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I
On December 2, 1523 President Monroe sent to Congress

his annual message. The parts of that message which fomu-

lated a foreign policy for the United States have become
the famous Monroe Doctrine. President Monroe had two
main eituations in mind., First, in regard to our north-

west coast where Russia was proposing to extend her con-

trol, he declared:

sesethe occasion has been judged proper for
asserting, as a principle in which the rights

and intereste of the United States are involved,
that the American continents, by the free and
independent condition which they have assumed

and maintain, are henceforth not to be considered
as subjects for future colonization by any

European powers, 1

The second situation was that with reference to the
Spanish colonies in the Western Hemisphere which had
thrown off the Spanish yoke and as to which there was
some agitation in Eurtope for cooperation among certain
European powers to resubject these Spanish colonies to

Spain or other monarchical rule. In regard to this the

President wrote:

eseWith the Governments wno have declared their
Andependence and meintained it, and whose inde-

pendence we have, on great consideration and on
just principles, acknowledged, we could not

view any interposition for the purpose of op-
presesing them, or controlling in any other

manner their destiny, by any European power in
any other light than as the manifestation of an
unfriendly disposition toward the United States. 2

le Jo Do Richardson, A Compilation of tne Messages and
Papers of the Presidents, 1789-1897, V. 2, p. 208,

2, Ibid., p. 218,
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According to tne Monroe Doctrine, future colorization by
European powers wss to be regarded as antagoristic c¢v detri-
rentel to the free erd inceperdert ccréiticn of these conti-
nents; the extension of the allied "system" to any part of
this hemisphere was considered dangerous to our peace Aand
safety; interposition by any ZEuropean power, for the purpose
of oppressing or controlling the destiny of the rebelled
Spanisih colonies which we had recognized was to be regarded
as a manifestation of an unfriendly disposition towarde the
United States; the true policy of the United States was to
leave Spain and her vtebelled colonies to adjust tneir diffi-
culties between themselves.3

In thie Doctrine, the principle of non-colonization
was based primarily on the commercial interests of the United
States.4but the remainder of the document wss a doctrine of
self-preservation for the United States. As far as the
South American states were concerned, fellow-feeling in a
struggle for liberty and independence was a far more impor-
tant element than any hope of material gain.

It wae logical that in due time the question of the
validity of the principle would arise. Such a non-coloni-
zation principle could ve logically valid only if vased
on the fact that "the two continents consisted of several
sovereign and indenendent nations, whose territories

covered their whole surface."

3¢ JeRs Clark, Memorandum on the Monrtroe Doctrine, p. 6.
4., D. Perkins, Tne Monroe Doctrine, 1323-1526, pe 17
Y« Je¢Ds Richardson, 0P cit., Do 334.
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Such an assertion was clearly contrary to fact. There is a
second argument in favor of sucn a doctrine. "With respect
to the whole of tne remainder of tnat continent not actually
occupied, the Powers of Europe were debarred from making new
settlements, by the claim of the United States, as derived
under their title from Spain.“ésuch a claim, however was
based on ex parte evidence of Sparish authorities and was
plainly contradictory to international law and tne practice
of nations wihiica statea that discovery alone could not ve
made the legal pasis of territorial claims.

But what of the attitude of othner governments towards
the President's declaration? In the Russian negotiations,
it may safely be asserted, it played no important part.

In other European governments there was & cold reception in
official circles. Chateaubriand declared tnat sucn a doctrine
"ought to be Tesisted by all tne powers possessing either
territorial, or commercial, interests in that Hemisphere."
Metternich wrote a crushing criticiam, but the extrasordinary
language of Monroe called forth no formal representations
from any Europesan coutrt. Most conservative European diplo-
mats do not seem to have reckoned very seriously with the
President's declaration as a factor in European policy.

