THE ENGLISH SPARROW
Afy good friend, Afr. L. H. Smith, of
Strathroy, Ont., has certainly made a
very pretty defence of the house spar-
row, though I cannot say it is a very
able one, This is not his fault, however,

but rather that of the sparrow, He ha
indeed made much of a bad case, and
is to be congratulated upon the intere t
ing muanner in which he has presented
$t. The sentiment of hls article will
doubtless be charming to the unen-
lightenegd, but unfortunately. in this age
of the utllitarian, sentiment alone is
not suflicient. It Is facts, a:ud facts only,
that will satisfy.

After a careful perusal of Mr. Smith’s
essay we fail to see that he has given
any good or satisfactory rea ons for de-
fending the sparrow. He has replied,
butr very feelly, to only one of the
charges Lrought agalinst it, and has
made claim for only one good trait in
fta character. Consequently, it appears
that he takes his stand merely on ac-
count of & sentimental 2attachment.
which he has strangely formed for the
bird. He says, I love the Sparrow b=
cause he §s an emigrant from the same
1and which X am. In my boyhood days
he was the object of my highest nim-
rodian aspirations,” eic., and again he
says, *Perhaps but for tha sparrow and
his pursult, the Innate love I have for
all things out-of-doors might never
have been awakened In me,” ete. These
are his reasons for throwing down the
gauntlet on behall of passer domesti-
cus. That they are pardonable, we
grant: but that they are justifiadb) , we
cannot admit in these matter-of-fact
days, when everything is submitted to
the crucible of utility.

As Mr. Smith was one of the first (o
introduce the sparrow Into Canada, he
dcubtless felt it incumbent upon him to
take up the cudgels in its behalf, From
the title of his essay one would hardly
expect an Impartial presentation of the
facts of the case, anad it is, therefore, no
matter of great surprise to find that
the article gives one the extremely er-
ronecous Impression that the English
sparrow Is 2 most desirable, insectiv-
orous bird with a charming song. In
his zeal to defend his pet Mr. Smith has
ignored the mass of indisputable, con-
demnatory evidence in regard to the
bird sparrow’s economic relations,wh'ch
has been accumulated by a host of ob-
gervers in all parts of the continent.

1We, therefore, consider {t is in the in-
terest of justice, and only falr to the
readers of “Rod and Gun,”” that the
other, more unfavorabvle, aspect of the
question of the sparrow’s character
should also be presented. Nowadays
the desirability of the presence of a
bird In 2 country depends chiefly upon
its relation to agriculture. It is not so
much a question of the bird’s uthlity as
of its non-Injurious tendencles. It is its
negative rather than its positive char-
acteristics that determine its status. If
the bird does no harm, or if its evil
deeds are counterbalanced by its good,
then we say let it flourish.

In his introductory paragraph Mr.
Smith states that the English sparrow
“was Introduced to this country to per-
form a task which our native birds did
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not appear to do—-the destruction of the
larvae of the measure-worm, that s9
often irfest the trees in our strects an
parks.” That this was the honest, but
mistaken, intention of Mr. Smith and
the other misgulded gentlemen, who so
zealously brought the bird to tals coun-
try, we do belleve, but that the sp rrow
has accomplished the object of fts Intro-
duction we regret that we cannot as-
sert. It Is now a well-known fact that
the sparrow, like most of our birds, will
not eat hulry caterpillars, and that, ac-
cording to the report of the Biological
Survey of the United States, tully two-
thirds of its dlet consists of vegetable
matter, chlefly in the form of grain,
seeds and buds. If the introducers of
the sparrow had studied our native
birds more carefully, they would have
found that a forelgn importatlon was
unnecessary, for we already possessed
certain species, the cuckoos. that con-
sider hairy caterpillars most delectable
morsels and destroy them {n gr:at num-
bers.

AS already noted, Mr. Smith attempt
10 refute only one of the charges agains
the sparrow, to wit: that it dilves away
our native birds. At first glance his ar-
guments and illustrations seem most
sound and plauslble, but on closer in-
spection we find the former fallaclovs
and the latter not to the point.

