fisheries, the term  'territorial  
waters'  was deemed to include waters extending from the 
coast line of any part of the territory of a State to three miles 
from the low-water mark of such coast line, and the waters of 
all bays, the entrance to which is not more than six miles, and 
of which the entire land boundary forms part of the territory 
of the same State." (Pitt Cobbett, "Cases and Opinions on 
International Law," vol. i, p. 143.) 

Is there a contradiction between these six miles and the 
ism miles of the treaties just referred to ? Not at all. Thé six 
miles are the consequence of the three miles marginal belt of 
territorial waters in their coincidence from both sides at the 
inlets of the coast and the ten miles far . from being an arbitrary 
measure are simply an extension, a margin given for conveni-
ence to the strict six miles with fishery purposes. Where the 
miles represent sixty to a degree in latitude the ten miles are 
besides the sixth part of the same de,gree. The American 
Government, in reply to the observations made to Secretary 
Bayard's memorandum of 1888, said very precisely :  "The 

 width of ten miles was proposed not only because it had been 
followed in conventions between many other powers, but also 
because it was deemed reasonable  and  just in the present case; 
this Government, recog,nizing the fad tbat while it might have 
claimed a width of six miles as a basis of settlement, fishing 
within bays and harbours only slightly wider would be con-
fined to areas so narrow as to render it practically valueless 
and almost necessarily expose the fishermen to constant danger 
of carrying their operations into forbidden waters." (British 
Case Apipendix, p. 416.) And Professor John Basset Moore, 
a recognized authority on international lave, in a communica-
tion addressed to the Institute of International Law, said very 
forcibly: " Since you observe that there does not appear to be 

• any convincing reason to prefer the ten mile line in such a case 
 t- that of double three miles, I may say that there have been 