In South America there was a tendency to minimize tne

danger of reconquest, but even when the aanger was felt,

6. R. Rush, Vemoranaum of a Residence at the Court of London,
pp. 628 f, quoted, D. Perkins, op. cit., p. 22.
7. W. S. Robertson, "The Monroe Doctrine Abroad, 1lv23-24" in
The American Political Science Review, V. 6, p. 55l.




there was more reliance upon Eritish recognition than upon
Monroe's declavration. His message was, however, by no means
disregarded. "It was alwost everywhere asswined by South
Anerican statesmen that Monroe meant wnat he esid, and tnat
the megis of North American protection had been extended

over the new Tepublics. And in the years following its

enunciation,..moTe than one appesal was made to the message
of 1823 by the rising nations of the Xew Wbrld.“a

Thus in 1826, the lMonroe Doctrine was of slight influ-
erce ir. Turope, 23 well as in South America. It was ;merely
a principle whose legality and expediency wss questionaovle.
But through the nineteenth century fairly continuous appli-
cation of that principle strengtnened its prestige and
defined its scope until it vecame the outstanding aspect of
American foreign policy. Some examples of such applications
follow.

In 1838 France blockaded tne ports of Mexico 28 an act
of redress for unsatisfied aemands. There was no inter-
ference by the United States for the Monroe Doctrine has
not been construed to "guarantee any state agairst punish-
ment if it misconducts itself, providea that punishment
does not take the form of the acquisition of territory by
any non-American power." In other words, the United States
does not intervene in wars vetween European and American

10
states, "if they are not pushed...to the political point."

8. D. Pel‘kir\s, 0D Citn. Do 161.
9. J. B. Moore, Internationsl Law Digest, V. 6, p. 596,
10. Ibid.




This same delimitation of the Doctrine was evident in 1842
and again in 1844, when Great Britain blockaded the port of
San Juan de Nicaragua. In 1851 the same power laid an
embargo on traffic at the port of La Union, in Salvadof and
blockaded the whole coast of that country. In 1062 and 1663

the same power seized Brazilian vessels in Brazilian waters

in vreprisal for the plundering of the bark Prince of Wales
on the Brazilian coast. Thus, as has been indicated, there
is nothing in President Monroe's message even remotely
touching the possibility of a prohibition of European powers
from employing force against an American republic for the
purpose of collecting a debt or satisfying a pecuniary
demand. 7The American republics have not been supposed to
enjoy 80 desirable an exemption.ll
Again in 1461, when naval vessels of England, France,
and Spain sailed for Vera Cruz, with the avowed intention
of seizing Mexican customs-houses and forcibly collecting
the money needed to satiefy their claims, the United States
remained unmoved., But when, after the retirtrement of the
English and Spanish, the French, desirous of realizing in
a new way her ancient ambition of a French empire in the
western hemisphere, remained, that coldness vanished, and
the United States formally notified the French Government
that, "unless France could deem it consistent with her
intevrest and honour to desist from the prosecution of
armed intervention in kexico to overthrow the domestic

Republican Government existing there, and to establish

11. J.B. Moore, "Tae lonroe Doctrine® in Political Scilence
Quarterly. V. 11 (Xarch 1394) Do, 25«8
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upon its ruins the foreign monarchy which has been attempted
12

to be inaugurated in the capitol of that country," the
traditional Franco-American friendship would be brought into
imminent jeopardy.

Al though Becretary Seward aid not evoke thne
Monroe Doctrine by nawe, yet certain phrases
wnich occur in his dispatches, as well as thne
logic of tne situation, suggest tnat tnis
doctrine was not altogether unconnected with
his opinion that the French usurpations in
Vexico were a menace to his country. Prominent
Mexicans were grateful for the influence thus
exerted by their northern neighbor...Opinions
may differ regarding the exact amount of influ-
ence wnich tne policy of the United States had
upon the French débécle in Mexico, yet the
truth remains that in tne eyes of many publicists
the Monroe Doctrine nad scored a triumph. 13

Secretary Seward's well-considered policy had to some

extent calmed the latent fear in the Latin American states
that the United States was preserving their independence
for i1ts own advantage, but the ill-considered expressions
of President Johnson again aroused their resentment. 1In
his fourth annual messege, dated December 9, 1368, he
included tnese surprising opinions:

