e+t H W+ HFT O+ +H»+«+<*F+0+H+H+e+«+0+0O +H#+3+H#+H+«+H#

THE VENEZUELA DISPUTE.

+

+

_— W

Prof. McMaster’s History of
Monroe Doctrine.

" The President’s flessage and the Other
* Official Documents. With Hap.

PRICE, FIVE CENTS.

PUBLISHED BY THE NEW-YORK TIMES,
1896.

cfut«+H#+ 2+ttt o+t +H+«+H#+H#+e+H#+®+B® +«+® +0 + «

Sfe



HISTORY OF THE MONROE DOCTRINE.

By Prof. Jolin Bach McMaster.

Vv

From The-New-York:Times of January 2, 1S90.

The flat denial by Lord Salisbury that
the Monroe doctrine is alive to-day and
his positive assertion that it never ap-
plied to anything but the acts of the
Holy Allies have produced three views
which are current among those of our
countrymen who differ with the Presi-
dent.

Some agree with the noble Coroner and
declare that the doctrine perished in early
infancy. Some believe it to be still alive,
but not applicable to a territorial project
which does not involve colonization or
the erecting of a monarchy on a spot
where a republic once stood. Others be-
lieve that nothing dangerous to our peace
and safety is under way in Venezuela.

An examination of these views in the
light of our past history may not be un-
timely. Nor may ithe unwise to attempt
to tell, by way of preface, who the Holy
Allies were, what they did, and why
their conduct called out the famous doc-
trine of Monroe.

The Holy Alliance.

As all the world knows, the overthrow
of the French at Waterloo was followed
by a second abdication of Napoleon, by
a second restoration of Louis XVIII. to
the throne of France, and by a gathering
of the allied Kings or their representa-
tives at Paris. On-one of the sovereigns

there assembled these events seem to
have made a deep impression. To Alex-
ander of Russia the second fall of the

Man of Destiny was but another illus-
tration of the way in which God, in His
own good time, confounds the councils of
the wicked and lifts up those who put
their trust in Him, and, grateful for this
signal lesson, Alexander determined

henceforth to rule, and, if possible, lit»
duce his fellow-inonarchs to rule, in ac-
cordance with the principles of the Chris-
tian religion.

To accomplish this end the more easily
he persuaded Frederick William of Prus-
sia and Francis of Austria to join with

him in a league which- he called “ The
Holy Alliance,” and to sign a treaty
which is commonly supposed to have

bound the Holy Allies-to pull down con-
stitutional government and stamp oat
liberal ideas. It was, in truth, a mean-
ingless pledge, framed in a moment of Te-
ligious excitement, and well described in
its own words, which assert “ that the
present act has no other aim than to
manifest to the world their unchangeable
determination to adopt no other rule of
conduct either ?n the-government of their
respective countries or in their political
relations with other Governments than
the precepts of that holy religion, the
precepts of justice, charity, and peace.”
That this little society of Christian
monarchs should have any interest for
us of to-day is due solely to the fact that
their treaty contains the words “ Holy
Alliance, > and that to-it have wrongfully
bean attributed results which sprang
from the quadruple treaty signed two
months later by Russia, Prussia, Austria,
and Great Britain; a new alliance which
bound the four powers to do four things
—exclude Napoleon forever from power;
maintain the Government they had just
set up in France; resist with all their
might any attack cm the army of occu-
pation, and meet in 3818 to consult con-
cerning their common interests, and to
take such measures as shield the» seem



to be best fitted to serve the peace and
happiness of Europe. Each pledge was
faithfully kept, and in the Autumn of
1818 the four powers met at Aix-la-
Chapelle, and reviewed the events of the
past three years. Monarchy was so
firmly established in France that the
army of occupation was withdrawn and

Louis XVIIl. was suffered to have a
voice in the affairs of Europe. But in
Spain matters had gone from bad to
worse. For ten years past her South
American colonies had been in rebellion,
first against Joseph Bonaparte, then
against the Cortes of Cadiz, and since

the restoration of 1814 against the King.
That Ferdinand, single-handed, could
never reduce them to subjection was ap-
parent. He had built his last ship, had
sent regiment after regiment to perish
of fever 5n the tropics, had spent his last
dollar, and had even appealed to England
and to Russia for aid. Yet the rebels
were as unconquerable as ever.

Russia sold him a fleet so rotten that

he dared not send it to sea. England
would gladly have interfered if he had
agreed not to stop the trade she was

then carrying on with his South Amer-
ican colonies. This he would not do, and
at the conference at Aix-la-Chapelle
Russia brought the matter before the
powers in a paper which described the
dangers to which the monarchies of
Europe would be exposed if a federation
of republics were allowed to grow up in
America, and asked that Wellington pre-
side over a conference of Ambassadors at
Madrid to decide what terms Spain
should offer her colonies. Against this
England stood out, and Spain was left
to go on with the struggle in her own

way.
jjer way was to gather a rabble at Ca-

di* in the Summer of 1819, call it an
army, and send it to America. But yel-
low fever broke out, and before the

troops could be shipped a conspiracy was
hatched, a revolution was started, and
on the 9th of March, 1S20, Ferdinand
ewas forced to re-establish the Constitu-
tion of 1812 and swear to support it. As

tidings of this outbreak spread over
Europe the friends of Liberalism took
heart, and in July, 1820, the people of

liaples forced their King, Ferdinand, to

~mm ‘inter
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the Spanish Constitution and
swear to uphold it. The men of Portu-
gal were next to awake, and in Sep-
tember, 1820, they deposed the Regency

proclaim

which ruled in the name of the absent
King, set up a Junta, and elected a
Cortes to frame a Constitution. For a
moment it seemed not unlikely that
France might be the next nation to
throw off the yoke of absolutism. But
Louis cried out for another meeting of
the powers, and in October, 1820, the
Emperor of Austria met the Czar and

the King of Prussia in the little town of
Troppau, in Moravia. England sent an
Ambassador, but he was instructed to
look on and do nothing. France sent
two envoys, but they took opposite sides,
and her influence counted for nothing.
The three founders of the Holy Alliance
were thus for the moment baffled, and
the congress was adjourned to meet the
next year at Laybach.

Congress of Verona.

When the congress at Laybach ad-
journed, in 1821, it did so with the under-
standing that it should meet in 3822 and
take up the affairs of Spain, which both
in the Old World and the New were now
far beyond her control. The place of
meeting was Vienna, but the congress
soon adjourned to Verona, where, in Oc-
tober, 1822, the question of “restoring
order,” which, being interpreted, meant

re-establishing absolute monarchy ” in
Spain, Was long debated. At length it
was decided that no joint action should
be taken, but that certain changes in the
Spanish Constitution should be demand-
ed, and, if not granted, a French army
should enter Spain. The demands were
made and refused. The Ambassadors of
the Holy Allies then left Madrid, and on
April 7, 1823, a French army crossed the
frontier and occupied Madrid in May and
Cadiz in August.

That moment Canning, who, in 1S23,
held the place now filled by Lord Salis-
bury, began to act. He knew, as every-
body knew, that when the allies had once
settled the affairs of Spain they would
go on and settle the affairs of her former
colonies, now recognized as republics by
the United States. Turning to Richard
Rush, who represented our country at
London, he proposed that the United



States should join -with England in a
declaration that, while neither power de-
sired the colonies of Spain for herself, it
was impossible to look with indifference
on European intervention in their affairs
or to see them acquired by a third power.
Hardly had the request been made, when
Canning received a formal notice that
later in the year a congress would be
called to consider the affairs of Spanish
America, and again pressed Rush far
an answer. Rush had no instructions,
but with a courage that did him honor,
he replied that “ we should regard as
highly unjust and as fruitful of disas-
trous consequences any attempt on the
part of any European power to take pos-
session of them by conquest, by cession,
or on any other ground or pretext what-
soever,” and promised to join in the dec-
laration if England would first acknowl-
edge the independence of the little re-
publics. This she would not do, and the
joint declaration was never made.
Not a Temporary Policy.

One of the arguments which Canning
used is given in Rush’s letter to Secre-
tary Adams, and shows that he at least
had ro tampcrary policy in mind.
“They,” [the United States,] he said,
“were the fl/st power established on
that continent, and now confessedly
the leading power. They were connected
with South America by their position
and with Europe by their relations. Was
it possible they could see with indiffer-
ence their fate decided upon by Europe?
Had not a new epoch arrived in the rel-
ative position of the United States to-
ward Europe which Europe must ac-
knowledge? Were the great political
and commercial interests which hung
upon the destiny of the new continent
to be canvassed and adjusted ort this
hemisphere without the co-operation or
even knowledge of the United States?”

Monroe Seeks Advice.

When Monroe received the letters of
Rush he seems to have been greatly puz-
zled how to act. The suggestion of Eng-
land that the time had come to make
a declaration of some sort admitted of
no dispute. But how was it to be made?
If he joined with Great Britain would he
not be forming one of the “ political con-
nections ” Washington had denounced in

v time opening on us.

his " Farewell Address one of the “ en«
tangling alliances™ which Jefferson
had given warning in his first inaug*
ural speech? Should he make it alone,

would he not be violating that policy of
non-interference in the affairs of the col-
onies which he had himself advised in six
messages and two inaugural speeches?
Uncertain what to do, he turned to Jeffer-
son for advice, and sent the letters of
Rush to Monticello, and late in October
received a reply.

“The question presented by the letters
you have sent me is the most momentous
which has ever been offered to my con-
“templation since that of Independence.
That made us a nation; this sets our
compass and points' the course which
we are to steer through the ocean of
And never could we

embark wupon it under circumstances
more auspicious. Our first and funda”®
mental maxim should be, never to en-
/tangle ourselves in the broils of Europe;
\our second, never to suffer Europe to
intermeddle with cisatlantic affairs.
America, North and South, has a set of

interests distinct from
and peculiarly her own. She should,
therefore, have a system of her own,
separate and apart from that of Europe.
W hile the last is laboring to become the
domicile * of v. despotism, our endeavor
should surelv be to make our hemlsphelte
that of freedom.’

‘Flic Doctrine Announced.

those of Europe,

Thus encouraged, not simply to meet
an emergency, but to “ point the course
which we are to steer through the ocean
of time opening on us,” Monroe consulted
his Secretaries, and, with their approval,

announced the new policy of our country
and applied it in these words:

“The political system of the allied
powers is essentially different in this
respect from that of America. This dif-
ference proceeds from that which exists
in their respective Governments. And
to the defense of our own, which has
been achieved by the loss of so much
blood and treasure, and" matured by the
wisdom of their most enlightened citi-
zens, and under which we have enjoyed
unexampled felicity, this whole Nation is
devoted. We owe it, therefore, to can-
dor and to the imicable relations exist-
ing between the United States and those
powers to declare that we should consider
any attempt on their part to extend their
system to any portion of this hemisphere

as dangerous to our peace and safety.
W ith the existing colonies or depend-
encies of any European power we have
not interfered, and shall not interfere.
But with the Governments who have
declared their independence and main-
tained it, and whose independence wa

have, on great consideration and on jusfc



principles, acknowledged, we could not
view any interposition for the purpose
of oppressing them, or controlling in any
other manner their destiny, by any Euro-
pean power, in any other light than as
tiie manifestation of an unfriendly dispo-
sition toward the United States.

“Qur policy in regard to Europe, which
was adopted at an early stage of the
wars which have so long agitated that
quarter of the globe, nevertheless re-
mains the same, which is not to interfere
in the internal concerns of any of its
powers; to consider the Government de
facto as the legitimate Government for
us; to cultivate friendly relations with
it, and to preserve those relations by a
frank, firm, and manly policy; meeting
in all instances the just claims of every
power, submitting to injuries from none.
But, in regard to these continents, cir-
cumstances are eminently and conspicu-
ously different. It is impossible that the
allied powers should extend their polit-
ical system to any portion of either con-
tinent without endangering our peace
and happiness; nor can any one believe

that our southern brethren, if left to
tilemseives would adopt it of their own
accord. It is equally impossible, there-

fore. thac we should behold such inter-
position, in any form, with indifference.”

The doctrine was for all time, and, put
In plain language, was this:

1. The United States will
fere in the internal
European power.

2. “But in regard to these continents
[North and South America] circum-
stances are eminently and conspicuously
different,” and if any European power at-
tempts at any future time to extend its
political system to any part of this hemi-
sphere “ for the purpose of oppressing ”

“not inter-
concerns ” of any

the nations or “controlling in any
OTHER MANNER THEIR DESTINY 7 the
United States will interfere.

Of this doctrine an immediate applica-
tion was made to the Holy Allies. It

might have been conveyed to each of
them under cover of an official note. But
Monroe preferred to announce it before

the world, and in his message warned
them that any attempt on their part to
violate the doctrine would be “danger-
ous to our peace and safety ” an a
“manifestation of an unfriendly disposi-
tion toward the United States.”

The Doctrine Applied to the American
Republics.

Having thus announced that we would
not meddle in European affairs nor suffer
the nations of the Old World to inter-
fere with the domestic concerns of the
nations of the New, it soon became neces-
sary to define our own attitude toward
the young republics of South America,
Indeed, two years had not elapsed when
the United States was formally invited
by Colombia and Mexico to be represent-

ed in a congress of republics at Panama,

at which it was officially stated the
delegates would be expected “ to
take into consideration the means

of making effectual the declaration of the
President of the United States respecting
any ulterior design of a foreign power to
colonize any portion of this continent,
and also the means of resisting all inter-
ference from abroad with the domestic
concerns of the American Governments.”

To cite the debate which in the Senate
and the House followed the request of the
President that Commissioners be sent to
Panama is idle. Adams, as President,
and Clay, as Secretary of State, ap-
proved, and that was reason enough why
Hayne of South Carolina and Woodbury
of New-Hampshire, White of Tennessee,
Van Buren, Buchanan, Polk, Berrien, and
Rives should oppose it. «The discussion
was partisan throughout. But the reso-
lution which the House spread in its
Journal is worth citing:

“1t is therefore the opinion of this
House that the Government of the United
States ought not to be represented at the
Congress of Panama except in a diplo-
matic character, nor ought they to form
any alliance, offensive or defensive, or
negotiate respecting such an alliance,
with all or any of the South American
republics; nor ought they to become par-
ties with them, or either of them, to any
joint declaration for the purpose of pre-
venting the interference of anj7 of the
European powers with their independ-
ence or form of government, or to any
compact for the purpose of preventing
colonization upon the continents of
America, but that the people of the
United States should be left free to act,
in any crisis, in such a manner as their
feelings of friendship toward these re-
publics and as their own honor and pol-
icy may at the time dictate.”

Thus was affirmed two parts
Monroe doctrine:

1. Not to form any alliance with any
foreign nation, nor join with it in any
declaration concerning the interference
of any European power in its affairs.

2 To act toward them “Inany crisis”
as our “honor and policy may at the
time dictate.”

Thus was our true attitude towards the
nations of the New World defined and
the Monroe doctrine completed.

Of the men who took part in that fa-
mous debate two are of especial interest
to us, for in the course of time each was
called on to apply the doctrine he op-
posed. and each in turn abandoned the
position he he'd in 1826. One is Jamea
K. Polk; the other is James Buchanau.

rolls in 1S20.
In 1S2G Polk in his speech said:
“When the message of the late Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to Ccngress in 1S23, it was viewed,

of the



as It should have been, as the mere ex-
pression of opinion of the Executive, sub-
mitted to the consideration and delibera-
tion of Congress; and designed probably
to produce an effect upon the councils
of the Holy Alliance, in relation to their
supposed intention to interfere in the
war between Spain and her former colo-
nies. That effect it probably had an
agency in producing; and, if so, it has
performed its office. The President had
no power to b:nd the Nation by such a
pledere.”

Polk in 1845 and 1848.

When Polk uttered these words hé was
a member of Congress from Tennessee.
But when our country was next called
on to apply the doctrine Polk was Presi-
dent of the United States, and had been
elected by a party whose cry was *“ Give
us Texas or divide the spoons!” “The
whole of Oregon or none; fifty-four, forty,
or fight!" and saw before him a war

with Mexico and serious trouble with
England. In 1826 the Monroe doctrine,
he thought, had been “ designed to pro-

duce an effect on the councils of the Holy
Alliance ” and “ had performed its office.”
Now he found it had still an office to per-
form, gave his “ cordial concurrence in
its wisdom and sound policy,” and sent
this message to Congress:

“It is well known to the American peo-
ple and to all nations that this Govern-
ment has never interfered with the rela-
tions subsisting between other Govern-
ments. We have never made ourselves
parties to their wars or their alliances;
we have not sought their territories by
conquest; we have not mingled with par-
ties in their domestic struggles; and, be-
lieving our own form of government to
be the best, we have never attempted to
propagate it by intrigues, by diplomacy,
or by force. We may claim on this con-
tinent a like exemption from European

interference. The nations of America
are equally sovereign and independent
with those of Europe. They possess the

independent of all foreign

same rights,
to make war, to conclude

interposition,

peace, and to regulate their internal af-
fairs. The people of the United States
cannot, therefore, view with indifference

attempts of European powers to inter-
fere with the independent action of na-
tions on this continent.”

The cause of these remarks was the
dispute—in which we were then engaged
with England—regarding the ownership of
the Oregon country. She claimed as
far south as the Columbia River. We
claimed as far north as 54 degrees 40
minutes. It was as much a territorial
dispute as that now going on with Ven-
ezuela. Yet Polk did not hesitate to ap-
ply the Monroe doctrine and to assert
that “in the existing circumstances of
the world, the present is deemed a proper
occasion to reiterate and reaffirm the

principle avowed by Mr. Monroe, and to
state my cordial concurrence in its wis-
dom and sound policy. The reassertion
of this principle,,especially in reference
to North America, is, at this day, but the
promulgation of a policy which no Euro-
pean power should cherish the disposi-
tion to resist. Existing rights of every
European nation should be respected, but
it is due alike to our safety and our
interests that the efficient protection of
our laws should be extended over our
whole territorial limits, and that it
should be distinctly announced to the

world as our settled policy, that no
future European colony or dominion
shall, with our consent, be planted or es-

tablished on any part of the North Amer-
ican Continent.”

Again a little while and Polk applied
the doctrine to the purely territorial case
of Yucatan. A war had broken out be-
tween the Indians and the whites who,
driven to desperation, appealed for help
to England, Spain, and the United States,
offering in return the dominion and sov-
ereignty of the Peninsula. This was
not a case of interference by any foreign
power. No effort was being made by
any European nation to “ extend its sys-
tem. Two such powers had been invit-
ed by a hard-pressed people struggling
for life to defend them and take in re-
turn their country. But Polk, taking the
broad ground that any European people
who by any means gained on our conti-
nents one root of territory more than they
had in 1823, even with the consent and
at the request of the owners of it, were
“extending their system,” sent this mes-
sage to Congress in 1848:

“ W hile it is not my purpose to recom-
mend the adoption.of any measure with
a view to the acquisition of the ‘domin-
ion and sovereignty ” over Yucatan, yet,
according to our established policy, we
could not consent to a transfer of this
*dominion and sovereignty ’ to either
Spain, Great Britain, or any other Euro-
pean power. In the language of Presi-
dent Monroe, in his message of Decem-
ber, 1823, ‘we should consider any at-
tempt on their part to extend their sys-
tem to any portion of this hemisphere as
dangerous to our peace and safety.””

It would be controlling “ the destiny "
of the people concerned.

Bnehanan and Mexico.

Precisely the same view was taken by
Cass when Secretary of State under
Buchanan, in the case of Mexico. The

political condition of Mexico was fright-
ful. Since the day Spain acknowledged
her independence in 1821 there had never
been a moment of quiet. In thirty-three
years thirty-six Governments had been
set up and pulled down, and of them all
the worst were those of Miramon and
Juarez, by whom such enormities were
committed that England, France, and



Srain decided on armed intervention in
Mexican affairs. Against this, in 1SGO,
both Cass and Buchanan protested.

