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THE SITUATION.

80“09 more the Senate of the United
has refused to ratify a treaty agreed
Mdn(}by the Governments of the Republic
teat Britain. This time the object
."1® treaty was the mutual surrender of
I als. The rejection can scarcely ex-
Surprise, The alleged possibility of
Olm.ding political offenders with ordi-
Y Criminals is the rock on which this
Teaty was stranded. The state of Ire-
S, 18 at the bottom of the action of the
N Civil war is really being waged in
D % from behind hedges, under the
},wyc'(?tf'%mpaign, and by means of the
whicht-; but it is not the sort of civil war
International law can recognize. In
.:ye of the law, municipal and inter-
“’lhe:a:l’ the actors in these inglorious and
oo Olc scenes are vulgar criminals; in
tal Zes of Irish Americans they are politi-
fe, T0€8, whom it is desirable to shield
Rarg; oming martyrs. No reasonable
fat; . U8 Of the treaty against misuse would
Wag litthese sympathizers. Of misuse there
Neve, tle danger. Great Britain would
Ong 38k the surrender of an offender on
8he 1 2f8e and then try him on another.
Yoyt t:s before now felt it her duty to pre-
by, . ® United States doing so. England
to bever surrenders political offenders
bﬂt se Vengeance of their Governments ;
ellee? takes care to ascertain that the
ten% 18 l‘ea_.lly political and nota mere pre-
“‘te'of While anything like the present
Ao things exists in Ireland, all hope of
bet. 128 the extradition treaty subsisting
stat::n Great Britain and the United

May as well be abandoned.

Qom:).wa_n&ce, who presided over the Anti-
lagg 8tin  Committee of Parliament

.denﬂession, has followed up the
N Dr:e by introducing a remedial bill.

op o POSes to make it illegal for persons
lege:p"l'&tions to deny to one person privi-
in, or80ted to another, or to form com-
. n?::'s to restrict the manufacture and
8 lon of articles. These provisions it
gy, P0%ed to enforce by fine and imprison-
Begt, A bill of this kind might be ex-
of the (;0 be introduced under responsibility
Overnment, whose support or oppo-

sition means success or defeat. Though the
main aim of the bill will receive popular
approval there is an obvious diffi-
culty in prohibiting the restriction
of production. Such a prohibition
might, perhaps, reasonably  apply
to coal or petroleum, the production of
which is in a few hands, and may be easily
converted into & monopoly. Overproduc-
tion in manufacture generally means waste,
reduction of profit below the average, the
destruction of all profit, and even an im-
pairment of capital. Any one of these
results is undesirable, and as a near
approach to an equilibrium between supply
and demand is the best prevention of these
evils, there must be some means of avoiding
a glut in any particular industry. A com-
bination to create artificial scarcity is a
crime against society, and may properly be
punished as such ; it is the more heinous in
proportion as the article prohibited is a
necessary of life. But when the public is
well supplied at reasonable prices, self-
preservation requires that manufacturers
shall take some means of preventing a
wasteful glut of the market. The problem
is to draw the line in the right place, and it
must be admitted that the task, if assumed
by the Legislature, is one of no little
difficulty.

Under menace of the veto, Premier
Mercier has decided to repeal the compul-
sory clause in the Debt Conversion Act.
He says he had thought that his disavowal
of any intention to put this clause into
force should be taken as proof that its
existence was harmless. But when a man
puts a dagger up his sleeve with the
avowed object of striking an unoffending
neighbor, and, after being asked to throw
away the fatal weapon, replies that he is
not willing to disarm but will promise not
to strike, he cannot complain if his good
faith is not regarded as above suspicion.
Mr. Mercier, threatened by the veto, be-
comes willirg to save the Conversion Act
by the sacrifice of the compulsory clause.
Let us congratulate him on a conclusion
which he ought long ago to have reached
by force of his own good sense.

Bismarck has yielded the position taken
by the German military authorities, in the
Island of Samoa on two points: the sub-
jecting of foreign residents who have inter-
ests in the island to martial law, and the
assumption of the administration of the
local government by Germany. The
United States Government had taken the
ground that the German declaration of war
could not affect Americans on the island.
The notification of the declaration of war,
when made to the United States, was
accompanied by the assurance of Prince
Bismarck that Germany would abide by
the arrangements touching Samoa made by
the three powers, England, Germany and
the Republic. The German military au-
thorities on the island did not live up to this
declaration, and Prince Bismarck is able to
throw the blame on ;them and to disavow
their acts in the two particulars mentioned.
The Foreign Relations Committee at
Washington, it is said, may demand a re-
storation of the status which existed when

the international conference was held in
1887 ; which means that the puppet king
set up by Germany be pulled down and
Mataafa restored in his place. Should this
be done, a settlement of the difficulty
would still be a long way off. Bismarck
suggests a reopening of the conference of
that year, with the provision that it meet
at Berlin this time, instead of Washington,
and this proposal the United States Gov-
ernment is willing to accept.

A great scheme for the protection of the
City of Montreal from inundation by the
rise of the waters of the St. Lawrence, and
to provide facilities for the trade of the
port in the shape of extended streets and
wharfage, is once more on the carpet. It
is called, or rather miscalled, ¢ harbor im-
provement,” for it has little or nothing to
do with the harbor proper. The cost is
estimated at $3,000,000, of which $1,000,000
is expected from the city, and the rest from
the railways and the Government. It is,
however, clearly distinguishable from work
which has hitherto been undertaken by
the Government in connection with har-
bors. The duty of the City Council to pro-
tect the city from inundation seems to be
recognized ; railways must pay for the ac-
commodation they get ; and it remains to be
seen whether the Government, provincial
or general, will see in the extension of
streets and shipping facilities on land, legit-
imate objects of public expenditure. The
citizens will probably vote the $1,000,000
to be asked for. The railway companies
will not be willing to do more than their
share; and what either Government may be
willing to do it is quite impossible to con-
jecture. The expenditure in connection
with Lake St. Peter was properly assumed
by the Dominion Government, though the
handling of the money had been done by
others—a transaction which we venture to
say will not be repeated—but the proposed
new expenditure on the banks of the St.
Lawrence, in the City of Montreal, is some-
thing quite different.

A request has been made by the Senate
Committee on Commerce at Washington
that the Secretary of War should appoint
three army officers to enquire into the ex-
pediency of constructing a bridge across
the Detroit River, at the city of that name.
Commerce does not ordinarily defer to the
war department without suggestion from
the latter in cases of this kind. Commerce
would build a tunnel between England and
France if the war department of Britain
did not interpose objections. But a
bridge across the Detroit River could
scarcely be a military question; cer-
tainly the military authorities of the
United States would not be expected
to object. The scheme of tunnelling the
English Channel, over sixty years old, re-
mains in a state of project overpowered by
opposition, while several bridges have been
built over the Niagara River. Would a
bridge at Detroit interfere with the water-
borne traffic? This is not a military but
an engineering question. In any event a
bridge can only be built by the consent of
Canada and the United States. Ifit would
not interfere with shipping, which is the