Comprenensive national policy would seem to
sanction tne acquisition and incorporation into
our Federal Union of several adjacent continental
and insulavr communi ties as speedily as it can be
done, peacefully, lawfully, and without violation
of national justice, faith or honor....The con-
viction is rapidly gaining ground in the American
mind that, with the increased facilities for inter
communication between all portions of the earth,
the principles of free governuent as ewovraced in
our Constitution would prove of sufficient strength

and breadth to comprenerd within tneir sphere and
influence the civilized nations of the world. 14

12. ¥S, Instructions, France, V. 17, p. 459; J.B. Yoore,
Irtecrnationnal Law Digest, Vo 6, p. 501,

13. W.S8. ooertson, Hispanic-American Relstions with the
United Statee, Do 104,

14, J.D. ﬁicharason, Ope. cit., Ve 6, Pe 6880




This was either a most extraorainary exter<ion of the
Monroe boctrine, OT else tne promulgation of & new and all-
embracing Pan-American doctrine, with the Unjted States as
the chief beneficiary,

The Monrtoe Doctrine, nowever, is not a celf-denying
ordinance, 9lthough it does deny certain rights to kuropean
powers, The United Siates has followed 3an imperialistic
policy as nave all countries tnat have Aattainea great
development, Tnis imperialistic policy nas createa a fairtly
genersl belief in Central and Suuth Amevrica that all those
event3 that have caused the aggrandizement of the United

Statee are directly attrivutable to the lionrvoe Loctiire. 4s
a4 mattet of fact, tne Monvoe Doctrine is riot Tesponsivle for
those events and indeed it has notning to do with them.,
For example, tne annexation of Texes in 1845, the Mexican
War, lo46-104d8, ara the territorisal cessions agreed upon as
a consequence tnereof would have occurted regardless of the
Yonroe Doctrine. These events, nowever, did arouse suspicion
in various countriees of South America. Since then the Nonroe
Doctrine instead of being considered as a guarantee of inde-
pendence by the Latin American countries, was TegarTded as &
menace to tneir very exietence.ls

Again in 1070 Presidernt Grant aemarded tne seizuvre of
San Domingo ase a measure of national protection, a new

corollary of tne Nonroe Doctrine. The purpose proposed

15, A, Alvartrez, The Monroe Doctrine, p. 242.
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8130 came under the head of imperialistic policy; wut a part
of the declaraticn is a case of aevelopment of tre Lontoe
Doctrine; in effect he ueclared tnat no kuropean Powel can
acquire by any means whatsoever, ve it war, colonization, oT

annexation, any part of the American tervritory, even when the
16

interested people cemanas it,

The firet Americar SecretaTry of State seriously to turn
hje attention to letin America wae James G. blairne, who
cccupled that office from 1881 to? 188Y ard again from 1009
to 1592, 1Iliis Interests were twa_.fold, first political and
second economic. ZElaine tried to continue Clay's foreign
policy of "America for tne Americans,” Like Clay, Blaire
was dissatisfied with the purely negative festures of the
Lionroe Doctrine; to him the United States' function was
greater ther merely being the guarantor of the territorial
integrity of the nations of the Western hemisphere against
European aggression, He wished to unite the peoples of
Amevrica into a loosely defined political group with our
country acting as "elder sister"; he would maintain peace
among tnem tarough tne continuous exercise of the good offices
of the United States; he would have them meet regularly in a

formal conference for thne purpose of planning policies to

their mutual advantage. That Blaire nad already some ideas
17
of America's imperial might is not to wve overlooked.

In 1449, the first Panx.umerican conference was finally

16, Ibid., p. 210,
17. L.M. Hacker and B.B. Kendrick, The United States since

186 i. P 103,
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held. w»plaine's doctrire of "America for the Americsns" was
listened to courteously, but it uwia Lot Treceive genersl an-
proval, Saenz Penia, for Argentira, advanced tre oppoeing
doctrine wnich, today, is still commonly accepted irn Latin

1y
America----"America for lLankind."