“While,” said the Secretary, “we do
not deny the right of any other power
to carry on hostile operations against
Mexico, for the redress of its grievances,
we firmly object to its holding posses-
sion of any part of that country, or en-
deavoring by force to control its political
destiny. * "* *

“| deemed it my duty,” said the Presi-
dent in his message in December, 1860,
“to recommend to Congress, in my last
annual message, the employment of a
sufficient military force to penetrate into
the interior. * * * European Govern-
ments would have been deprived of all
pretext to interfere in the territorial and
domestic conce ns of Mexico. We should
thus have been relieved from the obliga-
tion of resisting, even by force should
this become necessary, any attempt by
these Governments to deprive our neigh-
boring republic of portions of her terri-
tory—a duty from which we could not
shrink without abandoning the tradition-
al and established policy of the American
people.”.

Three statements are contained
exposition of the doctrine:

1. That we have a duty resting on U3
mwhich we cannot shirk without aban-
doning the traditional and established
policy of the American people.

2. This duty is to resist any attempt by
a European Government to deprive our
neighboring republic of portions of her
territory.

3. That, if necessary, resistance must
go even to the use. of force.

This exposition by Buchanan is sound
and good and is exactly the position
taken by Mr. Cleveland. Great Britain
is to-day attempting to take from Vene-
zuela, not 80,000 square miles, as is com-
monly stated, but 109,000 sqnnre miles.

in this

to which she has no just claim whatever;
an area as large as Nevada and exceeded
by no States in the Union save Texas,
California, and Montana; an area ninety
times as large as Rhode Island, fifty-four
times as large as Delaware, thirteen
times as large as Massachusetts, and
40,000 square miles larger than the six
New-England States! When a European
powerrightfully or wrongfully attem ptsto
acquire so immense an area as this, she
does, in the words of Monroe. “ spread
her system”; she does attempt to “ con-
trol the destiny” of Venezuela; she does,
in the language of Polk, “interfere with
the independent action of nations on this
continent ”; she is, as Cass expressed it,
“holding possession of that country ”
and endeavoring “ to control its political

destiny,” and the Monroe doctrine does
apply. We are bound, as Buchanan as-
serted, to resist this attempt “to de-
prive our neighboring republic of her
territory,” and we should in duty to a
sound American policy use force if nec-
essary.

From 1783 until 1S42 we had a dispute
with England over the boundary of
Maine. Had she during that time ex-

tended her claims till they included all
of New-England and seven-eighths of
New-York, would she not have been ex-
tending her system? Of all the nations
of the world she js the most progressive
ar.d the most aggressive. Take a map of
the world and mark on it her possessions

In 1S00, in 1825, in 1S50, in 189G, and
see what she has been doing. Then take
Mr. Gignilliat’s map or the British

claims in Venezuela and see that history
repeated. For fifty-six years she has
slo.Vly but surely been spreading her
claims from the Essequibo to the Orinoco
River till they now touch its mouth. Are
we to consider this of no moment?

John Bach McMasibb.



THE PRESIDENTS MESSAGE.

mPresident Cleveland sent to Congress Deo.
IT. 1805, the following message:

To (he Congress:

In my annual message addressed to the
Congress on the 3d inst. | called attention
to the pendlng boundary controversY be-
tween Great ritain and the Republic of
Venezuela, and recited the substance of a
representation made by this Government
to her Britannic Majestﬁ's Government
suggesting reasons why such dispute s-hould
be submitted to arbitration for settlement,
and inquring whether it would be so sub-
mitted

The answer at the British Government,
which was then awaited, t.is sin.ce been re-
ceived, and, together with the dispatch to
which it is a reply, is hereto appended.

Such reply is embodied in two conununi-
cations addressed by the British Prim:; Min-
ister to Sir Julian Pauncefote. the Dritish
Ambasador at this capitaL It will be
seen that one of these eommunioatiur.s is
devoted exclusively to observations upon
the Monroe doctrine, and elaimu Lh.it in the
present instance a new and strange extert-
sian and development of this doctrine is
insisted on by the United States, that the
reasons justifying an jipeal to the d.uctrli.e
enunciated by President Monroe are gen-
erally inapplicable “ to the state of things
in which we live at thu present day,” and
especially inapplicable to a controversy in-
volving ‘the boundary line between reat
Britain and Venezuela.

W ithout attempting _extended
in reply to these positions. It may not be
amiss to suggest that, the doctrine upon
which we stand is strong and sound be-
cause its enforcement is important to our
peace and safety as a nation, and is es-
sential to the integrity of our tree institu-
tions and the tranquil maintenance of our
distinctive farm of government. It was in-
tended to apply to every stage o' our Na-
tional life, and cannot become cl>i*ol<-te
while our Repuhlic endures. If the balance
of power is justly a eause for jealous
anxiety among the Governments ef the Old
World and a subject for cmr absolute non-
interference, none the less is an observance
of the Monroe doctrine of vital concern to
our people and their Government.

Assuming, therefore, that we may prop-
erly insist upon this doctrine without re-
ard to “ the state of things in which we
ive,” or any changed conditions here or
elsewhere, it"is not apparent vh%/.its appli-
cation may not be invoked in frie piesent
controversy.

If a European
of its boundaries,

argument

power, by an_extension
takes possession of the

territory of one of our neighboring renub-
lics against Its will and in derogation of its
rights it is difficult to see w to that

extent, such European power does not there-

wansa,™a was ra

rt%pFun system is extended b¥ an advan «
of frontiér or otherwise. aavance

It is also suggested in the British renlv

rpe ctie*rf?the\*P% -t | trk?M '
ff 9§§(§ hélf embody ?ﬁ@m}?ﬂ@fé&l L?léeo e?m%é:e_
national law which “is’ founded on the
general consent of nations,” and that “ no
Statesman, however eminent, and no nation
however powerful, are competent to insert
into the code of international law a novd
Erlnmple— which was never recognized be-
° ret’, which has not since been accepted
the:GA}lernment of any other COuI[J]tI’y -
Practically the principle for wl/Toh “we
teP*1ti?asTpe:?nl'ar, if not exclusive, rela-
been”ni~fiSi? States. It may not have
rnrt« . *n s? man)‘) Words to the
? international law, but since in in-
ternational councils every natjon is entitled
to the rights belonging” to it, if the en-
forcement of the Monroe doctrine is some-
thing we may justly claim, it has its place
in_the code of international law as cer-
tainly and as securely as if it were spe-
cifically mentioned, and when the United
States is a suitor before the high tribunal
that administers international law the ques-
tion to be determined is whether or not we
present claims which the iuslice of that
code of law can find to be right and valid
The Monroe doctrine finds its recognition
in those principles of international law
which are based upon the theory that every
nation shall have its rights protected and
its just claims enforced.

Of course, this Government is entirely
confident that under the sanction of this
doctrine we have clear rights and un-

doubted claims. Nor _is this ignored in the
British reply. The Prime Minister, whil«
not admitting that the Monroe dictrine Is
applicable to present conditions, stages*
“In declaring that the United States would
resist any such enterprise if it was con-
templated President Monroe adopted a pol-
icy which received the entire svmpathy of
the English Government of that date.” =~ He
further declares; “ Though the language* of
President Monroe is directed to the at-
tainment of objects which most English-
men_would agree to be salutary it is im-
possible to admit that they have been in-
scribed by any adequate authority in tiu

code of international law.



'‘Again he says: *They (her Majesty’s
Government) fully concur with the view
which President Monroe apparently enter-
tained, that any disturbance of the existing
territorial distribution in that hemisphere
by any fresh acquisitions on the part of
any European State would be a highly in-
expedient change.”

In the belief that the doctrine for which
we contend was clear and definite, that it
was founded upon substantial considerations
and involved our safety and welfare, that
it was fully applicable 'to our present con-
ditions and to the state of the world’s
progress, and that it was directly related
to the pending controversy, and without
any conviction as to the final merits of the

dispute, but anxious to learn in a satis-
factory and conclusive mann# whether
Great” Britain sought, under a claim of

boundary, to extend her possessions on this
continent without right, or whether she
merely sought possession of territory fairly
included within her lines of ownership, this
Government proposed to the Government of
Great Britain a resort to arbitration as
the proper means of settling the question,
to the end that a vexatious boundary dis-
pute between the two contestants might be
determined, and our exact standing and_re-
lation in respect to the controversy might
be made clear.

It will be seen from the correspondence
herewith submitted that this proposition
has been declined by the British Govern-
ment upon grounds ‘which, in the circum-
stances, seem to me to be far from satis-
factory. It is deeply disappointing that
such "an appeal, actuated by the most
friendly feelings toward both nations direct-
ly concerned, addressed to the sense of
justice and to the magnanimity of one of
the great powers of the world and touchin
its relations to one comparatively wea
and small, should have produced no better
results.

The course to be pursued by this Govern-
ment, in view of the present condition,
does not appear to admit of serious doubt.
Having labored faithfully for many years
to induce Great Britain to submit this dis-
Eute to impartial arbitration, and having
een now finally apprised of her refusal to
do so, nothing ‘remajins but to accept the
situation, to “recognize its plain require-
ments, and deal with it accordingly. Great

Britain’s present proposition has_never
thus far been regarded as admissible by
Venezuela, though any adjustment of the

boundary which™ that™ country may deem
for her "advantage and may ‘enter “into of
her own free will cannot, of course, be
objected to by the United States.

Assuming, however, that the attitude of
\ enezuela wiil remain unchanged, the dis-
pute has reached such a stage as to make

it now incumbent upon the United States
to take measures to determine with suf-
ficient certainty for its justification what

is the true divisional line between the Re-
public of Venezuela and British Guiana.
The inquiry to that end should, of course,
be conducted carefully and judicially, and
due weight should be "given to all available
evidence, records, and facts in support of
the claims of both partias

In order that such an examination should
be prosecuted in a thorough and satis-
factory manner, | suggest that the Con-
gress make an adequate appropriation for
the expenses of a commission, to be ap-
pointed by the Executive, who shall make
the necessary investigation and report upon
the matter with the least possible delay.
W hen such report is made and accepted it
will, in my opinion, be the duty of the
United States to resist, by every means in
its power, as a willful aggression upon its
rights and _interests, the appropriation by
Great Britain of any lands or the exercise
of governmental jurisdiction over any ter-
ritory which, after investigation, we have
determined of right belongs to Venezuela.
In making these recommendations | am
fully alive "to the responsibility incurred,
and keenly realize all the consequences that
may follow.

| "am, nevertheless, firm in my conviction
that, while it is a grievous thing to con-
template the two reat English-Sﬂeaking
peoples of the world as being otherwise
than friendly competitors in the onward
march of civilization and strenuous and
worthy rivals in all the arts of peace, there
is no calamity which a great nation can in-
vite which equals that which follows a
supine submission to wrong and injustice
and the consequent loss of national self-

respeci and honor, beneath which are
shielded and defended a peoe/le’s safety;
and greatness. GROVER CLEVELAND.

Executive M ansion, Dec. 17, 1S03. 'm



THE CORRESPONDENCE.

The following are the documents accom-
panying the message of the President:
Mr. Qlney to Mr. Bayard.

Department of State, "
W ashington, July 20, 1895.S

[No. 8041
His Excellency Thomas F. Bayard, &c., &c.,
&c., London:

Sir: | am directed by the President to

communicate to you his views upon a sub-
ject to which he has given much anxious
thought, and respecting which he has not
reached a conclusion without a lively sense
of its great importance, as well as of the

serious responsibility involved in any ac-
tion now to be taken.
It is not proposed, and for the present

purposes is not necessary, to enter into any
detailed account of the controversy between
Great Britain and Venezuela respecting
the western frontier of the Colony of Brit-
ish Guiana. The dispute is of ancient date,
and began at least as early as the time
when Great Britain acquired by the treaty

with the Netherlands of 1814 “ the estab-
lishments of Demerara, Essequibo, and
Berbice.” From that time to the present

the dividing line between these estab-
lishments ” (now called British Guiana) and
Venezuela has never ceased to be a sub-
ject of contention. The claims of both par-

ties, it must be conceded, are of a some-
w hat indefinite nature. On the one hand,
Venezue'a, in every Constitution of Gov-
ernment since -she became an independent
State, has declared her territorial limits to
be those of the Captaincy General of Ven-
ezuela in 1810. Yet, out of “ moderation
and Jyrudence," it is said, she has con-
tented herself with claiming the Essequibo

line—the line of the Essequibo River, that
Is—to be the true boundary between Ven-
ezuela and British Guiana. On the other
hand, at least an equal degree of indefinite-
ness distinguishes the claim of Great Brit-
ain.

It does not seem to be asserted, for in-

stance, that in 1814 the *“ establishments ”
then acquired by Great Britain had any
limits which can

clearlyé defined western
now e identified, and which are either
the limits insisted upon to-day, or, being the

original limits, have been” the basis of
legitimate territorial extensions. On the
contrary, having the actual possession of

a district called the Pomaron district, she
apparently remained indifferent as to the
exact area of the colony until 1840, when
Bhe commissioned an engineer, Sir Robert
Schomburgk, to examine and lay down
Its boundaries. The result was the Schom-
burgk line, which was fixed by metes and
bounds, was delineated on maps, and was at
first indicated on the faes of the country

itself by posts, and other like
symbols.

If it was expected that Venezuela would ac-
3uiesce in this line, the expectation was
oomed to speedy disapointment. Venezu-
ela at once protested, and with such vigor
and to such purpose that the line was ex-
plained to be only tentative—part of a gen-
eral boundary scheme concerning Brazil and
the Netherlands as well as Venezuela—
and the monuments of the line set up by
Schomburgk were removed by the express
order of Lord Aberdeen. Under these cir-
cumstances it seems impossible to treat the
Schomburgk line as being the boundary
claimed by Great Britain as matter of
right, or as anything but a line originat-
ing in considerations of convenience and
expediency. Since 1840 various other bound-
ary lines have from time to time been indi-
cated by Great Britain, but all as conven-
tional lines—ines to which Venezuela’s as-

monograms,

sent has been desired, but which in no
instance, it is believed, have been demanded
as matter of right. Thus neither of the

f)_arties is to-day standing for the boundary
ine predicated upon strict legal right—Great
Britain having formulated no such claim at
all, while Venezuela insists upon the Esse-

quibo line only as a liberal concession to
her antagonist. i .
Several other features of the situation

remain to be briefly noticed—the continuous
growth of the undefined British claim, the
fate of the various attempts at arbitra-
tion of the controversy, and the part in the
m atter heretofore taken by the United
States. As already seen, the exploitation of
the Schomburgk line in 1840 was at once
followed by the protest of Venezuela and
by proceedings on the part of Great Britain
which could fairly be interpreted only as a
disavowal of that line. Indeed, in addition
to the facts already noticed. Lord Aberdeen
himself in 1844 proposed a line beginning at
the River Moroco, a distinct abandonment
of the Schomburgk line.

Notwithstanding ~this, however, every
change in the British claim since that time
has moved the frontier of British Guiana
farther and farther tc the westward of
the line thus proposed. The Granville line
of 1881 placed the starting #)oint at a dis-
tance of twenty-nine miles from the Moro-
co in the direction of Punta Barima. The
Rosebery line of 1886 placed it west of the
Gualma River, and about that time, if the
British authorit&/ known as the States-
man’s Tear Book is to be relied upon, the
area of British Guiana was suddenly en-
larged by some 33,000 square miles—bein
stated as 76,000 square miles in 1885, an
109,000 square miles in 1887. The Salisbury
line of 1890 fixed the starting point of the
lino in the mcuth of the Amacuro west of



the Punta Banma on the Orinoco, And
finally in 1893, a second Rosebery line car-
ried the boundary from a point to the west
of the Amacuro as far as_the source of the
Uumano River and the Sierra of Usupamo,
Nor have the various claims thus enumer-
ated been claims on paper merely. An ex-
ercise of Jurisdiction corresponding more or
less to such claims has accompanied or fol-
lowed closely upon each, and has been the

more irritating and unjustifiable if, as is
alleged an agreement made in the year
1850 bound both parties to refrain from

such occupation pending the settlement of
the dispute.

W hile the British claim has been devel-
oping in the manner above described, Ven-
ezuela has made earnest and repeated ef-
forts to have the question of boundary set-
tled. Indeed, allowance being made for the
distractions of a war of independence, and
for frequent internal revolutions, it may be
fairly said that Venezuela has never ceased
to strive f-or its adjustment. It could, of
course, do so only through peaceful meth-
ods, an resort "to force as against its
powerful adversary being out of the ques-
tion, Accordingly, shortly after the draw-
ing of the Schomburgk line, an effort was
made to settle the boundary by treaty, and
was apparently progressing toward a suc-
cessful issue when the negotiations were
brought to an end in 1844 by the death of
the Venezuela plenipotentiary.

In 1848 Venezuela entered upon a period
of civil commotions which lasted for more
than a quarter of a oentury, and the ne-
gotiations thus interrupted in 1844 were
not resumed until 1876. In that year Vene-
zuela offered to close the dispute by ac-
cepting the Moroco line proposed by Lord
Aberdeen. But, without giving reasons for
his refusal, Lord Granville rejected the
ﬂropqsal, and suggested a new line compre-
ending a large tract of terrltor%/, all pre-
tension to which seemed to av been
abandoned by the previous action of Lord
Aberdeen. Venezuela refused to assent to
it, and ne?otiations dragged along without
result until 1SS2, when Venezuela concluded
that the only course open to her was arbi-
tration of the controversy. Before she had

made any definite %rop_os_it_ion, however,
Great Britain took the initiative by sug-
gesting the making of a treaty which

should determine various other questions as
well as that of the disputed boundary. The
result war that a treaty was practically
asrreed upon with the ladstone Govern-
ment in 1880 containing a general arbitra-
tion clause under which the parties might
have submitted the boundary dispute to the
decision of a third power or of several

Before the actual signing of the treaty,
however, the Administration of Mr. Glad-
stone was superseded by that of Lord Salis-
bury. which declined to accede to the arbi-
tration clause ot the treaty, notwithstand-
ing the reasonable expectations of Vene-
zuela t-i the contrary, based upon the
Premier’s emphatic declaration in the House
cf Lords that no serious Government would
think of not respecting the engagements
of its predecessor. Since then Venezuela
on the one side_has been offering _and_ call-
ing for arbitration, while Great Britain on
the other has responded b¥_|n5|_st|ng upon
tlie condition that any arbitration “should
relate only to such of the disputed territor
as lies west of a line demgnated by herself.
As this condition seemed inadmissible to

Venezuela, and as, while the negotiations

were pending, new appropriations of whati
is claimed to be Venezuelan territory con-
tinued to be made, Venezuela in 1887 sus-
pended diplomatic relations with Great Brit-

ain, protesting ” before her British Majes-
ty’s Government, before all civilized na-
tions, and before the world in general,

against the acts of spoliation committed to
her detriment by the Government of Great
Britain, which she at no time and on no
account will recognize as capable of alter-
|n% in the least the rights which she has
inherited from Spain and respecting which
she will ever be willing to submit to the
decision of a third power,”

Diplomatic relations have not since been
restored, though what is claimed to be new
and flagrant British aggressions forced
Venezuela to resume negotiations on tha
boundary question—in 1S9S, through its Min-
ister in "Paris and a special envoy on that
subject, and in 1803, through a confidential
agent, Sefior Michelena. These negotiations,
however, met with the fate of other liko
previous negotiations, Great Britain refus-
Ing to arbitrate except as It» territory west
of an arbitrary line drawn by herseit. All
attempts in fhat direction” definitely ter-
minated in October, 1803, when ~“Sefar
Michelena filed with the Foreign Office tha
following declaration:

| perform a most strict duty in raising
again, in the name of the Government of
Venezuela, a most solemn protest against
the proceedings of the Colony of British
Guiana, constituting encroachments upon
the territory of the republic, and against
the declaration contained in your Excei-
lencv’s communication that her Britannia
M ajesty’s Government considers that part
of ‘the  territory as pertaining to British
Guiana, and admits no claim to it on the
part of Venezuela. In support of this pro-
test | reproduce all the arguments presented
to your ExceHency in my note of the I'&lti
of last September and those which have
been exhibited by the Government of Vene-
zuela on the various occasions they have
raised the same protest. .

