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- But a moment’s reflection is re-
Yooeny 0. maje, it clear that the complete
' of-the Association in question in
%‘M‘*‘implfmg, as of course it would,
M‘mon from office, not only of the

-leaders of both political parties in
Nin:minion, but of a number of the sub-
and not always least honourable

)m.eﬁe‘ent members of the Federal

,N:ment, and of each of the Pro-
t oy I_Je'gislaturee, and thus inflicting
hpa ol lnjustice and wrong wupon per-

‘ v Ote-third of the people of Canada,

mean either civil war or the
of the Confederation, and prob-

_¥oulq
“’bregk

b n.?“ if the purpose of the organization,
M“"ed, is wrong and reprehensible, still

. U Bre gome of the methods adopted

, ’l‘h: ,Organg for furthering that purpose.

the Ociety seems to have had its origin in

‘ v Uhiteq States, where it may take its

Nﬂth'“ ? worthy snccessor of the ** Know-

" 0 Mg ” Asgociation of a former period.
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lig long since its organ on that side of

‘ %ﬁ: Pablished what has been well char-

%Q:,;d 88 a most ridiculous ¢ outrage on
ay | 00e8ty and common sense,” in the
P%e of & bogus encyclical attributed to
of %I‘s\" XIII, excommunicating the people
tag ;. UBited States in a body, and declar-
189, t on or about the 5th of Beptember:
* When the Catholic Congress shall
higy '8 Chicago, it will be the duty of the
iy ul to exterminate all the heretics found
% Jurisdiction of the United States of
to), > However one may be disposed
ayy gl.x &% 8o silly and despicable a forgery,
Imagine that only the most ignorant
we, Minfuential could be caught by such
bkyy, » the fact remains that the canard
Al Uted, and is no doubt still causing, not
vey. Pﬁl:turbation amongst an honest and
diy;, Ing class of oitizens, whose tra-
borror of the Roman Catholics is
~egm‘e to Predispose them to believe them
Mt of almost any atrocity, if only the
oy ® came from Rome. It is within
-‘l&ve m"lﬁdge that persons of this class
w:iisent the sheet conteiming Yhe
h&‘mmhe ity to Ul press requesting that it

Nidg d to warn'and arouse the unwary.
Pleg at t°m the wickedness of such unprinci-
Q‘Qloli Smpts to create bad blood between
g j ¢ &nd-Protestant citizens, whose duty
800q. ;1'9817 1t is to live together in peace and
the l: the' most regrettable feature of
ty toay 18 that, while there is some reason
Iy *hat the rest of the people of Canada
teng N Do distant day be called on to de-
fayy “l: Yights of the younger provinces to
n‘;ig"'Yer_nment in local aflairs, against
fag , Wissible claims of the Hierarchy
hog :!85 section of the people of Quebec,
Protestants should do what is in

“Brovs " t0 compromise the just oause of
Clalrights” by taking up a position

L{

% gvomﬁng a policy wbich would put

folestants more completely in the
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wrong than the Catholics who are disputing
Manitoba’s right to mansge her own educa-
tional affairs now are. Surely if there is
any one principle on which all lovers of
freedom and good government should be
agreed, it is that no mag shall be civilly
proscribed or punished for his religious
opinions.

THE BEHRING SEA ARBITRATION.

Notwithstanding the energy with which
the opposing counsel have so far urged their
respective pleas before the Behring Sea
Arbitrators, it is noteworthy that they have
not a8 yot joined issue in their arguments.
That is to say, Sir Charles Russell's speech
is not a reply to the arguments advanced
by the two American counsel who have ad-

dressed the Board at such length. He is

proceeding along an entirely different
line. The treaty agreeing t> and authoriz-
ing the Arbitration specifies three questions
to be settled, viz,, the jurisdictional rights
of the Unit:d States in Behring Sea, the
preservation of the fur-baaring seals, and
the rights of subjects of aither nation in re-
gard to the taking of such seals. Provision
is made in subsequent sections for a decision
by the Arbitrators upon each of five dis-
tinct points, four of which concern the na-
ture and extent of the jurisdiction asserted
and exercised by Russia in Behring Sea be-
fore the cession of Alaska, whether and to
what extent Great Britain recognized those
rights, and how far those rights passed to
the United States under the treaty of ces-
gion. All these points regard * rights,”
while the seventh article provides that in
the event of the failure of the United Statea
to establish exclusive rights in Behring Sea,
the Arbitrators shall say what regulations
may be necessary for the preservation of
the seals.