Vnat was tne status of the lionrce Doctrire in 10947
It had been especiaslly noticeaocle witn klaine in the State
Department from loc9 to 18G3 that the United States in
general sought to play the role of the "elaer sister" to
tne Soutn American republice. In fact llaine was most
anxicue to nave the United States act &s mediestor in South
Amevrican aisputes in order to preserve peasce. In the Tacna-
Arica dispute following the War of thne Pacific, 1v/9-1lcod4,
Blaine showed too mucn sympathy for Peru and as a result
minimizedlnis irfluence by incurTing tne undying nostility
of Cnile. 9In spite of Bblaine's aggressiveness in entering
Latin American affairs tnere were many pereons wrno believed

thet the Monrtroe Doctrine lapsed wnen the Latin American

States had outlived the possibility of colonization and tne

danger of russian aggression along tne Yortuwest kracific
20
coast of Lortn America ceaseds A cousiGerable elerent nad

cone to accept the Monroe Doctrine and its further appli-

21
cation as uerely &n acedemic matter by loY4. The Xonroe

1o, Ibldo. Pe 109.
19. G.H. Stuart, Latin America_sand the Urited States, PP

340-343,
20, J.S. Bassett, Expansion and Reform, 1332-1026, p. 55,
21, J.3. Baesett, op. cit., p. 55
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Doctrine, as Dr. Shepnerd of Columbia University nas so well
stated, was st this stage of its evolution "mainly duvious”,
To Eurcr~~11 powers there was nothing in tue phrasing of tne
doctrine to permit a widening of its scope. In it were to De
found no provisions for the hegemony of the United States over
the disputes of the Latin American States.22

Ycr had the konroe Doctrire ever been Trecognizea as a
part of internationsl law. It ie quite li¥ely that most
foreign diplorats regavded it in the same light a2s Bi suarck--
"a bit of international impertinence." In our own countty
the courts had rever recognized the doctrine as corstituting

public law and therefore had at ro time based court decisions

on it.

The durability of thnis executive pronouncenent haa veen
due largely to its flexibility. It wae Grover Clevelard &nd
Richard Olney in 1394 who saw ir it something more than an
outworn doctrine in the pending Venezuelan crisis.

II

The Xrvolutior _of the Olney Doctrire

Clevelard's second ndministration brovgnt to tne fore-
front of world diplomacy an issue irvolving the traditional
principle of no European interference in Americe., Few inci-
dents in thne whole history of Anglo-American relations have
veen the subject of more controversy than the Venezuelan

boundary dispute.

22, J.S. Bassett, op. cit., p. 55.
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in the Venezuela dispute Secretary of State Ricunard
Olney was projecting himself and the United States
straight into a contest with tne strongest nation
in the world. He was entering a field which had
for more thnan a century been a bone of contention
and the cause for more political and electionary
eloquerice than any other, for twisting tne British
lion's tail had long Uveen a well-Tecognized way to
obtain public approval in displays of orstory with-
out offending any constituents. 23

In 1819 England acquirted a part of Dutch Guianab4"the
establi shments of Demerara, Essequivbo, and Berbice."
Venezuela, formeTrly a Sparish dependency, nad aeclared her
independence in 1610, and rad been recognized as independent
by the various countries. YNot until 1844, however, did
Spain recogrize the independerice of Venezuela. In all the
treaties and agreements the boundaries were defired only as
"the same as those wnich marked the ancient viceroyalty
and captaingy-general of New Gragéa and Venezuela in thne
year 1810." 5Thus the boundary was never accurately fixed.
England apparently remeined indifferent as to the exact
area of the colony until 1840 when she commissioned an
erngineer, Sir Rozert Schonmburgk, "to examine and lay down
its boundarioo.”2 Schomburgk set up certain moruments to
mark the line he surveyed which was adjacent to the Orinoco

River. The Venezuelan Government protested strenuously
against these markers, and the English Government gave

orders for thneir removal, Lord Aberdeen at tne time

23 monfgomery Schuyler, "Ricnard Olncy", 3. S.Y¥. Demis,

Auerjcan Secretaries of State and Thelr Diplomecy, V. 8,
Pe 291,

24, Foreign Helations, 1395, Part I, p. 545,

25, lontgomery Schuyler, op. cit., p. 292.