"1 lay on her Britannic M ajesty’s Govern-
ment the entire responsibility of the in-
cidents that may arise in the future from
the necessity to which Venezuela las been
driven to oppose by all possible means tha
dispossession of a  part of her territory,
for by disregarding her just representation
to put an end to this violent state of af-
fairs through the decision of arbiters her
M ajesty’s Government ignores her rights
and imposes upon her the painftd though
peremptory duty of providing for her own
legitimate defense.”

o the territorial controversy between
Great Britain and the Republic "'of Venezu-
ela, thus briefly outlined, the United States
has not been, and, indeed, in view of its
traditional policy, could not be indifferent.
The note to the British Foreign Office by
which Venezuela opened negotiations in
1876 was at once communicated to this Gov-
ernment. In January. 1881, a letter of the
Venezuelan Minister at Washington, re-
specting certain alleged demonstrations at
the mouth of the rinoco, was thus an-
swered by Mr. Evarts, then Secretary of

Slate:

reply | have to inform yon that in
view of the deep interest which the Gov-
ernment of the United States takes in all
transactions tending to attempted encroach-
ments of foreign powers upon the jerritory
of ané of the republics of this continenft,
this overnment could not look with in-

1



difference to the forcible acquisition of such
territory by England if the mission of the
vessels now at the mouth of the Orinoco
should be found to be for that end. This
Government awaits, therefore, with natural
concern the more particular statements
promised by the Government of Venezuela,
which it hopes will not be long delayed.”

In the February following Mr. "Evarts
wrote again on the same subject, as fol-
lows:

s:

eferring to your note of the 21st of De-
cember last, touching the operations of cer-
tain British war vessels in and near the
mouth of the Orinoco River, and to my
reply thereto, of the 31st ult., as well as to
the recent occasions in which the subject
has been mentioned in our conferences con-
cerning the business of your mission, | take
It to be fitting now at the close of my in-
cumbency of the office I hold to advert to
the interest with which the Government of
the United States cannot fail to regard any
such purpose with respect to the control
of American territory as is stated to be
contemplated by the Government of Great
Britain, and to express my regret that
the further information promised in your
note with regard to such designs had not
reached me in season to receive the at-
tention which, notwithstanding the severe
pressure of public business at the end of an
administrative term, | should have taken
leasure in bestowing upon it. | doubt not,
owever, that your representations in ful-
fillment of the awaited additional orders of
your Government will have like earnest
and solicitous consideration at the hands of
my successor.”

In November, 1882, the then state of ne-
gotiations with Great Britain together with
a copy of an intended note suggesting re-
course to arbitration, was communicated
to the Secretary of State by the President
of Venezuela with the expression of the
hope that the United States would give
him its opinion and advice and such sup-
port as it deemed possible to offer Venezuela
in order that justice should be done her.
Mr. Frelinghuysen replied in a dispatch to
the United States Minister at Caracas as
follows:

“ This Government has already expressed
its view that arbitration of such disputes
is a convenient resort in the case of failure
to come to a mutual understanding, and
intimated its willingness, if Venezuela
should so desire, to propose to Great Britain
such a mode of settlement. It is felt that
the tender of good offices would not be so
profitable if the United States were to ap-
proach Great Britain as the advocate of
any prejudiced solution in favor of Vene-
zuela. So far as the United States can
-ounsel and assist Venezuela it believes it
best to confine its reply to the renewal of
the suggestion of arbitration and the offer
of all its good offices in that direction. This
suggestion is the more easily made, since it
appears, from the instruction sent by Sefior
Seijas to the Venezuelan Minister in Lon-
don on the same 15th of July, 1882, that the
President of Venezuela proposed to the
British Government the submission of the
dispute to_arbitration by a third power.

“You will take an early occasion to pre-
sent the foregoing considerations to Sefior
Seijas, saying to him that, while trustm?
that the direct proposal for arbitration al-
ready made to Great Britain may bear good
fruit, (if, indeed, it has not already uone so
by its acceptance in principle,) the Govern-
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ment of the United States will cheerfully
lend any needful aid to press upon Great
Britain 'in a friendly way the proposition
so made, and at the same time you will
say to Sefior Seijas (in personal confidence,
and not with the formality of a written
communication) that the "United States,
while advocating strongly the recourse of
arbitration for the adjustment of interna-

tional disputes affecting the States of
America, does not seek to put itself for-
ward as their arbiter; that, viewing all
such questions impartially and with no
intent or desire to prejudge their merits,
the United States will not refuse its ar-

bitration if asked by both parties, and that,
regarding all such "questions as essentially
and distinctively American, the United
States would always prefer to see such con-
tentions adjusted through the arbitrament
of an American rather than an European
power.”

In 1881 Gen. Guzman Blanco, the Ven-
ezuelan Minister to England, appointed with
special reference to pending negotiations for
a general treaty with Great Britain, vis-
ited W ashington on his way to London,
and, after several conferences with the
Secretary of State respecting the objocts
of his mission, was thus commended to the

ood offices of Mr. Lowell, our Minister at
t. James’s:

“ It will necessarily be somewhat within
your discretion how” far ¥our good offices
may be profitably employed ~with her
M ajesty’s Government to these ends, and

at any rate you may take proper occasion
to let'Lord Granville know that we are not
without concern as to whatever may affect
the interests of a sister republic “of the
American continent and its position in the

family of nations.

“1f Gen. Blanco should appl;/ to you
for advice or assistance in realizing the
purposes of his mission you will show him
proper consideration, and, without commit-
ting the United States to any determinate
political solution, you will endeavor to carry
out the views of this instruction.” .

The J)rogress of Gen. Guzman’s negotia-
tions did not fail to be observed by this
Government, and in December, 188(5, with
a view to preventing the rupture of diplo-
matic relations—which actually took place
in Februa'w following—the then Secretary
of State, r. Bayard, instructed our Min-
ister to Great Britain to tender the arbitra-
tion of the United States, in the following
terms:

“ 1t does not appear that at any time
heretofore the good offices of this Govern-
ment have been actually tendered to avert
a rupture between Great Britain and Vene-
zuela. As intimated in my No. 58, our in-
action in this regard would seem to be due
to the reluctance of Venezuela to have the
Government of the United States take any
steps having relation to the action of the
British Government which might, in appear-
ance even, prejudice the resort to further
arbitration or mediation which Venezuela

desired. Nevertheless, the records abun-
dantly testify our friendly concern in the
adjustment of the dispute, and the _intelli-
gence now received warrants me in ten-

dering through you to her Majesty’s Gov-
ernment the good offices of 'the” United
States to promote an amicable settlement
of the respective claims of Great Britain
and Venezuela in the premises.

“ As proof of the impartiality with which
we view the question, we offer our arbitra-
tion, if acceptable to both countries. We



do this with the less hesitancy as the dis-
pute turns upon simple and readily ascer-
tainable historical facts.

“Her Majesty’s Government will readily
understand “that this attitude of friendly
neutrality and entire impartiality touching
the merits of the controversy, consisting
wholly in a difference of facts between our
friends and neighbors, is entirely consistent
and compatible with the sense of responsi-
bilite/_ that rests upon the United States in
relation to the South American republics.
The doctrines we announced two genera-
tions ago, at the instance and with the
moral support and approval of the British
Government, have lost none of their force
or importance in the progress of time, and
the Governments of Great Britain and the
United States are equally interested in con-
serving a status the wisdom of which has
been demonstrated by the experience of
more than half a century.

“ It is proper therefore that yoii should
convey to Lord lIddesleigh, in”such suf-
ficiently guarded terms as your discretion

may dictate, the satisfaction that v/ould be
felt by the Government of the United States
in perceiving that its wishes in this regard
were permitted to have influence with her
Ma#]esty’s Government.”

This offer of mediation was declined by
Great Britain, with the statement that a
eimilar offer had already been receivid from
another quarter, and that the Queen’s Gov-
ernment were still not without hope of a set-
tlement by direct diplomatic negotiations.
In February, 1888, having been informed
that the Governor of British Guiana had
by formal decree laid claim to the territor
traversed by the route of a proposed rail-
way from Ciudad Bolivar to Guacipati, Mr.
Bayard addressed a note to our Minister to
England, from which the following extracts
are taken:

“ The claim now stated to have been put
forth by the authorities of British Guiana
necessarily gives rise to grave disquietude,
and creates an apprehension that the ter-
ritorial claim does not follow historical
traditions or evidence, but is apparently in-
definite. At no time hitherto does it ap-

ear that the district of which Guacipati

s the centre has been claimed as British
territory, or that such jurisdiction has_ever
been asSerted over its inahibtants, and if the
reported decree *of the Governor of British
Guiana be indeed genuine it is not apparent

how any line of railway from Ciudad Boli-
var to "Guacipati could enter or traverse
territory within the control of Great
Britain.

“ It is true that the line claimed by Great
Britain as the western boundary of British
Guiana is uncertain and vague. It is only
necessary to examine the ritish Colonial
Office List for a few years back to perceive
this. In the issue for 1877, for instance, the
line runs nearly southwardly from the
mouth of the Amacuro to the junction of
the Cotinga and Takutu Rivers. In the
issue of 1887, ten years later, it makes a
wide détour to the ‘'westward, following the
Yuruari. Guacipati lies considerably to the
westward of the line officially claimed in
1887 and it may perhaps be instructive to
compare with it the map which doubtless
will be found in the Colonial Office List for
the Present year.

. ft mag be well for you to express anew
to Lord Salisbury the great gratification it
would afford this Government to see the
Venezuelan dispute amicably and honorably
eettled by arbitration or otherwise, and our

readiness to do an&/thing we properly can
to assist to that end.

“In the course of )éo,ur conversation you
may refer to the publication in The Lon-
don Financier of Jan. 24, (a copz of which
ou can procure and exhibit to Lord Salis-
u_[jy,)_ and ] apprehension lest the
widening pretensions of British Guiana to
possess territory over which Venezuela’s
Jurisdiction has” never heretofore been dis-
puted may not diminish the chances for a
practical settlement.
~ “If, indeed, it should agp_ear that there
is no fixed limit to the British boundary
claim, our good disposition to aid in a pet-
tiement might not only be defeated, but be
obliged to give place to a feeling of grave
concern.

In 1889, information having been received
that Barima, at the mouth of the Orinoco,
had been declared a British port, Mr,
Blaine, then Secretary of State, authorized
Mr. White to confer with Lord Salisbury,
for the re-establishment of diplomatic re-
lations between Great Britain and Venezue-
la on the basis of a temporary restoration
of the status quo, and May I and May 6,
1890, sent the following telegrams to our
{\gégl)ster to England, Mr. Lincoln: (May 1,

express

“ Mr. Lincoln is instructed to use his good
offices with Lord Salisbury to bring about
the resumption of diplomatic intercourse
between Great Britain and Venezuela as a
preliminary step toward the settlement of
the boundary dispute by arbitration. The

joint proposals of Great Britain and the
United States toward Portugal, which have
just been brought about, would seem to

make the present time propitious for sub-
mitting this question to an international
arbitration., He is requested to propose to
Lord Salisbury, with a view to an accom-
modation, that an informal conference be
had in Washin%ton or in London of repre-
sentatives of the three powers. In such
conference the position_of the United States
is one solely of impartial friendship toward
both litigants.”

(May 6, 1890:)

“ 1t is nevertheless desired that you shall
do all you can consistently with our atti-
tude of impartial friendship to induce some
accord between the contestants by which
the merits of the controversy may be
fairly ascertained and the rights of "each
party fjustly confirmed. The neutral posi-
tion of this Government does not comport
with any expression of opinion on the part
of this department as to what these rights
are, but it is confident that the shifting
footing on which the British boundary ques-
tion has rested for several years past is an
obstacle to such a correct appreciation of
the nature and grounds of ‘her claim as
would alone warrant the formation of any
opinion.

In the course of the same year, 1890,
Venezuela sent to London a special envoy
to bring about the resumption of diplomatic
relations with Great Britain through the
ood offices of the United States Minister.

ut the mission_ failed because a condition
of such resumption, steadily adhered to by
Venezuela, was the reference of the bound-
ary dispute to arbitration. Since the close
of 'the negotiations initiated by Sefior Miche-
lena in 1893 Venezuela has repeatedly
brought the controversy to the notice of the
United States, has _insisted upon its im-
portance to the United States as well as
to Venezuela, has represented it to have
reached an acute stage—making definite



action by the United States imperative—
and has ‘not ceased to solicit the services
and _squor_t of the United States in aid of
its final adjustment. These appeals have not
been received with indifference, and our
Ambassador to Great Britain has been
uniformly instructed to exert all his in-
fluence in the direction of the re-establish-
ment of diplomatic relations between Great
Britain and Venezuela and in favor of arbi-
tration of the boundary controversy. The
Secretary of State in "a_ comunication to
Mr. Bayard, bearing date July 13, 1894, used
the following language: i

“ The President is inspired by a desire for
a peaceable and honorable settlement of
the existing difficulties between an American
State and a powerful transatlantic nation,
and would be glad to see the re-establish-
ment of such diplomatic relations between
them as would promote that end.

“1 can discern but two equitable solu-
tions of the present controversy. One is
the arbitral determination of the rights of
the disputants as the respective successors
to the historical rights of Holland and
Spain over the region in question. The
other is to create a new boundary line in
accordance with the dictates of mutual
expediency and consideration. The two
Governments having so far been unable to
agree on a_conventional line, the consistent
and conspicuous advocacy by the United
States and En%land of the principle of ar-
bitration and their recourse thereto in set-
tlement of important questions arisiné; be-
tween them, makes such a mode of adjust-
ment especially appropriate in the present
instance, and this Government will gladly
do what it can to further a determination
in that sense.’

Subsequent communications to Mr. Bay-
ard direct him to ascertain whether a Min-
ister from Venezuela would be received by
Great Britain. In the annual message to
Congress, of Dec. 3 last, the President used
the following language:

“The boundary of British Guiana still
remains in dispute between Great Britain
and Venezuela. Believin% that its early
settlement, on some just basis alike honor-
able to both parties, is in the line of our
established policy to remove from this
hemisphere all causes of difference with
powers beyond the sea, | shall renew the
efforts heretofore made to bring about a
restoration of diplomatic relations between
the disputants, and to induce a reference
to arbitration, a resort which Great Britain
so conspicuously favors in principle and
respects in practice, and which is earnestly
sought by her weaker adversary.”

And Feb. 22, 1895, a joint resolution of
Congress declared:

“ That the President’s suggestion *
that Great Britain and Venezuela refer
their dispute as to boundaries to friendly

* *

arbitration be earnestly recommended to
the favorable consideration of both parties
in_interest..”
The important fea‘ures of the existing
situation, as shown by the foregoing re-
cital, may be briefly stated.

The title to territory of indefinite
but confessedly very large extent is in

dispute between Great Britain on the one
hand and the South American Republic of
Venezuela on the other.

2. The disparity in the strength of the
claimants is such that Venezuela can hope
to establish her claim only through peace-
ful methods—through an agreement with

13

her adversary either upon the subject itsell®
or upon an arbitration.

3. The controversy, with varying claims
on the part of Great Britain, has existed
for more than half a century, during which
period many earnest and persistent efforts
of Venezuela to establish a boundary by
agreement have proved unsuccessful. .

The futility of the endeavor to obtain
a conventional 'line being recognized, Vene-
zuela for a quarter of a century has asked
and striven for_ arbitration.

5. Great Britain, however, has always and
continuously refused to arbitrate, except
upon the condition of a renunciation of &
large part of the Venezuelan claim and of
a concession to herself of a large share of
the territory in controversy.

6. By the fiequent interposition of its
ood offices at the instance of Venezuela,
y constantly urging and promoting the

restoration 0¥ diplomatic relations between
the two countries, by pressing for arbitra-
tion of the disputed boundary, by offering
to act as arbitrator, by expressing its grave
concern whenever new alleged instances of
British aggression upon Venezuelan terri-
tory have been brought to its notice, the
Government of the United States has made
it clear to Great Britain and to the world
that the controversy is one in which both
its honor and its inferests are involved and
the continunace of which it cannot regard
with indifference.

The accuracy of the foregoing analysis of
the existing status cannot, it is believed,
be challenged. It shows that status to be
such that those charged with the interests
of the United States are now forced to
determine exactly what those Interests are
and what course of action they require.
It compels them to decide to what extent
if any, the United States ma)éJ and shoul
intervene in a controversy between and
primarily concerning only’ Great Britain
and Venezuela, and to decide how far it is
bound to see that the integrity of Vene-
zuelan territory is not impaired by the
pretensions_of its powerful antagonist. Are
any such right and duty devolved upon the
United States? If not, the United States
has already done all, if not more than all,
that a purely sentimental interest in the
affairs of the two countries justifies, and to
ush its interposition further would be un-
ecoming and undignified, and might well
subject 1t to the charge of impertinent in-
termeddling with affairs with which it has
no rightful” concern. On the other hand, if
any such right and duty exist, their due
exercise_and discharge will not permit of
any action that shall not be efficient and
that, if the power of the United States is
adequate, shall not result in_the accom-
plishment of the end in view. The question
thus presented, as a matter of principle,
and regard being had to the settled Na-
tional policy, does not seem difficult of so-
lution.  Yet the momentous_{sractlcal con-
sequences dependent on its determina-
tion require that ,t should be carefully
considered and that the grounds of the con-
clusion arrived at should be fully and
frankle/ stated. . .
That there are_circumstances under which
a nation ma _lnustly interpose in a con-
troversy to which two or more other nations
are the direct and immediate parties is_an
admitted canon of international law. The
doctrine is ordinarily expressed in terms of
the most general character, and is perhaps
incapable cf more specific statemert. It is
declared in substance that a nation may
avail itself of this right whenever what



Is done or proposed by any of the parties
primarily concerned is a serious and direct
menace “to its own integrity, tranquillity,
or welfare. The propriety of the rule, when
applied in good faith, will not be ques-
tioned in any quarter. On the other hand,
it is an inevitable, though unfortunate, con-
sequence of the wide scope of the rule that
it has only too often been made a cloak
for schemeés of wanton spoliation and ag-
grandizement. We are concerned at this
time, however, not so much with the gen-
eral rule as with a form of it which is pe-
culiarly and distinctively American. W ash-
ington, in the solemn admonitions of the
farewell address, explicitly warned his
countrymen against entanglements with the
politics or the controversies of European
powers. . X

“ Europe,” he said, “ has a set of primary
interests which to us have none or a very
remote relation. Hence she must be en-
gaged in freauent controversies, the causes
of which are essentially foreign to our con-
cerns. Hence, therefore, it must be un-
wise in us to implicate ourselves by artifi-
cial ties in the ordinary vicissitudes of her
politics or the ordinary combinations and
collisions of her friendships or enmities.
Our detached and distant situation invites
and enables us to pursue a different course.”

During the Administration of President
Monroe this doctrine of the farewell ad-
dress was first considered in all its as-
pects and with _a view to all its practical
consequences. The farewell address, while
it took America out of the field of Eu-
ropean politics, was silent as to the part
Europe might be permitted to play in Amer-
ica. Doubtless it was thought the latest
addition to the family of nations should
not make haste to prescribe rules for the
guidance of its older members, and the ex-
pediency and propriety of serving the pow-
ers of Europe with notice of a complete
and distinctive American Eolicy excludinP
them from interference with American pol-
itical affairs might well seem dubious to
a generation to whom the French alliance,
with its manifold advantages to the cause
O American independence, was fresh in

mind.
Twenty years later, however, the situation

had changed. The lately born nation had
greatly increased in power and resources,
ad demonstrated its strength on land and

sea, and as well in the conflicts of arms as
in the nursuits of peace, and had begun to
realize the commanding position on this
Continent, which the character of its peo-
ple, their free institutions, and their re-
moteness from the chief scene of European

contentions combined to give to it. The
Monroe Administration therefore did not
hesitate to accept and apply the logic of

the farewell address by declaring, in effect,
that American nonintervention in European

affairs necessarily implied and meant
European nonintérvention in American
affairs. Conceiving unquestionably that
complete European noninterference in

American concerns would be cheaply pur-
chased by complete American noninter-
ference in European concerns, President
Monroe, in the celebrated message of Dec,
2. 1823, used the following language: i
“In the wars of the European powers in
matters relating to themselves we have
never taken any part, nor does it comport
mwith our policy to do so. It is only when
out rights are ‘invaded or seriously menaced
that we resent injuries or makeé prepara-
tions for our defense. With the move-
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ments in this hemisphere we are, of neces-
sity, more immediately connected, and by
causes which must be obvious to all en-
lightened and impartial observers. The po-
litical system of the allied powers is es-
sentially different in_ this respect from
that of America. This differehce pro-
ceeds from that which exists in their re-
spective Governments. And to the defense
of our own, -which has been achieved by
the loss of so much blood and treasure, and
matured by the wisdom of our most
enlightened” citizens, and under which we
have enjoyed unexame\}ed felicity, this whole
Nation ‘is” devoted. e owe it, therefore,
to ca-ndor and to the amicable relations ex-
isting between the United States and those
powers to declare that we should consider
any attempt on their part to extend their
system to any portion of this hemisphere
as dangerous to our pe”~ce and safety.