1t appoaars, therefore, that all, or almost
all the important points for decision by the
tribunal, except those contained in the sev-
enth article, which comes under considera-
tion only in case of failure of the United
States to establish exclusive rights, are
questions of international law. But though,
a8 the New York Nation admits,r” all the
departments of the deernmen't—executive,
legislative and judicial-——seem to have as-
serted territorial jurisdiction over the east-
ern portion of Bshring Sea,” and although,
as the British * case” maintains, these
olaims were at first asserted as descended
from Russia, then based on the Republic’s
own right of dominion, first as over terri-
torial waters, then as entitled to jurisdiction
on the high seas over the fur-seal herd which
has itse home on the Pribyloff Islands, yet
Messrs. Carter and Coudert, the counsel for
the United S:ates, in their langthy argu-
ments before the Arbitrators, scarcely touch-
ed upon the question of international rights
or international law. They based their
pleas upon the later grounds taken in the
American “cage,” in which the right of

protection and of property in the seals is put
on (1) the principles of the common law,
(2) the civil law, (3) the practice of nations,
(4) natural history, and (5) the common in-
terests of mankind. *To all this shadowy
claim,” says the printed British argument,
“ the Government of the Queen submit bat
one answer—the law.” To this point Sir
Charles Russell ineffectually sought to have

the argument, in the first instaxce, confined -

by the Arbitrators. To this, ignoring the
subject-matter of the pleas of the opposing
counsel, his argument, or so much of it as
has been made up to date, seems to have
beeh strictly confined. It seems, then, as
if the main question would turn upon the
principle which the Arbitratorsmay lay down
as the basis of their decision of the question
of “rights.” If, as Sir Charles Russell con-
tends, that basis can be nothing other than
the admitted principles of international law,
the British and Canadian case is as good as

won. If, on the other hand, the * shadowy ”

claims are regarded as entitled to weight,
the decision cannot so0 easily be foreseen
though the practical consequences which
would inevitably follow from admitting.
those claims are such as can scarcely fail
to give pause to the distinguished statesmen
and jurists composing the Board of Arbitra-
tion.

There is some obscurity in the press re
port of the conclusion said to have been
reached by the Arbitrators on the point
raised by Sir Charles Russell during Mr.
Carter’s argument, that the Amerioan coun-
gel should argue the question of rights apart

from the question of regulations. The .

statement is that after animated discussion
“it was finally decided that the counsel for

Great Britain should argue the question of

rights and the question of regulations separ.
ately, but that the tribunal would not give
separate decigions.” Seeing that, according
to the terms of the treaty, the question of
regulations can arise only as a consequent
of a certain decision in regard to the ques-
tion of rights, there surely must be some
mistake or misapprehension in the wording
of this despatch. Be that as it may, it is
evident from the tenor of Sir Charles Rus-
sell's argument that the British counsel ad-
here stecdfastly to their determination not
to be drawn into any discussion of the ques-
tion of regulations, o ot the *chadowy”
¢claims which formed the groundwork of the
arguments of the American counsel, until
the prior question of international rights or
law shall have been decided. The Nation
well puts the situation ass follows: The
English and Canadians say to the Americans
in effect :

“ 8o long as you claim to impose * regu.-
lations ’ on pelagic sealing based on legal

. rights, we resist, but when you shall "have’

abandoned all your pretensions of rights,
and come down to the lower and more prac-
tical plane of common sense and common
benefit to every country, to the pelagic sealer
and the Pribyloff Islands sealer, then Eng-
land and Canada will,cordially co-operate in
measures to be formulated by the tribunal

to preserve the fur-seals in the sea and on

all the islands.”
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