26. Foreign Relations, 1599, Fart I, p. 546,
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characterizing the Schomburgk line "as a mevely preliminary
27
measure to further discussion.® In 1c44 Venezuela, tarough

Fortique, her minister to London, claimed the Es3equibo

River as the true ard natural frontier vetween the two terr-

23
itories. -

Chiefly in consequence of civil ccrmoticn in Venezuela,
negotiations remained practically iu abeyznce until 1076,
with the exception of a declaration made by the two govern-
ments that they had no intention of sanctioning any occupation
vy their rTespective nationals of tne disputed regions until
such a time as the boundaries mignt be definitely settled.

Under such circusstances[Venezuela's lack of
Tesponsible government and inavnility to jeopardize

British colonists wno penetrated the interiorlit
was natural for England to let the matter drift

and safe for her to assume that time and tne push-
ing British settler, who has often advanced and
has seldom receded, would determine the solution.
To attribute to her any deep and deliberate design
would seem gratuitous, 29

In fact, Kobertson has stated that:

at root the controversy was due to a conflict be-
tween the two different principles concerning the
proper vasis for territorial claims: the principle
inherited by Spanish Awmericans from Spain, that
territorial claims could progerly be based upon
di scovery, exploration, and vague royal grants;
and tne modern principle which rested territorisl
claims mainly upon actual settlements of disputed
territory. 30

In 1876 Venezuela offered to accept a line drawn by Lord

Aberdeen in 1¢44, but Lord Granville proposed instead a line

27. P.L. Haworth, The Unitea States in our Times, 1565-1920,
‘ Pe 219,
28+ A.W. Ward & GeR. Gooch, The Cambridge Hi story of British

Foreign Policy, V. 3, p. 223.
29. H. James, Richard Olney ard his Public Service, p. 99.
30. W.S. Kobertson, Lispanic-American Kelations with the
United States, p. 106,
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drawn farther to the west. In 1036, towards tne close of

Gladstone's third administration, & treaty was drawn up

providing for the submiesion of tne aispute to arbitration
31
by a third state or several states, 2s might be arrarged,
but this treaty was withdrawn when Lord Salisbury came into
office. In 1087 Venezuela suspended dinlomatic reletions
with Great Britsin, protecsting,
before her British majesty's government, ovefore all
the civilized nations, and vefore the wcrld in
genetral, &against the acts of spoliation committed
to her detriment by tne government of Great BLritain,
which she at no time and on no account will recognize
as capable of altering in the least the vrights wnich
she has inherited from Spain ard resnecting which she
will ever be willing to submit to the aecision of a
third power. 32
In the meantime tne discovery of gola mines witain tne
disputed tervitory had ceused Great Britain to extend herv
claims still fartner,

Venezuelia coritinued to ask for arvitration, but Great
Britain declined to arbitrate unless Venezuela would first
yield all tne territory within the Schomburgk line. It
must ve confessed that demands for unrestricted arbitration
have Ly no means been invariavly conceaed, and England had
too many half-civilized neighbors about the borders of her
scattered empive for ner ministers to want to nake pre-
cedents for the arvitration of territorial claims tust
weTe largely unreasonable; but the reservaticrs made by

Great Pritain embracted much territory to wnich her claim

31. A, W, Ward & G.P. GOOCh. Ope Citc. Ve 3. Pe 223.
32, J.He Latane, The United States and Leiin America, p. 238.
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seemed questionaple, Also:
since the laws and constitution of the Venezuelan
Republic designated tne Essequibo a8 the eastern
boundary, no compromise line short of it would be
acceptable or legal, whereas the decision of an
international arbiter &s to tne true boundary would
be binding and satisfactory...since the Constitution
of the republic forvade the alienation of any partt
of the national territory. 34