“ With the existing colonies or depend-
encies of any EuroFean power we have not
interfered and shall not interfere. But with
the Governments who have declared their
independence and maintained it, and whose
independence we have, on great considera-
tion and on just principles, acknowledged,
we could not view any interposition for the
purpose of oppressing them, or controlling
in any other manner their destmx, uy any
European power, in any other light than as
the manifestation of an unfriendly dlsposi—

tion toward the United States. * ' * Our
policy in regard to Europe, which was
adopted at an early stage of the wars

which have so long agitated that quarter of
the globe, nevertheless remains the same,
which is, not to interfere in the internal
concerns of any of its powers; to consider
the Government de facto as the ’egitimate
Government for us; to cultivate friendly re-
lations with it, and to preserve those re-
lations by a frank, firm, and manly policy,
meeting, in all instances, the just claims of
every power, submitting to ‘injuries from
none. But in regard to these continents,
circumstances are eminently and conspicu-
ously different. It is impossible that the
allied powers should extend their political
system to any portion of either continent
without endangering our peace and happi-
ness; nor can any one believe that our
Southern brethren, if left to themselves,
would adopt it of their own accord. It is
equalldy impossible, therefore, that wk should
behold such interposition, in any form, with
indifference.”

he Monroe Administration, however, did
not content itself with formulating a correct
rule for the regulation of the relations be-

tween Europe and America. It aimed at
also securing the practical benefits to re-
sult from the application of the rule.
Hence the message just quoted de-
clared that the ~American continents
were full occupied and were not the
subjects for future

colonization bﬁ Euro-
pean powers. To this spirit and this pur-
pose also are to be attributed the passages
of the same message which treat any in-
fringement of the rule against interference
in American affairs on the part of the pow-
ers of Europe as an act of unfriendliness
to the United States. It was realized that
it was futile to lay down such a rule unless
its observance could he enforced. It was
manifest that the United States was the
only power in this hemisphere capable of
enforcing it. It was therefore courageously
declared not merely that Europe ought not
to interfere in American affairs, but that
any European power doing so would be re-



fa.rdea as antagonizing' the interests and
inviting the opposition of the United States.
That America is in no part open to colo-
nization, though the proposition was not
universally mitted at the time of its
first enunciation, has long been universally
conceded. We are now concerned, there-
fore, only with that other practical ap-
plication ‘of the Monroe doctrine, the disre-
ard of which by a European power is
o be deemed an "act of unfriendliness to-
ward the United States. The precise scope
and limitations of this rule cannot be too
clearly apprehended. It does not establish

any general protectorate by the United
States over other American States. It does
not relieve any American State from its

obligations as “fixed by international law,
nor prevent any European power directly
interested from ™ enforcing such obligations
or from inflicting merited punishment for
the breach of them. It does not contemplate
any interference in the internal affairs of
any American State or in the relations be-
tween it and other American States. It
does not justify any attempt on our part
to change’ the ‘established form of govern-
ment of any American State or to prevent
the people of such State from altering that
form according to their own will and pleas-
ure. The rule in question has but a single
purpose and object. It is that no Eu-
ropean power or combination of European
powers shall forcibly deprive an American
State of the right and power of self-gov-
ernment and of shaping for itself its own
political fortunes and destinies.

That the rule thus defined has been the
accepted public law of this country ever
since its promulgation cannot fairly "be de-
nied. Its pronouncement by the Monroe
Administration at that particular time was
unquestionably due to the inspiration of
Great Britain, who at once gave to it an
open and unqualified adhesion which has
never been withdrawn. But the rule was
decided upon and formulated by the Mon-
roe Administration as a distinctively Amer-
ican doctrine of great import to the safety
and welfare of the United States, after
the most careful consideration by a Cabi-
net which numbered among its” members
Quincy Adams, Calhoun, Crawford,
and Wirt, and which, before acting, took
both Jefferson and Madison into its coun-
sels. Its promulgation was received with
acclaim by the entire people of the coun-
try, irrespective of party. Three years aft-

er, Webster declared that the  doctrine
involved the honor of the country. “1
look upon it,” he said, “as part of its
treasures of reputation, and for one | in-

tend to guard it,” and he added:

“1 look on the message of December,
1823, as forming a bri%]ht page in our his-
tory. | will help neither to erase it nor
to ‘tear it out; nor shall it be by any act
of mine blurred or blotted. It did honor to
the sagacity of the Government, and | will
not diminish that honor.’

Though the rule thus highly eulogized by
W ebster has never been formally affirmed
by Congress, the House in 18G4 declared
against the Mexican monarchy sought to
be set up by the French as not in accord
with the policy of the United States, and in
1889 the Senate expressed its disapproval
of the connection of any European power
with a canal across the Isthmus of Darien
or Central America. It is manifest that if
a rule has been openly and uniformly de-
clared and acted upon by the Executive
branch of the Government for more than

seventy years without express repudiation
by Congress, it must be conclusively pre-
sumed to have its sanction. Yet it is cer-
tainly no more than the exact truth to say
that every Administration since President
Monroe’s "has had occasion, and sometimes
more occasions than one, to examine and
consider the Monroe doctrine, and has, in
each instance, given it emphatic indorse-
ment. Presidents have dwelt upon it in
messages to Congress, and Secretaries of
State have time after time made it the theme
of diplomatic representation. Nor, if the
practical i-esults of the rule be sought for,
Is the record either meagre or obscure.

Its first and immediate effect was, indeed,
most momentous and far reaching. It was
the controlling factor in the emancipation
of South America, and to it the independ-
ent States which now divide that region
between them are largely indebted for their
very existence. Since then the most strik-
ing” single achievement to be credited to
the rule is the evacuation of Mexico by the
French upon the termination of the civil
war. But we are also indebted to it for the
provisions of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty,
which both neutralized any interoceanic
canal across Central America and expressly
excluded Great Britain from occupying or
exercising any dominion over any part of
Central America. It has been used in_ the
case of Cuba as if justifyin? the position
that, while the sovereignty of Spain will be
respected, the island will not be permitted
to become the possession of any other Eu-
ropean power. It has been influential in
bringing about the definite relinquishment
of any supposed protectorate y Great
Britain over the Mosquito coast.

President Polk, in the case of Yucatan
and the proposed voluntary transfer of that
country to Great Britain” or Spain, relied
upon the Monroe doctrine, though perhaps
erroneously, when he declared in a special
message to Congress on the subject that
the United States could not consent to any
such transfer. Yet, in somewhat the same
spirit. Secretary Fish affirmed in 1870 that
President Grant had but followed * the
teachings of all our history ” in declaring
in his annual message of that year that ex-
isting dependencies were no longer regarded
as subject to transfer from one European
power to another, and that when the pres-
ent relation of colonies ceases they are to
become mdePendent powers. Another de-
velopment of the rule, though apparently
not necessarily required by either its letter
or its spirit, is found in the objection to
arbitration of South American controversies
by a European power. American questions,
it is said, are for American decision, and
on that ground the United States went so far
as to refuse to mediate in the war between
Chile_and Peru jointly with Great Britain
and France. Finally, on the ground, among

others, that the authority of the Monroe
doctrine and the prestige of the United
States as its exponent and sponsor would

be seriously impaired, Secreary Bayard
strenuously resisted the enforcement of the
Pelletier claim against Haiti.

“ The United States,” he said, “ has pro-
claimed herself the protector of this West-
ern world, in which she is by far the strong-
er power, from the intrusion of European
sovereignties. She can point with proud
satisfaction to the fact tuat over and over
again has she declared effectively that
serious indeed would be the consequences
if European hostile foot should, without
just cause, tread those States ia the New.



World which have emancipated themselves
from European control. She has announced
that she would cherish as it becomes her
the territorial rights of the feeblest of
those States, regarding them not merely as
in the eye of the law equal to even the
greatest of nationalties, but in view of her
distinctive policy as entitled to be regarded
by her as the objects of a peculiarly gracious
care- | feel bound to say that if we should
sanction by reprisals in"Haiti the ruthless
invasion of her territor?/ and insult to her
sqvereignp{ which the facts now before us
disclose, if we approve by solemn Execu-
tive action and Congressional assent that
invasion, it will be “difficult for us here-
after to assent that in the New World, of
whose rights we are the peculiar guardians,
these rights have never been invaded by
ourselves.” )

The foregoing enumeration not only
shoyrs the many instances wherein the rule
in question has been affirmed and applied,
but also demonstrates that the Venezuelan
boundary controversy is in any view far
within the scope and spirit of the rules as
uniformly accepted and acted upon. A doc-
trine of American public law thus long and
firmly established and supported could not
easily be ignored in a proper case for its
application, even were' the considerations
upon which it is founded obscure or ques-
tionable. No such objection can be made,
however, to the Monroe doctrine understood
and defined in the manner already stated.
It rests, on the contrary, upon facts and
principles that are both ‘intelligible and in-
controvertible. That distance and 3,
miles of Intervening' ocean make any per-
manent political union between a European
and an American State unnatural and in-
expedient will hardly be denied. But phys-
ical and geographical considerations are
the least of the objections to such a union.
Europe, as Washington observed, has a set
of primary interests which are peculiar tp
herself. America is not interested in them,
and ought not to be vexed or complicated
With them.

Each great-European-power, for instance
to-day “maintains enormous armies an
fleets” in self-defense and for protection
against any other European power or pow-
ers. What have the States of America to
do with that condition of things, or why
should lhey be impoverished by wars 6r
preparations for wars with whose causes
or results they can have no direct con-
cern? If al! EuroPe were to suddenly fI?/
to arms over the fate of Turkey, would ft
not'Je preposterous that any  American
State should find itself inexXtricably' in-
volved In_the miseries ;and burdens of the
contest? Tf it were, it would prove to be a
partnership in the cost and_ losses of the
struggle, but not in any ensuing benefits.

What is true of the material is no less
trite. of what may_be termed the moral
interests involved. " Those pertaining to Eu-

rope are peculiar to her and are entirely di-
verse from those pertaining and peculiar to
America. Europe as a whole is monarchical,
and, with the single important exception of
the Republic of France, is committed to
the monarchical principle. America, on the
©ther hand, ii devoted to the exactly op-
posite principle—to the idea that every
people has an inalienable right of self-gov-
ernment—and in the United States of
"merica has furnished to the world the
ipost conspicuous and -conclusive example
And proof of the excellence of free institu-
tions, whether from the standpoint of Na-

tional greatness or of individual happiness.

It cannot be necessary, however, to en-
large upon this phase of the subject.
W hether moral or material intes®ats be

considered, it cannot but be universally con-
ceded that those of Europe are irrecon-
cilably diverse from those of America, and
that any European control of the latter is
necessarily both incongruous and injurious.
If, however, for the reasons stated, the forc-
ible intrusion of European powers into
American politics is to be deprecated—if,
as it is to be deprecated, it should be re-
sisted and prevented—such resistance and

prevention must come from the United
States. They would come from It, of course,
were it made the point of attack. But if

they come at all, they must also come from
it when any other American State is at-
tacked, since only the United States las
the strength adequate to the exigency.

Is it tru$, then, that the safety and wel-
fare of the United States are so concerned
with the maintenance of the independence
of every American State as against any
European power as to justify and require
the interposition of the Unite'i"States when-
ever that independence is endangered? The
question can be candidly answered in but
one way. The States of America, South aj
well as North, by geographical proximity,
by natural sympathy, by similarity of gov-
ernmental constitutions, are friends and
allies, commercially and politically, of the
United States. To allow the subjugation
of any of them by a European power i§,
of course, to completely reverse that situ-
ation and_signifies the logs of all the ad-
vantages incident to their natural relations
to us. But that is not all. The people of
the United States have a vital interest in
the cause of popular self-government. They
have secured the right for themselves and
their posterity at”~ the cost of infinite
blood and treasure. They have realized and
exemplified its beneficent operation by a
career unexampled in point of Natkma,!
?reatness or individual felicity. They be-
ieve it to be for the healing of all nations,
and that civilization must either advance
or retrograde accordingly as its supremacy
is extended-or curtailed- Imbued with these
sentiments, the peor}le of the United States
might not impossibly be wrou?ht up to an
acfive propaganda in favor of a cause so
highly valued both for themselves and for
mankind. But the age of the Crusades has
passed, and they are content with such ae.-
sertiori and defense -of the right of popular
self-government as their own security and
welfare demand. It is in that view more
than in any otjher that they believe it not to
be tolerated that the political control of an
American State shall be forcibly assumed
by a European power.

The mischiefs a%prehended from such -a
source are none the less real because not
immediately imminent in any specific case,
and are none the less to be ?uarded against
because the combination of circumstances
that will bring them upon us cannot be
predicted. The civilized States of Christen-
dom deal with each other on substantially
the sarne principles that regulate the con-
duct of individuals. The greater the enlight-
enment, the more surely every State per-
ceives that its permanent interests require
it to be governed by the immutable prin-
ciples of right and ‘justice. Each, never-
theless, is only too liable to succumb to the
temptations offered by seeming special op.-
portunities for its own aggrandizement, and



each would rashly Imperil its own safety
were it not to remember that lor the re-
ard and respect of other States it must

e largely dependent upon its_ own strength
and power. To-day the United States is
practically sovereigh on this continent, and
its fiat iS law upon the subjects to which
dt confines its interposition. “ Why ? It is
not because of the pure friendship or good-
will felt for it. It is not simply by reason
of its high character as a civilized State,
nor because wisdom and justice and equity
are the invariable characteristics of the
dealings of the United States. It is be-
cause, in addition to all other grounds, its
infinite resources, combined with its isolated
position, render it master of the situation
and practically invulnerable as against any
or all other powers.

All the advantages of this superiority are
at once im'periled if the principle be ad-
mitted that European powers may convert
American States into colonies or provinces
of their own. The principle would be ea-
gerly availed of, and every power doing so
would immediately acquire a base of mili-
tary operations againstus. W hatone power
was permitted to do could not be denied
to another, and it is not inconceivable that
the struggie now going on for the acquisi-

tion of Africa might be transferred to
South ~America.. If it were, the weaker
countries would unquestionably be soon

absorbed, while the ultimate result might
be the ﬁartltlon of all South America be-

tween the various European powers. The
disastrous consequences to the United
States of _such a condition of things are

obvious. The loss of prestige, of aut oritY,
and of weight in the councils of the family
of nations would be among the least of
them.. Our only real rivals in peace as well
as enemies in war would be found located
at our very doors.. Thus far in our history
we have been spired the burdens and evils
of immense standing armies, and all the
other accessories of huge warlike estab-
lishments, and the exemption has largely
contributed to our National greatness and
wealth, as well as to the happiness of every
citizen. But, with the powers of Europe
permanently encamped on American soil,
the ideal conditions we have thu.3 far en-
joyed cannot be expected to continue. We,
too, jnust be armed to the teeth; we, too,
ipystconvert the flower of our male popula-
tion into soldiers and sailors, and by withr
drawing them from the various pursuits of
peaceful industry we, teo, must practically
annihilate a large share of the productive
energy of the Nation.

How a greater calamity than this could
overtake us it is difficult to see. Nor are
our just apprehensi<?G3 to be allayed by
suggestions of the friendliness of European
powers—of their good-will toward us—of
theip disposition, should they be our neigh-
bors, to dwell with us in ‘peace and bar*-
wony, Tho people of the United States
have learned in the school of experience
to what extent the relations of States to
each other depend not upon sentiment or
principle, but upon selfish interest. They
will not scon for_?:et, that, .in their hour of
distress, all theiF aflxl.*aries and burdens
were aggravated by tbe possibility of de-
monstrations against thoir National life on
the part of powers with whom they bad
long maintained the most harmonious rela-
tions. They have yet in mind that Prance
seized upon” the apparent opportunity of our
civil war tc set up a monarvchy in the &dr
jpining State of Mexico. They realize that

had Prance and Great Britain held Impor-
tant South American possessions to work
from and to benefit, the temptation to de-
stroe_/ the predominance of the great Re-
public In this hemisphere by furthering its
dismemberment might have been irresist-
ible. From that grave peril they have
been saved in the past and may be saved

ain in the future through the operation
of the sure but silent force of the doctrine
proclaimed by President Monroe. To aban-
don it, on the one hand, disregarding both
the logic of the situation and the facts of
our F_ast experience, would be to renounce
a policy which has proved both an easy de-
fense against foreign aggression and a pro-
lific source of internal progress and pros-

erity.
pThgre Is, then, a doctrine of American
public law, well founded in principle and

abundantly sanctioned by precedent, which
entitles and requires the United States to
treat as an injury to itself the forcible as-
sumption by an European power of political
control over an American State. he ap-
plication of the doctrine to the boundary
dispute between Great Britain and Vene-
zuela remains to be made and presents no
real difficulty. Though the dispute relates
to a boundary line, yet, as it is between
States, it necessarily imports political con-
trol to be lost by one party and gained by
the other. The political control at stake,
too, is of no mftan importance, but concerns
a domain of great extent—the British claim
it will be remembered, apparently expanded
in two years some 33,000 square miles—and,
if it also directly involves the command of
the mouth of the Orinoco, is of immense
consequence in connection with the whole
river navigation of the interior of South
Africa, It has been intimated, indeed, that
in respect of these South American posses-
sions Great Britain is herself an American
State like any other, so that a controversy
between her and Venezuela is to be settled
between themselvbes as if it were between
Venezuela and Brazil or between Venezuela
and Colombia, ¢nd does not call for or jus-
tify United States intervention. If this
view be tenable at all, .the logical sequence

AGreat* Britain as a South American State
is to be entirely differentiated from Great
Britain generally, and if the boundary ques-
tion cannot be settled otherwise than by
force, British Guiana, with her own inde-
pendent resources, and not those of the
British Empire, should be left to settle the
matter with Venezuela, an arrangement
which yery possibly Venezuela might rot
object to. But the proposition that a Eu-
ropean power with an American depend*
ency is, for the purposes of the Monroe
doctrine, to be classed not as a European,
but as an American State will not admit of
serious discussion. If it were to be adopted,
the Monroe doctrine would be too yalueles*
to be worth asserting, Not only would
every European power now having a South
American colony be enabled to extend its
oossessions on this continent indefinitely, but
any other European power might also do
the same by first taking pains to grocure
a fraction of South American soil by vol-
untary cession,

The  declaration of the Monroe message-*
that existing colonies or dependencies of
a European power would not be interfered
with by the United States—means colonies

or dependencies then existing, with the.??
limits as then existing. So it has be« i
invariably construed, and so it must eofu

tinue to be construed unless it is to t§



prived of all vital force. Great Britain can
not bs deemed a South American State
within the purview of the Monroe doctrine,
nor, if she is appropriating' Venezuelan ter-

ritory, is it material that she does so by
advancing the frontier of an old colony
instead of by the planting of a new colony.

