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]y ridicuied by England. While
it is truc, as contended by the
Uniiced States, thiat thie seals are
uiseful animais; tli1at, it is neces-
sary to tue perpetuation of titeir
species tliat tliey makze their
annual migration to tlie Pribyloif
Islands, and tiîat during titis
transit tliey cannot be indiscri-
ininately killed withiout danger
,of extermination; yct the proper
way of preventing go deplorabie
a resuit is plainly the adoption
of a t-reaty by tlie parties con-
4-erned, rccognizing their respec-
tive riglits, if any, in tite sealing

,nuty, and limiting the prose-
(tuti0Ii of the businecss to sucli
periods as shall not interfere
with the pcrpptuation 0f seai life.
The iatter was finalIy submitted
Ir, an august tribunal of arbitra-
lion, whicit met in Paris in the
-winter 0f 3892-93, and %vhicit

finally deeideçi against the li.
of thic United States that Behiring
Se0a is a mnare, clausivnb, altitougit
tlie forci- of the dezision is sof t-
ened by the furthler findings and
recommendal ions of thie Court
in respect of thec prti.. rvafloni of:
thle seals. However uncomfort-
able for us flie decision inay be,
it is glratifying- to aur pridle tht
1 lie sense 0f fair play whici
abides in the liearts of ail our
people lias secured greneral re-
c-ognition 0f the justice of flie
decision; yet it vas feared dur-
in- tlie pendency of titis'dispute'
that -%var iiglt resuit to enforce
our absurd claims. Thiat it miglit
easily have resultcd had thte con-
troversy been witit a lesser power
titan England is, perfettly con-
ceivi- ble, and furnishies food for
sober reflection."l
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WTYNNE v. TEMPEST.

[Cîîrrry, J.-Chaîcerv i)ivisino.-I6ra

1'rcLe -artes-IIirtl Party-
Follo0wi7lq t.rts.t mne..lat
7'$r Of clCCeasei -trre-l
dcmîîiti-Rles of li 11w Nueme~
(court, Urder XVJ] Î,~

Action seeking to inake the
-defendant lhable for a breacit 0f
trust by Iiiim and itis deccascd
-co-trustee. Mie defendant al-
ieged îlhat thec trust mioncywa
p'aid f0 flie dceased as ai mcmn-
ber of a firrn of solicitors, and
obtained an order unde- Order
XVI., Rule 4,8, gi i i h-ave
t0 se,&ve a tiirdI-p.arty notice

ainst ii surviving partuers of
hie firrn. They now% moved to
4ilischarge the order.

It -%as contended in support of
flie order that the deceased
hiaving acted wINthin flic scope of
lus apparent authority as part-
ner in recciving thte moue ite
otiter mienibers of luis; firmn be-
C.-aull hiable; thiat flic defenldant
-%vaýs entitied te foilow tuie trust
îuouey iuto, the hands of the firrn
w-ho liad notice of the trusý,,t, and
li c (luarge thie survivinig partncrs
wvithu fthe aiinount.

Cluitty, T., lucld that flie notice
-%vas iîot ivitluin Order XVI., Rule
-18. Tlue daimn of flue defendant
to bring tite thuird parties before
the Court mis ftlinded on an al-
ieged riglit of indenunitv. Tiie
riglit atrose, if -tt ail, not tunder
-iny contu-act, but resuited fi-ou
fthe relation of flie parties. Tlie
defendant's ckdn to follow thbe;
trust ioney,.and" to charge the.