Throughout this entire period of controversy the United
States had kept an interested eye upon the provlem., Even as
early as 1848 it was questioned in the Senate as to whether
or not the Monroe Doctrine was involved. Senator Cass
appeare to have thought that it was not, although he dia not
say specifically that real &agression by moving the boundary
would affect tne principle. He said that Monroe never meant
to claim the Tight to regulate all American affaire so far
as respected Europeans and that he expressly exempted exi st-
ing coloniea.351n 1876, Venezuela appesled to the United
States for 1ts good offices, but Secretagy of State Fish had
shown no more than a friendly intetest.3 In 1881 Mr. Evarts,
Secretary of State under President Hayes, had informed the
Venezuelan minister that "tnis government could not look

with indifference to the forcible acquisition of such terri-

tory Dby England"----referrgng to the territory between the
7

Essequibo and the Orinoco;

In 18386 tne British seemed inclined to take po-

33. JeB. LiooTe in 7The Cambridge lodern 1l BtoTy, Ve 7. pe 671s
34. Annusl Cyclopsedia, V. 35, p. 742.

35. JeB. Moore, Ligest of Internatioral law, V. 6, pp. 933-4.
36. L.M. Hacker and B.B. Kendrick, op., cit., p. 114,

37« GeW. Crichfield, American Supremacy, Ve 2, p. 405,
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ssession of the mouth of tne Orinoco, &ard the

Venezuelan government in corsequence sent a

gunboat thnitner with a force of engineers and

artisans to construct a lighthouse on Barima

Point, and thus to take actual possession of a

strategic spot in the disputed zone.

At this point Bayard tendered the good offices of tne United
States, Then:

rumoTs of gold in tne Orinoco valley were verified

and Britien miners flocked into tne region and

refused to acknowleuge the Venezuelan authority

there. This brought the two countvries within a

measurable di stance of war, and compelled the

United States to take serious cognizance of wnat

was going on....In the early part of 1888 the

diplomatic correspondence in the case was called

for by Congress, and much discussion followed,

both official and popular, but no action was

taken., 38
Blaine in 1590, and Gresham in 1894 &again tendered the serxvice
of the United States as mediator, only to have threir proffers
rejected,

In 1095, Presiaent Clevelara began to take a personal
interest in the prooblem. He wes surprised, somewhat unduly
perhape, that the feeble and intermittent efforts of the
United States (this 1is accounted for partially by the fact
that it was the wish of tne Venezuelans that the United States
should be the umpire in case of arbitration, ard this woula
e impracticable if ine United States should commit herself in
any degree to the Venezuelan interest at the outset) in the
past had been productive of little resl good, and tunat their

Tecent effortes at friendly mediation had practically been

38. W.F. Johnson, America's Foreign nrelations, V. 2, pp. 100-9,

39. W.A. Dunning, The British Emplre and tne Qnitea States, Dpe
302.
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49
cutrtly revuffed. Nuv., Clevelsana reacred trne conclusion tuat
peace woula be imperilled if (rne bourdar; cispute Temalred
longer unsettled, Verezuela continued to make snrill zna
frequent corplainte; reporte of furtner encroschrmenrta uy tne
Britien in tne gold mirirg regiorns were diligeritly cicculsted;
ard ominous irdicatiors appeared in the Auericsn prese lest
the Yontoe Doctrine were tnreatened with infrirngenent, Presi-
derrt Clevelard vesolved to orirg the affair tou a heqd4at once,
bl
and Cecretary (Olrey's dispatch was the reans adogted, )
Gresnam's death, when he w22 in the midet of prepaving a
communication to Grest Britsin on tne suvject, left tne contro-
versy to ve carriea on Ly fichard Ulney. Inis new Secretary of
State had a clear-cut and logical mind., ™He thought his
problem through to tne bitter end and dig not have the imagi-
nation to see that the end wase bitter." He studied tne
problem tnorougnly and eatly 1in July gave the President &
draft of a note to tne Britisu Government to be trarnsmittea to
the Americsn amovassador, Olney felt the question so important
tnat ne naa determined to resign nis poeitior, if Cleveland
did not agree with his interpretation. Clevel&and, however,
wrote him from ais sunmer home:
I read your deliverance on Venezuelsn affairs the
day you left it wita me. It's the best thing of the
¥ind I have ever vead Aand it leads to 2 conclusion
that one cannot escape if he triee----that is, if
there is anything to the NMonroe Doctrine at all,

