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Sideration of which question that of allthose he mentions (including those hefounds
on England’s precautions for preventing the escape of Napoleon from St. Helena,
or for the regulation of the pearl fisheries off Ceylon) might of course be brought
Up as points affecting the decision, which would in fact be one determining the
Tights of the United States as against the rest of the world; for if British vessels
Mave no right to take seals in the said open sea, neither have those of any other
Nation than the United States: norcouldacloseseasonagreedupon by Great Britain
and the said States affect any country not a party to such agreemennt, except so
A only as may be required by the comity of nations.
In his letter to Sir Julian Pauncefote (see Ottawa Citizen, May 5th, 1891), the
Tesident, using the pen of Mr. Blaine, continues the argument in the Sayward case,
and re-states his six questions for the arbitrators. The first five remain as before.
€ sixth touching the close season, in case the concurrence of England is foun.d
:}?Cessﬂy, is repeated with some points of detail as to the months over which it
ould extend and the waters to which it should apply. To these there seems
10 reason to object; and, on every consideration of policy and humanity, we think
st}:m“gh some good Canadian authorities doubt the necessit.y) that. a close season
o ould be established, if it be true that 'the time over Wthh. it is prOpOSBd_tO
Xtend it is that inwhich the seals foundin the open sea are mainly femalesseeking
90d for themselves and their young. The British Parliament, we believe, est:ftb—
Olshed an international close season for oil-producing seals, but had no fur-bearing
Nes to deal with. The difficulty seems to be that if the arrangement were only
Made between Great Britain and the United States, it would close the sea to 'the%m
an leave it open to all other nations who have now the same rights as Britain,
nd o general international agreement would be necessary, for there are many
er nations who would take advantage of its absence to the utmgst extent.
* The President then speaks of damages, and not unnecessarily, for if either party
A sustained damages from the illegal acts of the other, that othe‘r must
P2y the amount, as we did in the Alabama case, and the United States .thé‘lt
30out the fisheries. - He then repudiates the imputation that he called Behring's
€a a mare clausum, using words as vehement, though not quite the same, as Mr-
Ofunch‘ puts in the mouth of a seal rising through a hole in the ice, on glther ?;?e
< Which John Bull and Jonathan aré standing, and bltterly squabbhng. 1?
e-al begins with « Mare clausum be plowed. That's all Blaine's big bow-wow.
wlve us a close time. We shall be very grateful,” and urges th‘e same reasons as
a: have dopne. The President then complains that Lord' Sahsbur:\' hasv}n'();l
“Swered hisverbal difficultiesabout geographicaland diplomaticexpressions. ¥ 1ic
o Y very well beleft to thearbitrators, andwindsup withanew bit of argumentin the
* quogue™ or “you're another” style, by urging thata British Ac'tr‘of Pgrha?e'nt
cOakes it criminal to fish in certain ways in a tractof water Off‘the‘bc.()t'tlshj t(])ql:t,
ntaining some 2,700 square miles, far outside the three-mile limit; an "
Srefore Mr. Bull cannot object to the United States doing t.he‘su‘me thmgc\’\l T
SSPect to 4 smaller tract outside the pribiloff Islands in Behrmng's Sea. .AS ﬁana-
olans We may not perhaps object t0 the United States using thlS' l?eCUhi‘lr hai‘éi‘f
Metoric, inasmuch as some of our smaller, sometimes, but never—well, 3