The difference is matter of form and not
of substance, and the doctrine, if pertinent
in the one case, must be in the other also.
It is not admitted, however, and therefore
can not be assumed, that Great Britain is
in fact usurping dominion over Venezuelan
territory. While Venezuela charges such
usurpation, Great Britain denies it, and
the United States, until the merits are au-
thoritatively ascertained, can take sides
with neither. But while this is so—while
the United States may not, under existing
circumstances, at least, take upon itself to
say which of the two parties_is_right and
which wrong—It is certainly within its right
to. demand that the truth shall be ascer-
tained. Being entitled to resent and resist
any sequestration of Venezuelan soil by
Great Britain, it is necessarily entitled to

know whether such sequestration has oc-
curred or i3 now going on. Otherwise, if
the United States is without the right to
know and ha,ve it determined whether
there is or is not British aggression upon
Venezuelan territory, its righ'. to protest
against or repel such aggression may be
dismissed from consideration.

The right to act upon a fact the existence
of which there is no right to have ascer-
tained is simply illusory. It oeing clear,
therefore, thar the United States may legit-
imately insist upon the merits of the boun-
dary question being determined, it is equal-
ly clear that there is but one feasible mode
of determining them, viz., peaceful arbitra-
tion. The impracticability of any conven-
tional adjustment has been often "and thor-
oughly demonstrated. liven more impoosible
of consideration is an afnpeal to arms—a
mode of settling national pretensions un-
happily not yet wholly obsolete. If, how-
ever, it were not condemnable as a relic of
barbarism and crime in itself, so one-sided
a contest could not be invited nor even ac-
cepted by Great Britain without distinct
disparagement to her character as a civil-
ized State. Great Britain, however, as-

sumes no such attitude. On the contrary,
she both admits that there is a contro-
versy, and that arbitration should be re-

sorted to for its adjustment. But, while up
to that point her aftitude leaves nothing to
be desired, its practical effect is completely
nullified by her insistence that the submis-
sion shall cover but a part of the contro-
versy—that, as a condition of arbitrat-
ing her right to a part of the disputed terri-
tory, the remainder shall be turned over to
her. If it were possible to point to a boun-
dary which both parties had ever agreed
or assumed to be such either expressly or
tacitly, the demand that territory conceded
by such line to British Guiana should be
held not to be in disgute might rest upon
a reasonable basis. ut there is no such
line. The territcAr which Great Britain in-
sists shall be ceded to her as a condition of
arbitrating her claim to other territory has
never been admitted to belong to her. It
has always and consistently been claimed
by Venezuela.

Upon what principle—except her feebleness
as a nation—s she to be denied the right of

having the claim heard and passed upon
by an impartial tribunal? No reason r,or
shadow of reason appears in all the volu-

minous literature of .he subject. “ It is to
be so because | will it 10 be so” seems to
be the only justification Great Britain offers.
It is, indeed, intimated that the British
claim to this particular territory rests upoa
an occupation which, whether acquiesced i
or not, has ripened into a perfect title by
long continuance. But what prescription
affecting territorial rights can be said to
exist as between sovereign States? Or, if
there is any, what is the legitimate conse-
quence? It’is not that all arbitration should
be denied, but only that the submission
should embrace an additional topic, nameli/,
the validity of the asserted prescriptive title
either in point of law or in point of fact.
No different result follows from the con-
tention that as a matter of principle Graat
Britain cannot be asked to submit and ought
not to submit to arbitration her political
and sovereign rights over territory. This
contention, if applied to the whole or to a
vital part of the possesions of a sovereign
State, need not be controverted. To hold
otherwise might be equivalent to holding
that a sovereign State was bound to arbi-
trate its very existence.

But Great Britain has herself shown in
various instances tnat the principle has no
pertlnencP/ when either the interests or the

territorial area involved are not of control-
ling .maFnltude, and her loss of them as
the result

of an arbitration cannot agrpre—
ciablx affect her honor or her power. hus
she has arbitrated the extent of her colo-
nial possessions twice with the United
States, twice with Portugal, and once with
Germany, and perhaps in other instances.
The northwest water boundary arbitration
of 1S72 between her and this country is an
example in point, and well illustratés both
the effect to be given to long-continued use
and enjoyment and the fact that a truly
g_reat power sacrifices neither prestige nor
ignity by reconsidering the most emphatic
rejection ~of a proposition when satisfied
of the obvious and intrinsic justice of the
case. By the award of the Emperor of
Germany, the arbitrator in that case, the
United "States acquired San Juan and a
number of smaller islands near the coast of
Vancouver as a consequence of the decision
that the term *“ the channel which sepa-
rates the continent from Vancouver isl-
and.” as used in the treaty of Washington
of 184H. meant the Haro Channel, and not
the Rosario Channel. Yet a leading con-
tention at Great Britain before the arbi-
trator h'am Hisx equity required a judgment
in her favor tiicause a decision in" favor of
the United States would deprive British
subjects of ,-ights of navigation of which
they had ')ad the habitual 'enjoyment from
the time when the Rosario Strait was first
explored and surveyed in 1798. So, though
by virtue ;»f the award the United States
acquired San Juan_ and the other islands
of the group tc which it belongs, the Brit-
ish Foreign Secretary had in 1859 instructed
:he British Minister at Washington as fol-
ows:

“Her Majesty’s Government must, there-

fore, under any circumstances, maintain
the right of the British Crown to the Isl-
and of San Juan. The interests at stake_in

connection with the retention of that isl-
and are too Important to admit of compro-
mise, and your lordship will consequently
bear in mind that, whatever arrangement
as to the boundary line is finally arrived at,
no settlement of the question” will be ac-
cepted by her Majesty’s Government which
does not provide for the Island of San
Juan being reserved to the British Crown.”



Thus, as already intimated, the British
demand that her right to a portion of the
disputed territory shall be ‘acknowledged
before she will consent to an arbitration
as to the rest seems to stand upon noth-
ing but her own ipse dixit. She says to
Venezuela, in substance:" “ You can et
none of the debatable land by force, be-
cause you are .not strong enough; you can

get none by treaty, because | will not
agree, and you can take your chance of
getting a portion by arbitration only if

you first agree to abandon to me such other
portion as may designate.” It is not
erceived how such an attitude can be de-
ended, nor how it is reconcilable with that
love of justice and fair play so eminently
characteristic of the English race. It in
effect deprives Venezuela of her free agency
and puts her under virtual duress. erri-
tory acquired by reason of it will be as
much wrested from her by the strong hand
as if occupied by British troops or covered
by British fleets. It seems, therefore, quite
Impossible that this position of Great Brit-
ain should be assented to by the United
States, or that, if such position be adhered
to with the result of enlarging the bounds
of British Guiana, it should” not be re-
garded as amounting, in substance, to an
invasion and conquest of Venezuelan terri-
tory.

Ir¥ these circumstances the duty of the
President appears to him unmistakable-and
imperative. Great Britain’s assertion of ti-
tle to the disputed territory, combined with
her refusal to have that title investigated,
being a substantial appropriation of the
territory to her own use, not to protest and
give warning that the transaction will be
regarded as Injurious to the interests of the
people of the United States, as well as op-
pressive in itself, would be to ignore an
established policy with which the honor
and welfare of "this country are closely
identified. While the measures necessary or
proper for the vindication of that policy
are to be determined by another branch of
the Government, it is clearly for the Ex-
ecutive to leave nothindg undone which may
tend to render such determination unnec-
essary.

You are instructed, therefore, to present
the foregoing views to Lord Salisbury by
reading to him this communication (leav-
ing with him a copy should he so desire)
and to reinforce them by such pertinent
considerations as will doubtless occur to
you. They call for a definite decision upon
the point whether Great Britain will con-
sent or will decline to submit the Vene-
zuelan boundary question in its entirety to
impartial arbitration. It is the earnest
hoFe of the President that the conclusion
will be on the side of arbitration, and that
Great Britain will add one more to the
conspicuous precedents she has already fur-
nished In favor of that wise «.nd just mode
of adjusting International disputes. If he
is to be disappointed in that hope, how-
ever—a result not to be anticipated, and in

his judgment calculated to greatly em-
barrass the future relations between this
country and Great Britain—it is his wish
to be made acquainted with the fact at

euch early date as will enable him to lay
the whole subject before Congress in his
next annual message. | am, Sir, your obe-
dient servant, RICHARD OLNEY.
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Kr. Adee to Mr. Dnyard,
No. 808.]

. w
His Excellency

Department op State,
ashington, July 24, 1895.

Thomas F. Bayard, etc.,

etc., etc., London.
Sir: In Mr. Olney’s instruction No. 804, of
the 20th inst., in" relation to the Anglo-

Venezuelan boundary dispute, you will note
a reference ta the sudden increase of the
area claimed for British Guiana, amount-
ing to 33,000 square miles between 1884 and
1886. This statement i3 made on the au-

thority of the British publication entitled
the Statesman’s Year Book.

add for your better information that
the same statement is found in the British

Colonial Office List, a Government publica-
tion.

In the issue for 1885 the followiné]
occurs, on Page 24, under the hea
ish Guiana:

“ It is impossible to specify the exact
area of the colony, as its precise boundaries
between Venezuela and Brazil, respectively,
are undetermined, but it has been computed
to be 70,000 square miles.”

In the issue of the same list for 1S86 the
same statement occurs, on Page 33, with
th.eI change of area to “ about 109,000 square
miles.”

The official maps in the two volumes
mentioned are identical; so that the in-
crease of 33,000 square miles claimed for
British Guiana is not thereby explained,
but later Colonial Office List maps show
a varying sweep of the boundary westward
into what previously figured as 'Venezuelan
territory, while no change is noted on the
Brazilian frontier. |1 am, Sir, your obedient
servant, ALVEY A. ADEE,

Acting Secretary.

passage
of B r?t»

Lord Suli»l»nry to Sir Jnlian Pauiic«*-
fote.

No. 189.] Foreign O ffice, Nov. 20, 1895.

Sir: On the 7th of Augast | transmitted
to Lord Gou%h a copy of the dispatch from
Mr. Olney which Mr. Bayard had left with
me that day, and of which he had read
portions to me. | informed him at the time
that it could not be answered until it had
been carefully considered by the law officers
of the Crown. | have therefore deferred
replying to it till after the recess,

I will not now deal with those portions of
it which are concerned exclusively with the
controversy that has for some "time past
existed between the Republic of Venezuela
and her Majesty’s Government in regard to
the boundary which separates their domin-
ions. | take a very different view from Mr,
Olney of various “matters upon which he
touches in that part of the dispatch; but |
will defer for the present all observations
upon it, as it concerns matters which ara
not in themselves of first-rate importance,
and do not directly concern the relations be-
tween Great Britain and the United State«,

The latter part, however, of the dispatch,
turning from the question of the frontiers
of Venezuela, proceeds to deal with princi-
ples of a far wider character, and to ad-
vance doctrines of international law whlt*h
are of considerable interest to all the Ra-
IIOHSE whoae dominions Include any portion
of the Western Hemisphere.

The contentions set forth by Mr, Olne’r
in this part of his dispatch are represent-
ed by him as being an application of the
political maxims which are well known in
American discussion under the name of the



dominion In the Western Hemisphere, and
htill leEs can they accept the doctrine that
the United States are entitled to claim that
the process of arbitration shall be applied
to any demand for the surrender of terri-
tory. which one of those States may make
against another.

| have commented in the above remarks
only upon the general aspect of Mr. Olney’s
doctrines, apart from the special considera-
tions which attach to the controversy be-
tween the United Kingdom and Venezuela
in its present phase. This controversy has
undoubtedly been made more difficult by
the inconsiderate action of the Venezuelan
Government in breaking’ off relations with
her Majesty’s Government, and its settle-
ment has been correspondingly delayed; but
her Majesty’s Government have not sur-
rendered the hope that it will be adjusted
gyta reasonable arrangement at an early
ate

| request that you will read the substance
©f the above dispatch to Mr. Olney, and
leave him a copy if he desires it. S.

liorcl Salisbury to Sir Julian Pmince-
fote.

No 100.] Foreign O ffice, Nov. 26, 1895.

Sir: In my preceding dispatch of to-day’s
date | have'replied only to the latter portion
of Mr. Olney’s dispatch of the 20th July
last, which treats of the application of the
Monroe doctrine to the question of the
boundary dispute between Venezuela and
the colony of British Guiana, But it seems
desirable,” in order to remove some evident
misapprehensions as to the main features
of the question, that the statement of it
contained in the earlier portion of Mr. OIl-
ney’s dispatch should not be left without
reply. Such a course will be the more con-
venient because, in consequence of the
suspension of diplomatic relations, | shall
not have the opportunity of setting right
misconceptions of this kind in the ordinary
way in a dispatch addressed to the Vene-
zuelan Government itself.

Her Majesty’s Government, while they
have never avoided or declined argument
on the subject with the Government Of
Venezuela, have always held that the ques-
tion was one which had no direct bearing
on the material interests of any other
country, and have consequently refrained
hitherto from presenting any detailed state-
ment of their ease either” to the United
States or to other foreign Governments.

It is perhaps a natural consequence of
this elroumstanee that Mr. Olney’s nar-
ration of what has passed bears "the im-
|eress of being mainly, if not entirely,
ounded on ex parte statements emanating
from Venezuela, and gives, In the opinion
cf hrr Majesty’s Government, an erroneous
view of many material facts.

Mr, Olney commences his observations by
remarking "that “ the dispute is of ancient
date, and began at leas.t as early as the
time when Great Britain acquired by the
treaty with the Netherlands in 1814 the
establishments of Demerara, Esscquibo, and
Berbioe, From that time to the present
th& dividing line between these establish-
ments, now called British Guiana, and
Venezuela, has never eeased to be subject
©f contention,"”

This statement is founded en misconcep-
tion, The dispute on the subject of the
frontier did not, in fact, commence till
after the year 1840,

The title of Great Britain to the
tory in question is derived, in the

terri-
first

place, from conquest and military occu-
pation of the Dutch settlements in 1796.
Both on this occasion and at the time of a
previous occupation of those settlements,
Iin 1781, the British authorities marked the

western boundary of their possessions as
begmnmtp; some ‘distance up the Orinoco
beyond Point Barima, in accordance with

the limits claimed and actually held by the
Dutch, and this has always since remained
the frontier claimed by Great Britain. The
definitive cession of the Dutch settlements
to England was, as Mr. Olney states, placed
on record bg the treaty of 1814, and, al-
though the Spanish Government were par-
ties to the negotiations which led to that
treaty, they did not at any stage of them
raise’ objection to the frontiers claimed
by Great Britain, though these were per-
fectly well known to them. At that time
the Government of Venezuela had not been
recognized even by the United States,
though the province was already in revolt
against the Spanish Government, and had
declared its independence. No question of
frontier was raised with Great Britain,
either by it or by the Government of the
United States of Colombia, in which it be-
came merged in 1819. That Government,
indeed, on repeated occasions, acknowl-
edged its indebtedness to Great Britain for
her friendly attitude. When, in 1830, the
Republic of Venezuela assumed a separate
existence its Government was equally warm
in its expressions of gratitude and friend-
ship, and there was not at that time an
indication of an intention to raise suc
claims as have been urged by it during the
latter portion of this century.
It is true, as stated by Mr. Olney, that
in the Venezuelan Constitution of 1830 Ar-
ticle V. lays down that “ the «territory of
Venezuela comprises all that which pre-
viously to the political changes of 1810
was denominated the Captaincy General of
Venezuela.” Similar declarations had been
made in the fundamental laws promulgat-
ed in 1819 and 1821.
need not point out that a declaration of
this kind made by a newly self-constituted
State can have no valid force as against
international arrangements previously con-
cluded bv the nation from which it has

separated itself. o
ut the present difficulty would never
have arisen if the Government of Vene-

zuela had been content to claim only those
territories which could be proved or even
reasonably asserted to have been racti-
cally in the possession and under the ef-
fective jurisdiction of the Captaincy Gen-
eral of Venezuela.

There is no authoritative statement by
the Spanish Government of those territories,
for a decree which the Venezuelan Govern-
ment allege to have been issued by the
King of Spain in 1788, describing the Prov-
ince of Guiana as bordered on the south by
the Amazon and on the east by the Atlan-
tic, certainIY cannot be regarded as such.
It absolutely ignores the Dutch settle-
ments, which not only existed in fact, but
had been formally recognized by the treaty
Of Munster of 1048, and it would, if now
considered valid, transfer to Venezuela the
whole of the British, Dutch, and French
Gulanas, and an enormous tract of terri-
tory belonging to Brazil.

But of the territories claimed and p.ctually
occupied by the Dutch, which were those ac-
quired from them by Great Britain, there
exist the most authentic declarations. In



1759, and again in 1769, the States General of
Holland addressed formal remonstrances
to the Court of Madrid against the incur-
sions of the Spaniards into their posts and
settlements in the basin of the Cuyuni. In
these remonstrances they distinctly claimed
all the branches of the Essequibo River,
ami especiallg the Cuyuni River, as lyin
within  Dutc territory. They demande
immediate reparation for the proceedings
of the Spaniards, and reinstatement of the
posts said to have been injured by them,
and suggested that a proper delineation
between the Colony of Essequibo and the
Rio Orinoco should be laid down by au-
thority.

To this claim the

Spanish Government
never attempted

to make any reply. But
it is evident from the archives which are
preserved in Spain, and to which, by the
courtesy of the Spanish Government, ref-
erence has been that the Council of
State did not consider that they had the

means of rebutting it, and that neither
they nor the Governor of Cumana were
prepared seriously to maintain the claims

which werj suggested in reports from his
subordinate officer, the commandant of
Guiana. The.to reports were characterized
by the Spanish Ministers as insufficient
and unsatisfactory, as “ prnfossing to show
the Province of Guiana under too favorable
a light,” and finally by the Council of State
as appearing from other information to be
“very improbable.” They form, however,
with 'a map which accompanied them, the
evidence on which the Venezuelan Govern-
ment appear most to rely, though it may
be observed that among other documents
which have from Urn's to time been pro-
duced or referred to by them in the course
of the discussions is a bull of Pope Alex-

ander VI. in 143® which, if it is to be con-
sidered as having any present validity,
would take from the ‘Government of the

United States all title to jurisdiction on the
Continent of North America.

The fundamental principle underlying the
Venezuelan argument is, in fact, that, in-
asmuch i.i Spain was originally entitled of
right to the wi>o'o of the American conti-
nent, an/ territory on that continent which
she cannot be shown to have acknowledged
in positive and specific terms to have passed
to another power can only have been ac-
quired by wrongful usurpation, and if situ-
ated to the north of the Amazon and west
of the Atlantic, must necessarily belong to
Venezuela, as her self-constituted inheritor
in those regions. It may reasonably be
asked whether Mr. Olney would consent to
refer to the arbitration of another power

retensions raised by the Government of

exico on such a foundation to large tracts
of territory whvni had long been comprised
in the Federal.on.

The circunists-nces connected with the
marking of what is called the “Schom-
burgk ™ line are as follows:

In 1835 a grant was made by the British
Government for the exploration of the inte-
rior of the British colony, and Mr. (after-
ward Sir Robert) Schomburgk, who was
employed on this service, on his return to
the capital of the colony in July, 1839, called
the attention of the Government to the ne-
cessity for an early demarkation of its boun-
daries. He was in consequence appointed
in November, 1840, special Commissioner
for provisionally surveying and delimiting
the bounda.-ies of British Guiana, and notice
of the appointment was given to the Gov-

ernrlnents concerned, including that of Vene-
zuela.

The intention of her Majesty’s Govern-
ment at that time was, when the work of
the Commissioner had been completed, to
communicate to the other Governments
their views as to the true boundary of the
British colony, and then to settle "any de-
tails to which those Governments might
to.ke objection.

It is important to notice that Sir R.
Schomburgk did not discover or invent any
new boundaries. He took particular care
to fortify himself with the history of the
case. He had further, from actual explora-
tion and information obtained from tha
Indians, and from the evidence of local re-
mains, as at Barima, and local traditions,
as on the Cuyuni, fixed the limits of the
Dutch possessions, and the zone from which
all trace of Spanish influence was absent.
On such data he based his reports.