You show there is a great deal of that and place it,
I taink, on better and movre defensible grounds than

40. Li. SChuylcl‘, 020 C] to. 1)0 302.
41, W. A. Dunning, 00. cit., D« 3UD

42, Coe He TFisn, hAmericsn wiplom=2cy, p. 391,
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any of your predecessoTf---=0T mine....l propose a
little more softened verbiage here &nd there. 43

The "softened™ version of the dispatch, which reviewed
thie dispute, formally invok=d the lionroe Doctrine in support
of the United Statcz' claim, =2nd firally categorically inquir-
ed whether or not the British governmert would submit the
whole question to arbitration, wes later subjected to the
tevision of eeveral of the more trusted of Clevelard's
advisers in the Cabinet. It finally was sent to Antzceador
Bayard in London, July 20, 1895, The presertation cf the note
to Lovd falisbury must have indeed been ar unplesart task to
Bayard, who had spert nis life in forwerding the policy of
conciliation and in helping along tne cause of Anglo-American
friendsuips. True, ne hsd written to Secretary Gresham that
the time was Tipe for the settlement of tne dispute:

Great Britain has just now her hands very full in
other quarters of the globe. The United States is

the last nation on earth with whom the British

people or their rulers desire to quarrel, and of

this I have new proofs every day in my intercourse

with them, Other European nations are watcaing

each other like pugilists in tne rTing. 44
Yet he had not expected sucn an undiplomatic document as
came to nim. Lord Salisbury, too, remarked to Bayard after
tne latter had presented tne dispatch that he regretted and
was surprised "that it had been cornsicered necessary to
present =0 far-reaching snd imporvrtant a principle =nd such
wide and profound policies of international ection in relation

45
to a subject so comparatively small."

43, R.M. McElroy, Grover Clevelarnd, V. 2, p. 150.
440 i{ol\io l’ICElroy. OE. Cito. V. 2. P. 1700
4y, He James, 0p. cit., p. 225,
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Ulney ended nis adispatcn in the following rianner:
If ne tre President 1is to be disappointed in
tnat hope that tne conclusion will ve on the

side of arbitration, nowever----a Tesult not
to ve anticipated and in his judgment calculated

to greatly embarrass the future Trelations vLetweer

tnis country and Great Britain----it is nis wisn

to be made acquainted with the fact at such early

date as will enavle him to lay the whole subject

vefore Congress in his next annual wessage. 46
According to diplomatic usege, this was in the nature of an
ul timatum, wnose importance was increased by tne fact tnat s
jJoint resolution of Congress had quite recerntly urged the
determination of tne dispute vy friendly arbitration., Even
then Lord Salisbury failed to Temlize the seriousness of the
sjituation, pernaps becsuse he had often before seen Americen
Secretaries of State vigorously "}wist the lion's tail"® yet
prove to ve amenable in the end.4/He had not forgotten his
correspondence witn Secretary Blaine over the bering Sea
fisheries in wnich Xr. Blaine had usea undiplomatic language,
but st the criticsl moment had yielded rather than take the
responsibility tor an oper runture with Great Britain.4dﬁe
referred tne matter to the Law Officers of tne Crown, and
aelayed answering until hovemver 26, wnicn meant tnat Presi-
dent Clevelard aid not receive the reply until after his

annual message nad veen sert to Congre=za,

Tuie aelay was not due, a< peinaps Cleveland

suppo sed, to aiscourtesy, or to any British

desire to procrastinate the question. The

Prime Mini ster was immersed in the Year Eastern
problem, while his subordinates permitted him

to make an errovr &8s to the date when Corgress sat. 49

-

46, Foreign nelatiors, 10Y-5, rart I, p. 562,
47. P.lie hawol‘th. Ope Cit.. Do 220,

