
vi LAW OF CONTRABAND OK WAR
Noiiu- thri'f hundn-d yvan, ofUw lfa«ling nmiitinu. powers.
Tlu'w UHagtH haVI' In-rn crintccl l.y tho aotion of ht-lli-

gm-iit ratlur than of neutral Mtatc«. and with a vitw to
t'xtcnding and not rcntru tiri^' (ht- advant.igi's that accrue
to II hcllipcicnt from tin- posMtNsion of u predominant
command of tlic nca.

Amid all the uncertainty and indelinilcneHN that cxiHti-

<»n many p(»ints of the law of neutrality, it catuiot possibly
l)e contended that a neutral government in under any
obligation, apart from a sp-cial convention, to prevent
its subjects from trading in contraband of war ; and Huch
a fun<lamcntal change in the prevailing law as would be
required to estaldish this obligation, even if desired and
agreed upon by a majority of states, could not be effected,
so as to make the obligation generally binding, without
the consent of (Jreat Britain and every other important
maritime power. The mercantile interests of non-
belligerent countries would suffer still mure severely
than they do at present if warlike material could not bo
8ui)plied even to the belligc>rent who v.as strong enough
to ensure its safe passage by sea. Such interests would
gain by the abolition of the doctrine of contrnlmnd

; but
the maintenance of a strict law of contraband is essential

for a belligerent state that depends largely upon naval
power for its safety. The present war has shown the
inadequacy of the provisions of the Declaration of L«jndon
to si'ciire this safety.

In order clearly to distinguish shipment of contraband
from the use of neutral territory as a base for belligerent

oi)eration8 and to determine the limits under the estab-
lished law of the non-resiwnsibility of a neutral state for

the supjily of articles of warlike use by its subjects to

the belligerents, 1 have dealt somewhat more fully than
the title of the book might warrant with the subject of

illegal shipbuilding.