At the very outset of his mission he sur-
veyed Point Barima, where the remains of
a Dutch fort still existed, and placed there
and at the mouth of the Amacura two
boundary posts. At the urgent entreaty of
the Venezuelan Government, these "two
R/losts wore afterward removed, as stated by

r. O’ney, but this concession was made on
the distinct understanding that Great Brit-
ain did not thereby in any way abandon
her claim to that position.

In submitting the maps of his survey, on
which he indicated the line which he would
propose to her Majesty’s Government for
adoption. Sir R. Schomburgk called atten-
tion to the fact that her Majesty’s Govern-
ment might Justlé/ claim the whole basin
of the Cuyuni and Yuruari, on the ground
that the natural boundary of the colony
included any territory through which flow
rivers which fall into the Essequibo.
" Upon this principle,” he wrote, “ the
boundary line would run from the j-ources
of the Carumani toward the sources of the
Cuyuni proper, and from thence toward its
far more northern tributaries, the Rivers
lruary (Yuruari) and lruang, (Yuruan,) and
thus approach the very heart of Venezuelan
Guiana.” But, on grounds of complaisance
toward Venezuela, he proposed that Great
Britian should consent to surrender her
claim to a more extended frontier inland in
return for the formal recognition of her
right to Point Barima. It was on this prin-
ciple that he drew the boundary line which
has since been called by his name.

Undoubtedly, therefore, Mr. Olney is right
when he states that “ it seems impossible
to treat the Schomburgk line as_being the
boundary claimed by Great Britain as a
matter of right, or as anything but a line
originating in considerations of convenience
and expediency.” The Schomburgk line was
In fact a great reduction of the boundary
claimed by Great Britain as matter of
right, and " its proposal originated in a de-
sire to come to a speedy and friendly ar-
rangement with a weaker power with whom
Great Britain was_ at the time, and desired
to_remain, in_ cordial relations.

The following are the main facts of the
discussions that ensued with the Venezuelan
Government:

While Mr, Schombur?k was engaged on
his survey the Venezuelan Minister in Lon-
don had "urged her Majesty’s Government
to enter into a treaty of limits, but received
the answer that, if it should be necessary
to enter into such a treaty, a survey was,
at any rate, the necessary preliminary, and
that-this was proceeding.



Government
Schomburgk’s
was in-

'As noon as her Majesty’s
were in possession of Mr. S
reports, the Venezuelan Minister

formed that they were in a position to
commence negofiations, and in January,
1844, M. Portique commenced by stating

the claim of his Government.

This claim, starting from such obsolete
grounds as the original discovery by Spain
of the American continent, and mainly sup-
ported by quotations of a more or les3
vague character from the writings of trav-
elers and geographers, but adducing no sub-
stantial evidence of actual conquest or oc-
cupation of the territory claimed, demanded
the Essequibo itself as the boundary of
Venezuela.

A reply was returned by Lord Aberdeen,
then ecretary of State for Foreign Af-
fairs, pointing out that it would be impos-
sible to arrive at any agreement if both
sides brought forward "pretensions of so ex-
treme a character, but stating that the
British Government would not imitate M.
Fortigue in putting forward a claim which
It could not be intended seriously to main-

tain. Lord Aberdeen then proceeded to
announce the concessions which, “out of
friendly regard to Venezuela,” her Majes-
ty’s Government were prepared to make,
and proposed a line starting_ from the
mouth of the Moroco to the junction of
the River Barima with the Waini, thence

up the Barima to the point at which that
stream approached nearest to the Acarabisi,
and thence following Sir R. Schomburgk’s
line from the source of the Acarabisi on-

ward.

A condition was attached to the proffered
cession, viz., that the Venezuelan Govern-
ment should enter into_an engagement that
no portion of the territory proposed to be
ceded should be alienated” at any time to
a foreign power, and that the Indian tribes
residing in it should be protected from op-
pression.

No answer to the note was ever received
from the Venezuelan Government, and in
1850 her Majesty’s Government informed
her Majesty’s Chargé d’Affahes at Caracas
that, as the proposal had remained for more
than six years unaccepted, it must be con-
sidered as having lapsed, and authorized
him to make a communication to the Vene-
zuelan Government to that effect.

A report having at the time become cur-
rent in Venezuela that Great Britain in-
tended to seize Venezuelan Guiana, the
British Government distinctly disclaimed
such an Intension- but inasmuch as the
Government of Venezuela subsequently
permitted pro*ects_to be set on foot for the
oeeupation of Point Barima and certain
other positions in dispute, the _British
Chargé d’Affaires was instructed, in June,
1850, to call the serious attention of the
President and Government of Venezuela to
th® question, and to declare to them “that
W hilst, on the one hand, Great Britain had
no intention to occupy or encroach on the
disputed territory, she would not, on the
other hand, view with Indifference aggres-
sions on that teiritory by Venezuela,’

The Venezuelan Government replied in
December of the Same year that Venezuela
had no intention of occupying or encroach-"
{jpg upon any part of the territory the

ominion of which was in dispute, and that
orders would be issued to the authorities
In Guiana to abstain from taking any steps
egitrary to this en%agement,

This constitutes what ha8 bee« the
"mifigFeerHent of 1850," to waieh tha fjavfifn®
ment of Veaesusia, b&.wva fraquaativV ap=

pealed, but which the Venezuelans have
repeatedly violated in succeeding years.

Their first acts of this nature consisted in
the occupation of fresh positions to tho
east of their previous settlements, and tho
founding, in 1858. of the town of Nueva
Providencia on the ri?ht bank of the Yuru-
ari, all previous settfements being on the
left bank. The British Government, how-
ever, considering that these settlements
were so near positions which they had not
wished to claim, considering also” the diffi-
culty of controlling the movements of min-
ing ‘populations, overlooked this breach of
the agreement.

The Governor of the colony was, in 1857,
sent to Caracas to negotiate for a settle-
ment of the boundary, but he found the
Venezuelan State in so disturbed a condi-
tion that it was impossible to commence
negotiations, and eventually he came away
without having effected anything.

For the next nineteen years, as stated by

Mr. Olney, the civil commotions in Ven-
ezuela prevented any resumption of nego-
tiations.

In 1876 it was reported that the Venezu-
elan Government had, for the second time,

broken “the agreement of 1850” by grant-
ing licenses to trade and cut wood in Ba-
rima and eastward. Later in the same

year that Government once more made an
overture for the settlement of the bound-
ary. Various delays interposed before ne-
gotiations actually commenced; and it was
not till 1879 that Sefior Rojaz began them
with a renewal of the claim to the Essequibo
as the eastern boundary of Venezuelan
Guiana. At the same time he stated that
his Government wished “to obtain, by
means of a treaty, a definitive settlement of
the question, and was disposed to proceed
to the demarkation of the divisional line
between the two Guianas in a spirit of con-
ciliation and true friendship toward her
M ajesty’s Government.”

In"reply to this communication a note was
addressed to Sefior Rojaz on the 10th of
January, 1880, reminding him that the
boundary which her Majesty’s Government
claimed, as a matter of Sstrict right on
grounds of conquest and concession by
treaty, commenced at a pointat the mouth of
the Orinoco, westward of Point Barima,
that it proceeded thence in a southerly di-
rection to the Imataca Mountains, the line
of which it followed to the northwest,
passing from thence by the high land of
Santa Maria just south of the town of
Upata, until it struck a range of hills on the
eastern bank of the Caroni River, following
these southward until It struck the great
backbone of the Guiana district, the Ba-
rima Mountains of British Guiana, and
thence southward to the Pacaraima Mount-
ains. On the other hand, the claim which
had been put forward on behalf of Venezu-
ela by Gen, Guzman Blanco in his mes-
sagbe to the National Congress of the 20th of
February, 1877, would involve the surrender
of a province now inhabited by 40,000 Brit-
ish subjects, and which had been in the un-
interrupted possession of Holland and of
Great Britain successively for two eentufigg.

The difference between the§© two claims
being so great, it was pointed out to Sc¢&or
Rojaz that, in order to arrive at a »atls-
faetery arrangement, each party mu*t bo
prepared to make verr eessidéraMe con-
cessions_to tha otfeéf,, aiid he Was assum'd
tfeaii _ fl.ithoUSfi the eiadira of Venezuela- i »
twi Jtlgeatflfee mvP_f boundary _could. no%
»ndet> any cireuxrisi.aaselj, be” 6ntertaiae<%



yet that her Majesty’s Government were
anxious to meet the Venezuelan Govern-
ment in a spirit of conciliation, and would
be willing, in the -event of a renewal of ne-
gotiations for the general settlement of
boundaries, to waive a portion of what they

considered to be their strict rights |if
Venezuela were really disposed to make
corresponding concessions on her part.

The Venezuelan Minister replied in Feb-
ruary, 1881, by proposing a line which com-
menced on the coast a mile to the north of
the Moroco River, and followed certain
parallels and meridians inland, bearing a
general resemblance to the proposal made
y Lord Aberdeen in 1844,

Seflor Rojaz’s proposal was referred to
the Lieutenant General and Attorney Gen-
eral of British Guiana, who were then in
England, and they presented an elaborate
report, showing that in the thirty-five
years which had elapsed since Lord Aber-
deen’s éJroposed concession natives and oth-
ers had settled in the territory under the
belief that they would enjoy “the benefits
of British rule,” and that it was impossible
to assent to any such concessions as Sefior
Rojaz’s line would involve. They, however,
proposed an alternative line which involved
considerable reductions of that laid down
by Sir R. Schomburgk.

This boundary was proposed to the Ven-
ezuelan Government by Lord Granville in
September, 1881, but no answer was ever
returned by that Government to the pro-
posal.

W hile,
constantly
under active
that in the
been given

however, the Venezuelan Minister
stated that the matter was
consideration, it was found
same year a concession had
by his Government to Gen.
Pulgar, which” included a large portion of
the territory in dispute. This was the third
?éggch by "Venezuela of the agreement of

Early in 1884 news arrived of a fourth
breach by Venezuela of the agreement of
1850 through two different grants which
covered the whole of the territory in dis-
pute, and as this was followed by actual
attempts to settle on the disputed territory,
the British Government could no longer re-
main inactive.

W arning was therefore given to the Ven-
ezuelan Government and fo the concession-
naires, and a British Magistrate was sent
into the threatened district to assert the
British rights.

Meanwhile the negotiations for a settle-
ment of the boundary had continued, but
the only replies that could be obtained from
Sefior Guzman Blanco, the Venezuelan Min-
ister, were proposals for arbitration in dif-
ferent forms, all of which her Majesty’s
Government were compelled to decline, as
involving a submission to the arbitrator of
the claim advanced by Venezuela in 1844 to
all territory up to the left bank of the Es-
Bequibo.

As the progress of settlement by British
subjects made a decision of some kind ab-
solutely necessary, and as the Venezuelan
Government refused to come to any rea-
sonable arrangement, her Majesty’s Gov-
ernment decided not to repeat ‘the offer of
concessions which had not been recipro-
fated, but to assert their undoubted right
lo the territory within the Schomburgk
line, while ptill consenting to hold open for
further negotiation, and even for arbitra-
tion, the unsettled lands between that line
and what they considered to be the right-
ful boundary 7as stated in the note to Sefior
Rojaz of the 10th of January, 1880.

The execution of this decision was de-
ferred for a time, owing to the return of
Sefior Guzman Blanco to London, and the
desire of Lord Rosebery, then Secretar
of State for Foreign Affairs, to settle afll
pending questions between the two Govern-
ments. r. Olney is mistaken in suppos-
ing that in 1886 “a treaty was practically
agreed upon containing a general arbitra-
tion clause, under which the parties might
have submitted the boundary dispute to the

decision_of a third power, or of several
powers in amity with both.” [t is true that
Gen. Guzman "Blanco proposed that the

commercial treaty between the two coun-
tries should contain a clause of this nature,
but it had reference to future disputes only..
Her Majesty’s Government have alwaﬁ/s
insisted on "a_ separate discussion of the
frontier question, and have considered its
settlement to be a necessary preliminary
to other arrangements. Lord Rosebery’s
proposal, made in July, 1886, was “ that the
two Governments should agree to_eonsider
the territory lying between the Dboundar
lines respectively proposed in the eight
paragraph of Sefior Rojaz’s note of the 21st
of February, 1881, and in Lord Granville’s
note of the Ifith of September, 1881, as the
territory in dispute between the two coun-
tries, and that a boundary line within the
limits of this territory should be traced
either by an arbitrator or by a joint com-
mission on the basis of an equal division
of this territory, due regard being had to
natural boundaries.”

Sefior Guzman Blanco replied declining
the proposal, and repeating that arbitration
on the whole claim of Venezuela was the
only method of solution which he could
suggest This pretension is hardly less ex-
orbitant than would be a refusal by Great
Britain to agree to an arbitration on the
boundary of British Columbia and Alaska
unless the United States would consent to

brin'? into question one-half of the whole
area of the latter territory. He shortly
afterward left England, "and as there

seemed no hope of arriving at an agreement
by further discussions, the Schomburgk lino
was proclaimed as the irreducible boundary
of the colony in October, 1886. It must be
borne in mind that in taking this step her
M ajesty’s Government did not assert any-
thing aDproaching their extreme claim, but
confined themselves within the limits of
what had, as early as 1840, been suggested
as a concession out of friendly regard and
complaisance.

When Sefior Guzman Blanco,
turned to Venezuela, announced his inten-
tion. of erecting a lighthouse at Point
Barima, the British Government expressed
their readiness to permit this, If he would
enter into a formal written agreement that
its erection would not be held to prejudice
their claim to the site.

In the meanwhile the Venezuelan Gov-
ernment had sent commissioners into the
territory to the east of the Schomburgk
line, and on their return two notes were
addressed to the British Minister at Cara-
cas, dated, respectively, the 26th and 31st
of January, 1887, demanding the evacuation
of the whole territory held by Great Britain
from the mouth of the Orinoco to the Pem-
eroon River, and adding that should this
not be done by the 20th of February, and
Should the evacuation not be accompanied
by the acceptance of arbitration as the
means of deciding the pending frontier
question, diplomatic relations “would _be
broken off. 'In pursuance of this decision,
the British representative at Caracas re-
ceived his passports, and fielations were

having re-



declared by the Venezuelan Government to
be suspended on the 21st of February, 1887,

In December of that year, as a matter of
precaution, and in order that the claims of
Great Britain beyond the Schomburgk line
might not be considered to have been aban-
doned, a notice was issued by'the Governor
of British Guiana, formallil] reserving those
claims. No steps have, however, at any
time, been taken by the British authorities
to exercise jurisdiction beyond the Schom-
burg.k line, 'nor to interfere with the pro-
ceedings of the Venezuelans_ in the territory
outside of it, although, pending a settlement
of the dispute, Great Britain cannot recog-
nize those proceedings as valid or as con-
ferring any legitimate title. . i .
_The question has remained in this posi-
tion ever since. The bases on which her
M ajesty’s Government were prepared to
negotiate for its settlement were clearly
indicated to the Venezuelan plenipotentiaries
who were successively dispatched to Lon-
don in 1890, 1891, and 1893, to negotiate
for a renewal of diplomatic relations; but
as on those occasions the only solutions
which the Venezuelan Government pro-
fessed themselves ready to _accept would
still have involved the submission to arbi-
tration of the Venezuelan claim to a large
Eortlon of the British colony, no progress

as yet been made toward a settlement.

It ‘will be seen from the preeeding state-
ment that the Government of Great Britain
have from the first held the same view ae
to the extent of territory which they are
entitled to claim as a matter of right. It
comprised the coast line up to the River
Amacura and the whole basin of the Esse-
quibo River and its tributaries. A portion
of that claim, however, they have always
been willing to_waive altogether; in regard
to another portion, they have been and con-
tinue to be perfectly ready to submit the
question of their title to “arbitration. As
regards the rest, that which lies within the
so-called Schomburgk line, they do not con-
sider that the rights of Great Britain are
open to question. Even within that line
they have, on various occasions, offered to
Venezuela considerable concessions as a
m atter of friendship and conciliation, and
for the purpose of securing an amicable
settlement of the dispute. If, as time has

gone on, the concessions thus offered di-
minished in extent, and have now been
withdrawn, this has been the necessary

consequence of the gradual spread over the
country of British settlements, which her
M ajesty’s Government cannot in justice to
the inhabitants offer to surrender fo foreign
rule, and the justice of such withdrawal
Is amply borné out by the researches In

the nationa! archives of Holland and Spain,
which have furnished further and more
convincing evidence in support of the Brit-
ish claims.

_The discrepancies in the frontiers as-
signed to the British colony in various maps
published in England, and erroneously as-
sumed to be founded on official information,
are easily accounted for by the circum-
stances which | have mentioned. Her
M ajesty’s Government cannot, of course, be
responsible for such publications made with-

out their authority, r .

Although the negotiations in 1890, 1891,
and_ 1893 did not lead to any result her
M ajesty’s Government have not abandoned
the hope that they may be resumed with
better success, and that when the inter-
nal politics of Venezuela are settled on
a more durable basis than has lately ap-
Beared to be the case, her Government may
e enabled to adopt a more moderate and
conciliatory course in regard to this ques-
tion than that of their predecessors. Her
M ajesty’s Government are sincerely de-
sirous ‘of being on friendly relations w.ith
Venezuela, an certainly "have no design
to seize territory that proprrly bolongs to
her, or forcibly to extend sovereignty over
any portion of her population.

They have, on the contrary, repeatedly
expressed their leadiness to Submit to ar-
bitration the conflicting claims of Great
Britain and Venezuela to large tracts of
territory which, from their auriferous nat-
ure, are known to be of almost untold value.
But they cannot consent to entertain, or
to submit to the arbitration of another
power, or of foreign jurists, however emi-
nent, claims based on the extravagant pre-
tensions of Spanish officials in the Tast cent-
ury, and involving the transfer of large
numbers of British subjects, who have for
many years enjoyed the settled rule of a
British™ colony,” fo a nation of different
race and language, whose political system
is subject to frequent disturbance, and
whose ‘institutions ‘as yet too often afford
very inadequate protection to life and prop-
erty. No issue of this description has ever
been involved in the questions which Great
Britain and the United States have con-
sented to submit to arbitration, and her
M ajesty's Government are convinced that
in similar circumstances the Government of
the United States would be equally firm
in declining to entertain proposals of such a
nature.

TTour Excellency is authorized to state
the substance of this dispatch to Mr. Olne?/,
and to leave him a copy of it if he should
desire it.
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| From The New-York Times of Dec. 18, 1895.

The controversy between Great Britain
and Venezuela over territory is one of long
standing. Claims made by England have
Bteadily increased and have always been
resisted by the Venezuelans. The territory

in dispute is extremely valuable and fear
of losing it is thought to be the reason for
England’s declining arbitration.

Great Britain acquired her title to the
Colony of British Guiana_ by treaty from
Holland in 1814, the provinces transferred
being those of Esequibo, Demerara, and
Berbice. From that time to the present
day Venezuela has never recognized that
England enjoys legal right to a single foot
of ground west of the Esequibo River.

In 1841 Sir Robert Schomburgk, an en-
ineer in the British service, entered the
isputed territory without the concurrence
of the British Government, and proceeded
to run a line from the Brazilian frontier to
the Boca Grande, which was intended to
establish a definite boundary between Brit-
ish Guiana and Venezuela. The Schom-
burgk line was not at first claimed by the
British Foreign Office as legal, and has not
until recently been designated in British
diplomatic correspondence as England’s pri-
marﬁ base. . .

When Schomburgk drew his “arbitrary
line of demarkation, in 1841, he set up
osts to indicate British dominion at Point

arima, Amacuro, and other localities. The
Venezuelan Government made a vigorous
protest, and Lord Aberdeen, then Foreign
Secretary, promptly ordered the posts re-
moved, thus showing that England felt no
certainty of the justice of her claims.