In the first place, he asks how it is
that the sparrow in England has not
driven away some of the other specles.
In reply we would ask Mr. Smith how
he kuows that it has not done so. As
he himself admits, the sparrow has been
striving with the other birds in Great
Britain for centuries. Consequently,
there I3 no doubt that the present rela-
tionships of the feathered bipeds of that
country are the result of the inevitable
law of “the survival of the fittest.”” The
weaker birds ylelded iges ago to the
pugnaclous sparrow, and now we find
Hving in its proximity only those birds
which are well able to defend them-
selves against its ravages.

Mr. Smith cites the case of the house
martin, which has tlourished in spite of
the persecution of the sparrow, but this
3oes not prove that our Canadian b rds
shall be able to prosper likewlse. The
martin ig Gulte competent to cope with
the sparrow, for, if it were not, It
would have been compelled long ago to
seck its nesting-place beneath the brow
of some remote ciiff, rather than under
the eaves of the dweldng of man. It
would have been as much to the point
it he had cited the case of the rook.

Mr. Smith clalms that the sparrow did
not drive the native birds away from
his own premises, but, by anyone ac-
qeainted with the facts. this caunot be
accepted aa an argument. It was my
privilege to live In the same rural town
with Mr. Smith for many years. If my
memory serves me truly, he not only
provided boxes for the §parrows, as he
states. but for other birds as well, and
further, he protected the wrens from
the depredations of the foreign usurp-
ors by making the centrances to their
nests too small to admit them. Besldes
this he provided food for the birdr, and
the sparrows waxed fat and indolent
under his bencflcent care.

(To U continued.)
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SMOKELESS POWDERS.
To the Editor of Rod and Gun.

I rea’ with a great deal of interest
Mr. Conover's article in your December
issue, in which he speaks very highly
of the well-known American smoke-
less powder—Dupont. Without in any
way detracting from what he says in
laudation of his favorit powder, X think
he has, In his communication, made a
remark regarding two well-know mod-
ern explosives shich, no doubt unin-
tentionally on his part, might be read
to their injury. The remark I take ex-
ception to in his article is his reference
to Schultze and Noble's Balllstite,
where ‘he says: ‘“As each of the mod-
ern explosives was bhrought forward it
was examined and its defects noted—
Schultze, among the first in Europe;
next the powder of ‘Reld & Johnston, in
England; and in France the poudre B
of Viele, and the ballistite of Noble.”

Now, whatever ‘may have been the
dufects of Schulize powder when it was
in Its experimental stage, when all
smokeless powders were an experim-nt,
there can be no doubt that now it is
one of the best propellants in the
world. I have used both Dupont and
Schultze with satisfactory results, but
if X had to choose between them Y would
sclect Schultze. The action of the two
powders I found to be very similar, the
recoll from each the same, but I have
always thought Schultze a stronger
powder than Dupont.

Regarding Ballistite, I know nothing
from actual experience, never having
shot any of it, or cven seen it. This
I do know, however: that it s one of
the most popular powders among the
trap ghooters {n England. For instanc ,
take the scores at llve pigeons, at the
Gun Club, Notting Hill, and the Na.
tional Gun Club, Hendon, the other
day. In a three pound handicap sweep-
stakes at the Gun Club there were 17
subscribers and six used Ballistite, in-
cluding the winners of the money, who
dlvided 71 pounds. In the next event
there were 16 subscribers, six of whom
shot Ballistite, including the two who
divided the purse. Of the others, eight
used Curtig & Harvey's Amberite.

At Hendon, in a race for the Mem-
bers’ Challenge Cup, value 25 guineas
added t0 half soverelgn handicap
sweepstakes, there were 12 sub-cribers.
Ot these, four <vsecd .Ballistite, five
Schuitze, including the swinner, who
shot at 33 yards, and the others Am-
berite and E.C.

So much for these varlous nitros, in
which I have no further interest than
any sportsman who wants the search-
light thrown on all mattets aflecting
his favorite sport.

But one serlous defect all these pow-
ders have, or rather their manufactur-
ers have, and that 4s that none of them
scem to have the good sense to prop-
erly advertise their wares in Canads.
And the same remark applies to other
articles, such as guns, shells, wads,
shot, etc., pertaining to the want of
Canadian sportsmen. How these gun
and ammunition makers expect to res
the thousands of Canadian shooters
without doing so is more than T can
understand. BLUE BILL.