Lord Aberdeen, in 1844, proposed to the
Venezuelans a boundary line which did not
follow Schomburgk’s line. It conceded to
the Venezuelans a large part of the coast
and the mouth of the Orinoco River, which
Lord Salisbury now claims. Aberdeen’s
proposed line "began on the coast at the
mouth of the River Morocco and ran straight
into the interior, crossing the Schomburgk
line at right angles. This Aberdeen propo-
sition was the first specific definition of
England’s pretended rights, and the sole
foundation for it in international law was
the shadowy allegation that Dutch settle-
ments and Indian treaties justified Great
Britain in instituting authority over a
portion of the trans-Esequibo regions, the
exact geographical limits of which had
never been adjusted.

It is seen that Lord Aberdeen, in under-
takinfg to trace British Guiana’s extreme
rightful bounds—thereby fixing a precedent
for future British Foreign ~Secretaries—
could find no excuse for carrying them fur-
ther than the mouth of the Morocco. He
made no pretense to ownership of the
grand mouth of the Orinoco. It Is claimed
fo-day by Lord Salisbury, who not only de-
clares that England owns the coast up to

the terminus of the Schomburgk line at
the mouth of the Amacuro, but claims land
in the interior considerably beyond the fur-
thest westward bend of the Aberdeen line.
Of course, the Venezuelans declined to
accept the Aberdeen line and nothing fur-
ther was done in the matter until 1850, when
the celebrated status quo was established,
whereby Great Britain agreed not to oc-
cupy or encroach upon "the territory in
dispute in consideration of a similar agree-

ment on the part of Venezuela. W hat was
meant b1y “ territory in dispute ” was not
stated. he status quo has never been

abrogated. It is claimed by Venezuelans
that England has repeatedly violated the
status quo by invading the territory far
Ih_eyond either the Schomburgk or Aberdeen
ine.

Lord Granville in 1881 proposed to the
Venezuelans a new boundary line. It began
far north of the Aberdeen line, on the coast,
but a short distance south of the Schom-
burgk line, and did not include the Barima
River or island, which are now claimed by
England. The Granville line in the interior
followed the Aberdeen line, but gave Vene-
zula undisputed possession of the mouth
of the Orinoco.

This was equivalent to a formal disavow-
al of any design upon the Boca Gr-ande of
the Orinoco; in the most positive style the

excllusive control was assigned to Vene-
zuela.

In 1883 %Lord Granville being still at
the head of the Foreign Office,) overtures

were made to Venezuela to have an amica-
ble settlement of the case. Venezuela was
anxious for settlement, and dispatched Gen.
Guzman Blanco, one of the foremost dip-
lomats of South America, to England to
act in the matter. Gen. Blanco did not
waste his time in discussin% maps and an-
cient lines, but bent all is energies to
e'secure arbitration of the matter. He
gained his point, for on June 18, 1885, Lord
Granville assented to a treaty between
England and Venezuela, one clause of which
rovided that any differences not adjusta-
le by the usual means should be" sub-
mitted to “ the arbitration of a third pow-
er, or of several powers, in amity with both
countries, without resorting to "war.”
This great diplomatic stroke of Gen.
Blanco, absolutely bringing England to bay
on the boundary question, was, however,
immediately made of no_avail by the over-
turn of the Gladstone Ministry. Lord Salis-
bury, who took office a few days later,
promptly rescinded the arbitration clause
of the Pproposed .treatY. Since that time
England has persistently declined every pro-
posal to arbitrate the matter. o
England is not satisfied with renudiating
the comparatively moderate boundary des-
ignations originated by Aberdeen and Gran-
ville, but has enlarged her territorial claim
with the utmost recklessness. The Vene-
zuelan Government contends that the Ese-
quibo-Pumeron-Cuyuni strip is the only
land fairly in dispute.



HISTORICAL

From The New-York Times of Wednesday, Dec.
25, 1895.

The scope, purposes, and aims of the Mon-
roe doctrine are best shown by quotations
from the public alJid private papers of Prssi-
dents of the United States, Secretaries of
State, and many statesmen who have given
the subject attention and study.

The intervention of European nations in
the affairs of this hemisphere has been dis-
tinctly disapproved by these men at all
times.

Mr. Canning, in his correspondence with
Mr. Rush, the United States Minister in
England in 1S23, having suggested that the
United States should take decided ground
against the intervention of the Holy Alli-
ance in South America, Mr. Monroe sent the
papers to Mr. Jefferson, asking his advice.
To this request Mr. Jefferson answered, as
follows:

i “Monticello, Oct. 24, 1823,

" Dear Sir: The question presented by the
letters you have sent me is the most mo-
mentous which has ever been offered to my
contemplation since that of Independence.
That made us a Nation; this sets our com-
pass and points the course which we are to
steer through the ocean of time opening on
us. And never could we embark upon it
under circumstances more auspicious. Our
first and fundamental maxim should be
never to entangle ourselves in the broils of
Europe: our second, never to suffer Europe
to intermeddle with cisatlantic affairs. Amer-
ica, North and South, has a set of interests
distinct from those of Europe, and peculiar-
ly our own. She should, therefore, have a
system of her own, separate and apart fron
that of Europe. While the last is laboring
to become the domicile of despotism, our en-
deavor should surely bo to make our hemi-
sphere that of freedom.

“ One nation, most of ail, could disturb
us in this pursuit: she now offers to lead,
aid, and accompany us in it. By acceding

to her proposition ‘'we detach her from the
bands, bring her mighty weight into the
scale of free government, and emancipate a
continent at one stroke which might other-
wise linger long in doubt and difficulty.
Great Britain is the nation which can do us
the most harm of any one or all on earth,
and with her on our side we need not fear
the whole world. W ith her, then, we should
most sedulously cherish a cordial friendship,
and nothing would tend more to knit our
affections than to be fighting once more side

DOCUMENTS.

by side in the same cause. Not that | would
?ur_chase even her amity at the price of
aking part in her wars.

“ But the war in which the present propo-
sition might engage us, should that be its
consequence, is not her war, but ours. Its
object is to introduce and establish the
American system of keeping out of our_land
all foreign” powers—O0f never permitting
those of Europe to intermeddle with the af-
fairs of our nations. It is to maintain our
own principle, not to depart from it; and if,
to facilitate this, we can effect a division
in the body of European powers and draw
over to our side its most powerful member,
surely we should do it. But | am clearly of
Mr. Canning’s opinion that it will prevent,
instead of provoking, war. With Great
Britain withdrawn from their scale and
shifted into that of our two continents, all
Europe combined would not undertake such
a war, for how would they propose to get at
either enemy without superior fleets? Nor
is the occasion to be slighted which this
proposition offers of declaring our protest
against the atrocious violations of the
rights of nations by the interference of any
one in the internal affairs of another so
flagitiously begun by Bonaparte, and now
continued hy the equally lawless alliance
calling itself Holy.

“But we have first to ask ourselves a
question. Do we wish to acquire to our
own confederacy any one or more of the
Spanish provinces? I candidly confess that
| have ever looked on Cuba as the most
interesting addition which could ever be
made to our system of States. The con-
trol which, with Florida Point, this island
would give us over the Gulf of Mexico and
the countries and isthmus bordering on it,
as well as al' those whose waters flow
into it, would fill up the measure of our
political well-being. Yet, as | am sensible
that this can never be obtained, even with

her own consent, but by war, and its in-
dependence, which is our second interest,
(and especially its independence of Eng-

land,) can be secured without it. | have
no hesitation in abandoning my first wish
to future chances, and accepting its inde-
pendence, with peace and the friendship
of England, rather than its association at
the expense of war and her enmity.

“ 1 could honestly, therefore, join in the
declaration proposed that we aim, not at
the acquisition of any of those possessions
—that we will not st&nd in the way of
any amicable arrangement between them
and the mother country—but that we will
oppose with all our means the forcible in-
terposition of any other power as aux-
iliary, stipendiary, or under any other form
or pretext, and most especially their trans-
fer to any power bv conquest, cession, or



acquisition In any other way. I should
think it therefore advisable that the Ex-
ecutive should encourage the British Gov-
ernment to a continuance in the disposi-
tions expressed in these letters by an as-
surance of his concurrence with ‘them as
far as his authority goes, and that, as it
may lead to war, the declaration of which
requires an act of Congress, the case shall
be laid before them for consideration at
their first meeting, and under the reasona-
ble aspect in which it is seen by himself.

“1 have been so long weaned from polit-
ical subjects, and have so long ceased to take
any interest in them, that | am sensible |
am not qualified to offer opinions on them
worthy of any attention; but the question
now proposed involves consequences so last-
ing and effects so decisive of our future
destinies as to rekindle all the interest |
have heretofore felt on such occasions, and
to induce me to the hazard of opinions
which will prove only my wish to contribute
still m?/ mite toward anything which may
be useful to our country. And, praying you
to accept it at only what it is worth, [ add
the assurance of mv constant and affection-
ate friendship and respect.”

A Private Letter front Canning'.

Mr. Canning, on Dee. 21, 1823, sent a pri-
vate letter to Sir William il Court, then
British Minister to Spain, from which the
following is taken:

“Monarchy in Mexico and monarchy in
Brazil would cure the evils of universal
democracy and prevent the drawing of de-
markation which | most dread—America vs.
Europe. _ The United States, naturally
enough, aims at this division, and cherishes
the democracy which leads to it. But I do
not much apprehend their influence, even if
| believe (which | do not altogether) in all
the reports of their activity in America.
Mexico and they are too neighborly to be
friends. In the meanwhile, they have aided
us materially.”

Tlie Monroe Doctrine.

The Monroe doctrine, as enunciated by
President James Monroe in his message of
December, 1823, is as follows:

l.

“ At the proposal of the Russian Imperial
Government, made through the Minister of
the Emperor residing here, a full power
and instructions have been transmitted to
the Minister of the United States at St.
Petersburg to arrange, by amicable negoti-
ation, the respective rights and interests of
the two nations on the northwest coast of
this continent. A similar proposal has been
made by his Imperial Majest%to the Gov-
ernment of Great Britain, which has like-
wise been acceded to. * * In the discus-
sions to which this interest has given rise,
and in the arrangements by which they
may terminate, the occasion has been judged
proper for asserting as a principle in which
the rights and interests of the United States
are involved, that the American continents,
by the free and independent condition which
they have assumed and maintain, are hence-
forth not to be considered as subjects for

future colonization by any European pow-
ers.” Paragraph 7, Message of Dec. 2, 1823.

“In the wars of the European powers in
m atters relating to themselves we have
never taken any part, nor does it comport'
with our policy to do so. It is only when
our rights are invaded or seriously menaced

that we resent injuries or make preparation
for our defense.

“ W ith the movements in this hemisphere
we are of necessity more immediateI% con-
cerned, and by causes which must be ob-
vious to all enlightened and impartial ob-
servers. The political system of the allied
powers is essentially different in this re-
spect from that of America, This difference
proceeds from that which exists in their
respective Governments. And to the de-
fense of our own, which has been achieved
by the loss of much blood and treasure,
and matured by the wisdom of their most
enlightened citizens and under which we
have enjoyed wunexampled felicity, this
whole Nation is devoted. We owe it, there-
fore, to candor and to the amicable rela-
tions existing between the United States
and those powers to declare that we should
consider any attempt on their part to ex-
tend their system to any portion of this
hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and
safety. With the existing colonies -or de-
pendencies of any Eurolpean power we have
not interfered, and shall not interfere. But
with the Governments who have declared
their independence and maintained it, and
whose independence we have, on great con-
sideration and just principles, acknowl-
edged, we could not view any interposition
for the purpose of oppressing them or con-
trolling in any other manner their destlng,
by any European power, in any other light
than as the manifestation of an unfriendly
disposition toward the United States. * * *

“Our policy in regard to Europe, which
was adopted ‘at an early stage of the wars
which have so long agitated that quarter of
the globe, nevertheless remains the same,
which is not to interfere in the internal
concerns of any of its powers; to consider
the Government de facto as the legitimate
Government for us; to cultivate friendly re-
lations with it, and to preserve those rela-
tions by a frank, firm, and manly policy,
meeting in all instances the just claims of
every power, submitting to “injuries from
none.

“ But in regard to these continents cir-
cumstances are eminently and conspicuously
different. It is impossible that the allied
powers should extend their political system
to any portion of either continent without
endangering our peace and happiness, nor
can any one believe that our Southern
brethren, if left to themselves, wouid adopt
it of their own accord. It is equally impos-
sible, therefore, that we should behold such
interposition in any form with indifference.”
Paragraphs 48 and 49, Message of Dec. 2,

23.

It will
passages,
gether as
passage, and were

be observed that the above two
which are sometimes printed to-
if they formed one continuous
Intended to convey one
idea, are widely separated in President
Monroe’s message. In reality they relate to
two different subjects.



r Mr. Gallatin’s Strong Words.

Mr. Gallatin, Minister to France, wrote to
J. Q. Adams, Secretary of State, June 21,
1823, as follows:

“But | added that the United States
would undoubtedly preserve their neutrality,
provided it was respected, and avoid every
interference with the politics of Europe.
* * *But | had reason to believe that, on
the other hand, they would not suffer others
to interfere against the emancipation of
America.”

Secretary of State Clay’s Assertion.

Mr Clay, Secretary of State, wrote to Mr.
Poinsett, March 25 1S25, saying-:

" The other principle asserted in the mes-
sage is that whilst we do not desire to in-
terfere in Europe with the political system
of the allied powers, we shouitl regard as
dangerous to our peace and safety any at-
tempt on their part to extend their system
to any portion of this hemisphere. The po-
litical systems of the two continents are es-
sentially different. Each has an exclusive
right to judge for itself what is best suited
to its own condition and most likely to pro-
mote its happiness, but neither has a right
to enforce upon the other the establishment
of its peculiar system. This principle was
declared in the face of the world, at a mo-
ment when there was reason to apprehend
that the allied powers were entertaining de-
signs inimical to the freedom, if not the in-
dependence, of the new Governments. There
is a ground for believing that the declara-
tion of it had considerable effect in pre-
venting the maturity, if not in producing
the abandonment, of all such designs. Both
principles were laid down after much and
anxious deliberation on the part of the late
Administration. The President, who then
formed a part of it, continues entirely to
coincide in both. And you will ur?e upon
the Government of Mexico the utility and
expediency of asserting the same principles
on all proper occasions.”

Reaffirmed I»y Mr. Clay.

Mr. Clay, Secretary of State, wrote to
Messrs. Anderson & Sargent, May 8, 1820,
as follows:

" In December, 1823, the then President of
the United States, in his annual message
upon the opening of Congress, announced
as a principle applicable to this continent,
which ought hereafter to be insisted upon,
that no European nation ought to be al-
lowed to plant upon it new colonies. It was
not proposed by that principle to disturb
pre-existing European colonies already es-
tablished in America: the principle looked
for-.vard, not backward.”

As Stated I»y Webster.

Mr. Webster, March, 27, 1S2G, in the House
of Representatives, said:

“ The amount of it [Mr.
tion] was that this overnment could not
look with indifference on any combination
to assist Spain in her war against the South
American States; that we could not but
consider any such combination as danger-
ous or unfriendly to us. and that if it should
be formed, it would be for the competent

Monroe’s declara-
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authorities of this Government to decide
when the case arose what course our duty
and our interest should require us to pur-
sue.”

W ebster on tbe Panama Mission.

In Mr. Webster’s speech on the Panama
mission, delivered April 14, 182G, he said:

“ 1t [the Monroe doctrine] has been said,
in the course of this debate. to have been
a loose and vague declaration. It was, |
believe, sufficiently studied 1 have under-
stood from good authority that it was con-
sidered, weighed, and distinctly and decid-
edly approved by every one of the Presi-
dent’s advisers at that time. Our Govern-
ment could not adopt on that occasion
precisely the course which England had
taken. "England threatened the immediate
recoginltlon of the provinces if the allies
should take part with Spain against them.
We had already recognized them. It re-
mained, therefore, only for our Govern-
ment to say how we should consider a
combination " of the allied powers to effect
objects in America as affecting ourselves;
and the message was intended to say what
it does say—that we should regard such
combination as dangerous to us. o

“ Sir, | agree with those who maintain
the proposition, and | contend against those
who deny it, that the message did mean
something; that it meant much; and | main-
tain against both that the declaration ef-

fected much good, answered the end de-
signed by it, did great honor to the fore-
sight and_ the spirit of the Government,

and that it cannot now be taken back, re-
tracted, or annulled without disgrace. It
met, Sir, with the entire concurrence and
the hearty approbation of the country. The
tone which it uttered found a correspond-
ing response in the breasts of the free peo-
ple of the United States. That people saw,
and they rejoiced to see, that on n_ fit oc-
casion our weight had been thrown into the
right scale, and that, without departing
from our duty, we had done something use-
ful and something effectual for the cause
of civil liberty. One general glow of ex-
ultation, one universal feeling of the grati-
fied love of libertj’, one conscious and proud
perfection of the considerations which the

country possessed, and of the respect and
honor "which belonged to it, pervaded all
bosoms.

“ Possibly the public enthusiasm went too

far; it certainly did go far, but, Sir, the
sentiment which this declaration inspired
was not confined to ourselves. Its force

was felt everywhere by all those who could
understand its object and foresee its effect.
In that very House of Commons of which
the gentleman from South Carolina has
spoken with such condemnation, how was
it received? Not only with approbation,
but | may say with no little enthusiasm,
Wrthile the leading Minister (Mr. Canning)
expressed his entire concurrence in the
sentiments and opinions of the American
President. his distinguished competitor
(Mr. Brougham) in that popular bod¥, less
restrained by decorum and more at liberty
to give utterance to all the feeling of the
occasion, declared that no event had ever
created greater joy, exultation, and grati-
tude among all the free men in Europe;
that he felt pride in being connected by
blood and language with the people of
the United States; that the policy dis-
closed by the message became a great, a



free, and an Independent nation, and that,
he hoped his own country would be pre-
vented by no mean pride or paltry jealousy
from following- so noble and glorious ex-
ample.

“It is doubtless truer as | took occasion
to observe the other da that this decla-
ration must be considered as founded on our
rights and to spring mainly from a regard
to their preservation. It did not permit
us at all events to take up arms on any
Indication of hostile feeling by the powers
of Europe toward South America. If, for
example, all the States of Europe have
refused to trade with South America until
her States should return to their former
allegiance, that would have furnished no
cause of interference to us. Or, if an
armament had been furnished by the allies
to act against provinces the most remate
from wus, as Chili or Buenos Ayres, the
distance of the seat of action disminishing
our anrehension of danger, and diminish-
ing also our means of effectual interposi-
tion, might still have left us to content our-
selves with remonstrance. But a very differ-
ent case would have arisen if an army
equipped and maintained by these powers
had been landed on the shores of the Gulf
of Mexico and commenced the war in our
immediate neighborhood.. Such an event
might justly be regarded as dangerous to
ourselves, and, on that ground, call for
decided and immediate interference by us.
The sentiments and the policy announced
by the declaration, thus understood, were
therefore in strict conformity to our duties
and our interests.”

PrcHIdent Polk in His Message.

President Polk’s first annual message
(1845) treated the subject as follows:

"It is well known to the American people
and to all nations that this Government has
never interfered with the relations subsist-
ing between other Governments. We have
never made ourselves parties to their wars
or their alliances; we have not sought their
territories by conquest; we have not min-
gled with parties in their domestic strug-
gles, and, believing their own form of gov-
ernment to be the best, we have never at-

tempted to propagate it by intrigue, by
diplomacy, or by force. We may claim on
this continent a” like exemption from Euro-

pean interference. The nations of America
are equally sovereign and independent with
those of Europe. They possess the same

rights, indeﬁendent of all foreign interposi-
tion, to make war, to conclude peace, and
to regulate their internal affairs. The peo-
ple of the United States cannot, therefore,

view with indifference attempts of European
powers to interfere with independent action
of the nations on this continent.

“ The American system of government is
entirely different from that of Europe. Jeal-
ousy among the different sovereigns of Eu-
rope, lest any one of them might become
too powerful for the rest, has caused them
anxiously to desire the establishment of
what they term the ‘balance of power.” It
cannot be permitted to have any application
on the North American Continent, ;uid es-
pecially to the United States. vVe must
ever maintain the principle that the people

Of this continent alone have the r.ght to
decide their own destiny. Should any por-
tion of them, constituting an indepéendent

State, propose to unite themselves -vith ouv
confederacy, this will be a question for
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them and us to determine without any for-
eign interposition. We can never consent
that European powers shall interfere to
prevent such a union Because .t might dis-
turb the “balance of power’ which they
may desire to maintain upon this continent.
Nearly a quarter of a century ago the prin-
ciple was distinctly announced to the world
in the annual message of one of my prede-
cessors that ‘the American continents, by
the free and independent condition which,
they had assumed and maintained, are
henceforth not to be considered as subjects
for- future_colonization by any European
power.” This principle will apply with
greatly increased force should arty Euro-
pean power attempt to establish any new
colony in North America.

“In the existing circumstances of the
world, the present is deemed a proper occa-
sion to reiterate and reaffirm the principle
avowed by Mr. Monroe, and to state my
cordial concurrence in its wisdom and sound
policy. The reassertion of this principle,
especially in reference to North America, is
at this ‘day but the promulgation of a
policy which no European power should
cherish the disposition to resjst. EXxisting
rights of every European nation should bo
respected, but it is due alike to our safety
our interests that the efficient protec-

an
tion of our laws should be extended over
our whole territorial limit, and that it

should be distinctly announced to the world
as our settled policy that no future Eu-
ropean colony or dominion shall, with our
consent, be planted or established on any
part of the orth American Continent.”

From Jr Q. Ailams's Journal.

The following extract is from the journal
of J- Q. Adams, Dec. 6, 1845, narrating a
conversation with Mr. Bancroft, then in
Mr. Pork’s Cabinet:

“ | said | approved entirely of Mr. Polk’s
repeated assertion of the principle first an-
nounced by President James Monroe, in a
message to Congress, that the continents of
North and South America were no longer
to be considered as scenes for future Eu-
He said that he

ropean colonization.

had heard that this part of the message
of Mr. Monroe had been inserted by him
at my suggestion. | told him that was

true; that I had been authorized by him to
assert the Erinciple in a_letter of instruc-
tion to Mr. Rush, then Minister to England,
and had written the paragraph in the very
wordg inserted by Mr.. Monroe in his mes-
sage.

More from President Pollc.

President Polk said in his special mes-
sage, April 29, 1848:
“ While it is pot my purpose to recom-

mend the adoption of any measure with a
view to the acquisition of the ‘dominion
and sovereignty ° over Yucatan, yet, ac-
cording to our established Policy, we could
not consent to a transfer of this ‘dominion
and sovereignty * to either Spain, Great
Britain, or any other European power* In
the language of President Monroe, in his
message of December, 1823, ‘we should
consider any attempt pn their part to ex-
tend their system to any portion of this
hemisphere as dangerous 'to our peace and
safety.” In my annuai message of Decem-
ber, 1845, | declared that near a quarter of



a century ago the principle was distinctly
announced to the world, in the annual mes-
sage of one of my predecessors, *that the
American continents, by the free and inde-
pendent condition which they have assumed
and maintain, are henceforth not to be con-
sidered as subjects for future colonization
by any European power.” This principle
will apply with greatly increased force
should any European power attempt to es-
tablish any new colony in North America.
In the existing circumstances of the world,
the present is deemed a proper_occasion to
reiterate and reaffirm the principle avowed
by Mr. Monroe, and to state my cordial
concurrence In its wisdom and sound pol-
icy.

Mr. Buchnnnn States the Doctrine.

Mr. Buchanan, Secretary of State, in
communicating with Mr. Hise June 3, 1848,
said:

“ The independence as well as the inter-
ests of the nations on this continent re-
quire that they should maintain an Ameri-
can system of policy entirely distinct from
that which prevails” in Europe. To suffer
any interference on the part of the Euro-
pean Governments with the domestic con-
cerns of the American republics, and to per-
mit them to establish new colonies upon
this continent, would be to jeopardize their
independence and ruin their interests. These
truths ought everywhere throughout this
continent to be impressed upon the public
mind; but what can the United States do
to resist such European interference while
the Spanish-American republics continue to
weaken themselves by divisions and civil
war and deprive themselves of doing any-
thing for their own protection.”

From Secretary of State Cass.

Mr. Cass, Secretary of State, said to Mr.
Dodge, Oct. 21, 1858:

“ The United States will not consent to
the subjugation of any of the independent
States of this continent to European pow-
ers, nor to the exercise of a protectory over

them, nor to any other direct political _in-
fluences to control their policy or institu-
tions.”
Mr. Seward Upholds It.
Mr. Seward, Secretary of State, to Mr.
Tassara, April 2, 18Gl:

“The Government of the United States
would regard with grave concern and dis-
satisfaction movements in Cuba to intro-
duce Spanish authority within the terri-

tory of Dominica.”

Extract from Mr. Fish’s Report.

The following extract is from the report
of Mr. Fish. Secretary of State, to the

President, July 14, 1870:

“ Mr. John Quincx Adams, beyond any
other statesman of the time in this country,
has the knowledge and experience, both
European and American, the comprehen-
sion of thought and purpose, and the"moral
convictions which peculiarly fitted him to
introduce our country into this new field;
and to lay the foundation of an American
policy. The declaration known as the Mon-

roe doctrine, and the objects and purposes
of the Congress of Panama, both supposed
to have been largely inspired by Mr. A
ams, have influenced public events from
that day to this as a principle of govern-
ment for this continent and its adjacent
islands.

“I1t was at the period of the congress of
Aix-la-Chapelle and of Laybach, when the
“Holy Alliance * was combined to arrest all
P_olmcal changes in Europe in the sense of
iberty, when the were intervening in
Southern Europe for the re-establishment
of absolutism, and when they were medi-
tating interference to check the progress of
free government in America, that Mr. Mon-
roe, in his annual message of December,
1823, declared that the United States would
consider any attempt to extend the Euro-
pean system to any portion of this hemi-
sphere ‘as dangerous to our peace and safe-
ty. “With the existing colonies or depend-
encies of any European power,” he said,
‘we have notinterfered and shall not inter-
fere, but with the Governments who have
declared their independence and maintained
it, and whose independence we have on
great consideration and on just principles
acknowledged, we could not view any inter-
position for the purpose of oppressing them,
or controlling, in anv other manner, their
destiny, by any European power, in any
other Iié;ht than as the manifestation of an
unfriendly  feeling toward the United
States.

“ This declaration resolved the solution of
the immediate question of the independence
of the Spanish-American colonies, and is
supposed to have exercised some influence
upon the course of the British Cabinet in
regard to the absolutist schemes in Europe
as well as in America.

“ 1t has also exercised a permanent influ-
ence on this continent. It was at once in-
voked in consequence of the supposed peril
of Cuba on_the side of Europe; it was ap-
plied to a similar danger threatening Yuca-
tan; it was embodied in the treaty of the
Unijted States and Great Britain as to Cen-
tral America; it produced the successful
opposition of the nited States to the at-
tempt of Great Britain to exercise dominion
in Nicaragua under the cover of the Mos-
quito Indians; and it operated in like man-
ner to prevent the establishment of a Euro-
pean dynasty in Mexico.

“ The United States stands solemnly com-
mitted be/ repeated declarations and repeat-
ed acts fo this doctrine, and its application
to the affairs of this continent. In his mes-
sage to the two houses of Congress at the
commencement of the present session, the
President, following the teachings of all
our history, said that the existing ‘depend-
encies are no longer regarded as subject to
transfer from one European power to an-
other. When the present relation of colo-
nies ceases, thev are to become independent
powers, exercising the right of choice and
of self-control in ‘the determination of their

future condition and relations with other
powers.’

“ This policy is not a policy of a%gres—
sion; but it opposes the creation of Eu-

ropean dominion on American soil, or its
transfer to other European powers, and it
looks hopefully to the time when, by the
voluntary departure of European Govern-
ments from this continent and the adjacent
islands, America shall be wholly American.

“ It does not contemplate forcible inter-
vention in any legitimate contest, but it
protests against permitting such a contest



to result in the increase of EuroHean power
or influence; and it ever impels this Govern-
ment, as in_ the late contest between the
South American republics and Spain, to in-
terpose its good offices to secure an honora-
ble peace.

“ The Congress of Panama was planned
by Bolivar to secure the union of Spanish
America against Spain. It had originally
mllltar?/ as well as olltlcaldpurposes. In
the military objects the United States could
take no _part; and, indeed, the hecessity for
such objects ceased when the full effects of
Mr. Monroe’s declarations were felt. But
the pacific objects of the Congress, the es-
tablishment of close and cordial relations
of amity, the creation of commercial inter-
course, of interchange of political thought,
and of habits of good understandin be-
tween the new republics and the nited
States and their respective citizens, might
perhaps have been attained had the Admin-
istrations of that day received the united

support of the country. Unhappily, they
were lost; the new_ States were removed
from the sympathetic and protecting influ-

ence of our example, and their commerce,
which we might then have secured, passed

into other hands unfriendly to the United
States.”

President Grant Speaks.

President Grant’s second annual mes-
sage, 1870, treated the subject as follows:

“ The allied and other republics of Span-
ish origin on this continent may see in this
fact a new proof of our sincere interest
in their welfare; of our desire to see them
blessed with good government, capable of
maintaining order and* of preserving their
respective territorial integrity, and of our
sincere wish to extend our own commercial
and social relations with them. The time
is not probably far distant when, in the
natural course of events, the European po-

litical connection with this continent will
cease. Our politics will be shaFed in view
of this probability, so as to ally the com-

interests “of the Spanish-Amerif'an
States more closely to our own, and thus
give the United States all the pre-e”ii-
nence and all the advantage which Mr.
Monroe, Mr. Adams, and Mr. Clay contem-
plated when they proposed to join in the
Congress of Panama.”

mercial



NO JUST CLAIM TO BARIMA.

Venezuelans are accumulating proofs
showing that the British claim to a large
section of their territory is an unjust one.
In the tract which the British Government
claims is the valuable island of Barima at
the mouth of the Orinoco River. There is
the best of proof—convincing to an un-
prejudiced mind—that the English do not
own the island and did not pretend to own
it sixty years ago.

The letter which is given below was
written May 2G, 183G, by Robert Ker Porter,
the British agent at Caracas. He com-
plained of the dangers encountered by
mariners in entering the mouth of the Ori-
noco River, and requested, in a peremptory
manner, that the Venezuelan Government
place a conspicuous beacon on Cape Barima
“without further delay.”

Mr. Porter also declared that British
merchants could effect no insurance on
vessels bound for the Orinoco River with-
out a considerable advance of premiums
“and in many cases not at all.” The Venez-
uelan Government was also asked to place
buoys in the Orinoco River.

The letter shows that in 1836 the British
Government did not own Cape Barima, and
hence did not own the island of Barima.
If it had owned this island, it would not
have asked Venezuela to build a beacon on
it. The beacon, which Mr. Porter said was
needed to insure the safety of British ships,
would have been built by the English if
the island had not belonged to Venezuela.

The Schomburgk line is so drawn as to
give the English control over the mouth of
the great Orinoco River. Mr. Porter asked
the Venezuelans to place buoys at the riv-
er’s mouth, acknowledging that it belonged
to the South Americans.

A copy of Mr. Porter’s letter was sent in
1880 to F. R. St. John, the British Minister
to Venezuela, as proof that the South Amer-
ican republic owned the island of Barima.

Mr. St. John replied briefly. He could not
deny that Mr. Porter was the authorized
representative of England, but he declared
the letter was written without the knowl-
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edge or authority of the British Govern-
ment. Mr. St. John, said Mr. Porter made no
report regarding the letter to the home
Government. To this assertion Mr. St. John
added: “ A doctrine that a Government is
bound by every act or word of its diplomatic
agent is entirely at variance with interna-
tional law, it being perfectly well-known
that even a formal treaty concluded and
signed by a plenipotentiary is not valid un-
less it shall have been ratified by the Gov-
ernment of such plenipotentiary.”

If, as stated by Mr. St. John, England is
not bound by its agents’ acts, yet Mr. Por-
ter’s letter shows that the merchants and
British Consul at Angostura, (now Ciudad
Bolivar) believed that Caracas was the
place to apply in order to secure the beacon
on Barima.

Tlie Porter 17etter.

A copy of the Porter letter is here given:
British Legation.

) Caracas, May 26, 1
Sir: From a recent correspondence 'l have
with his Majesty’s Consul in Angostura, | have
to request the sérijus attention of the Executive
to a reuresentatiin’° | am about to make relat’ve
to the more safe navigation for vessels on enter-
ing the principal mouth of the Orinoco, situated
to the southwest of the Island of Trinidad. Be-
ing particularly induced to address the Govern-
ment on this subject, in consequence of the very
imminent danger vessels are exposed to, not only
for want of proper land and water marks to
guide them, but likewise on account of the in-
efficient state of the pilot establishment cn tiie
hs\l/%?d of Pagayos, a considerable distance up the

830.
held

In proof of the results from what | have Just
mentioned, allow me to state that on the 7th of
January last the British brig Coriolar.us, coming
from St. Thomas to Angostura, ran on shore a
little to the leeward of the grand mouth of the
Orinoco, and totally for want of a beacon to
point out the proper entrance. Every effort was
made on the part of the master and crew, as-
sisted by some Indians, to get her off, but with-
out success. ~She soon billed and became a
wreck. On the 29th she was totally abandoned
and on the Gth of February the Captain and
crew reached An%ostura, whén he duI%/ r%)qr_ted
rgs misfortune an_t the cause of it, to the British

itv.

onsul in that c )

A second circumstance of the like nature
#from similar causes) took place but a very
ew weeks afterward, namel

€ y: The British vessel
the Sir Walter Scott, bound outward with a
cargo of cattle for use of the troops in the
English colonies, ran aground (and for want of
a pilot) in crossing from the point of Crab
Island to Cape Barima. where she remained in



the greatest distress during three days. The
Consul, in reporting this Circumstance to me
adds: “ Here is_an "additional instance of ruin-
ous tendency, arising out of the present imbecile
pilot systemi of the” Orinoco, and, although the
misfortune  was known at the station of the
pilots in Pagayos, no assistance whatever was
rendered. The” vessel and cargo must have sus-
tained considerable injury, the particulars of
Which | have not_yet had, as the Captain, the
moment he got off, proceeded on his voyage.”
Let me here refer you for the present
inclosed copy of a letter addressed to the
ernor of the Province of Guiana by the Consul
in illustration of the ?reat neglect,” as also dis-
obedience, to the pilof regulations:

Aaks for a Deacon in Burimn.

From what | have already said, it becomes
my official duty to represent to the Executive of
this republic, the indispensable necessity (and
that without further delay) of placing a conspic-

uous beacon on Cape Barima, the point forming
the grand mouth of the Orinoco to the south-
southeast, where I am given to understand it
could be done with the greatest facility, and to
the greatest advantage. ~ This object would ef-
fectually prove a suré mark, as also a safeguard
to all vessels seeking for the proper entrance into
this vast river; and it becomes the more to be
required, from the ?_rea_t difficulty experienced
by all navigators in finding the entrance, as the
coast presents the same appearance for many
leagues together, and at this day has not a single
mark to denote it. The Island of Cangrejos forms
the other side of the great mouth, situated at a
distance of about eighty leagues from the cape to
the west-northwest,” whose "dangerous sandbanks
reduce the only navigable channel to scarcely
three miles in width, which commences on pass-
ing the bar, (just without Cape Barima,) soon
becoming dlf_flcult and intricate; particularly so.
after ascending for about three leagues, where
the channel frequently changes its™ course, on
account of Shlflln% sands. n fact, it cannot
be denied but that the whole navigation up to the
Island of Pagayos (eleven leagues from the cape
Is extremely’ dangerous and Uuncertain, requirin
to be veil stivtyel and caiefully sounded by some
one thoroughly “acquainted with that part "of the
Orinoco, and” its _ probable casualties. Buoys
ought to be forthwith laid down at those particu-
lar” points which either mark the channel or
show where sandbanks or sunken rocks lay, both
being numerous, impeding the navigation and
increasing the dangers of the river, t0 the great
risk of lives and property. .

The next subject of my representation regards
the actual, and, | may Say, almost useless sys-
tem of the Orinoco pilotage. | am well aware
that a pilotboat was intended to have gone out
every day from Point Barima to cruise for ves-
sels bearing toward the entrance of the river, but
a shameful want of proper arrangement, at-
tended by neglect, rendered abortive this wise
and well=intended plan on the part of the De-
Dartment of Marine. _And it does not exist at
this day. The onl¥ é)l|0'( station on the Orinoco
is at the Island of Pagayos, forty miles distant
from the entrance at the great” mouth of the
river.  And it appears very clear that great dif-
fICU|ItIeS and perils must bé encountered "in reach-
ing it. i

Condition of the Orinoco.

The amicable bearings at all times manifested
by this Government in its foreign relations, not
only political but commercial, assures me that
it is vividly alive at all times to whatever may

0 the
Gov-

either augment that friendly feeling or increase
the mercantile prosperity of the country. Under
this firm belief, as well as from a sense of my
duties in watching over that of my own country,
I, therefore, «eize the present occasion in en-

deavoring to impress on the Executive the im-
perious necessity of promptly taking stable and

energetic measures in the regulation of that which
is of such vital impartance in the growing trade of
Angostura, whose increase or diminution cannot
but” very materially affect that of the whole of
the neighboring provinces of the republic, and,
consequently, influence the public revenue. Al-
low me to add, (as materially connected with the
subgect in question,) being’ a well-known fact,
that not only in England,” but in many of her
colonies, the  merchants are afraid to speculate,
or even send their vessels to the Orinoco, in con-
sequence of the dan%ers to which both property
and life are exposed from the causes | have
already set forth, thus corroborating what | have
stated " touching the total abandonment in which
the navigation of the Orinoco at present is left.
Indeed, So dee?_ ig the impression of risk on the
British mercantile” mind that at Lloyds’, in Lon-
don, no insurance can be effected to that river
without & very considerable advance on the pre-
mium, and, in many cases, not at all,

His Majesty’s Consul at Angostura (as the pre-
ceding inclosure would show you) found it his in-
dispensable duty to call the observance of the
Governor of thé Province of Guiana to the sub-
ects | now write upon, under the full hope that
e might be able by his authority and remon-
strancé to check in future the pursuance on the
Orinoco of a_ system truly prejudicial 10 the
interests of individuals as” well” as to general
commerce. | have had the honor of just laying
before you that gentleman’s offlcio to the Gov-
ernor, which, together with his answer, as also
other documents connected with the present rep-
resentation, was forwarded to me, mentlomn%
at the same time that such had been duly sen
officially to his_ Government for its knowledge
and guidance. These papers, | cannot doubt, will
further show the Executive how absolutely use-
less the present pilot establishment is on the
Island of Pagayos, being rather detrimental than
advantageous fo the intent and use of the Legis-
lature; hence demanding a most radical reform
in_some way or other.

Before I close this dispatch | must once more
repeat my solicitude that the Minister of the
Marine be directed to investigate and correct the
abuses which have frustrated the good intent ot
the Government and the department, and like-
wise that he be directed to attend to the recom-
mendation | now have the honor of making by
placmﬁ a proper beacon on the Barima Cape, as
also the appropriate buoys in the Orinoco, for
the safer navigation of if, so that | may be en-
abled in a very short time (and | trust the
ui-gency will be” seen) to have the satisfaction
of officially communlcatln? to_his_Majesty’s ->rin-
cipal Secretary of State for Foreign "Affairs (for
the information of the merchants interested at
Lloyds) the measures that have been taken by
this Government, rendering the great entrance
to the Orinoco perfectl— perceptible, as also
the navigation of ‘the river up to the Angostura
perfectly” safe. i . . .

I havé the honor to remain, Sir, with the high-
est consideration, your most obedient, humble
servant. N ROBERT KER PORTER.

The Hon. Sefior José E. Gallegos, &c.

A copy of this letter is included* In one of
the pamphlets issued _the Venezuelan
Government in support of its claim to terri-
tory which England professes to own.