43. HeT. Peck, Twenty Years of the Republic,128Y-1905, p. 421,
49, A. Yevins, Grover Cleveland, De 6037
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If, as seems to have been the case, Cleveland was laboring
under the impression that England's Venezuelan volicy was one
of delaying a settlement, this slowness in answering must have
tended to corfirm his peremptory mood; And the answer, when it
care, was not such as to calm his feeling. The reply came in
two notes transwitted tarough Sir Julian Pauncefote, Britisn
Appvasgsador to tne United States. Tne first note was a denial
of tne application of the lonroe Doctrine to the dispute, and
the second a discussion of the boundary dispute per se. He
declared that:
The dangers which were apprehended by President
Monroe have no relation to the state of things
in wkich we live at thne present day....Great
Britain is imposing no "system"™ upon Venezuela,
and is not concerning herself in any way with
the nature of tne political institutions under
whicn tne Venezuelans may care to live., But
the British Empire and tne Republic of Venezuela
are neighbors, and they have differed for some
time past, and continue to aiffer, as to the
line by which their dominions are separated. It
is a controversy with which the United States
can have no apparent practical concern, 50
Salisbury went on to develop Olney's theses to their
inevitable conclusions, If the United States was to stand in
the role of protector over tue Latin-American nations, then:
*Such a claim would have imposed upon the United States the
duty of answering for tane conduct of these States, and

Hl
consequentily the responsibility of controlling it." He

admitted that "Mr, Olney expressly disclaims suchn an infer-
ence" and goes on to list the disadvantages of arbitration

as a means of settlement. He denied that the Xonroe Doctrine

20, Foreign Relatiors, 1095, Part I, Pe H04,
bl‘ Ioid., Pe bb‘)o
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was international law.

The Governmert of the United States is not entitled
to affirm as @ universal proposition, witn reference
to a number of indepencent States for wnose conauct
it assumes no responsibility, that its interests

are necessarily concerned in whatever may vefall
those Btates simply vecause they are situated in

the Western Eemi sphnere. 52

Particulatly vigorous was his answer to Clrney's statement

"That distance and 3000 miles of intervening ocean make eny

permanent political urior between a European =nd an American

23

Stzte unnatural ard inexnedient,"

Her Majesty's Government aTre prepared emphatically
to deny it on benalf of both the Britisn and Ameri-
can people who are subject to her Crown. They
maintain that the union between Great Britain and
hetr territories in the Western Lemisphere is voth
natural and exgedient. 54

In nis second dispatcn Lord Salisoury claimed:

that Mvr, Olney's narration of what nas passed

bears the impress of being mainly, if not
entirely, founded on ex parte statements
emanating from Venezuela; )

and went vn to controvert the arguments of the carlier part of

Liv.

Olrey's dispatchi. le concluded by stating tnat:

a portion of that claim, however, they have
always been willing to waive altogether; in
regard to another portion, tney have been
and continue to be perfectly ready to sutrit
the question of theiv title to arbitration,
As Tegards tne rest, thet whica lies witnin
the so-called Schomburgk line they do not
consider that the rights of Great Britain
are open to question. 56

In short, tne whole reply stated that Great Britain

could not recognize the applicability of tne Monrtroe Doctrine;

pr-o
23
54.
95
56.

Iuicdse, pe HOO.
Ibid., Pe 9760
Ibid., Dpe 507,
Ibid., pe. 563,
Ibid., p. 575.
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asserted complete title as far as the Schomburgk line; agreed

to arbitrate:

lavrge tracts of tervitory which from their auriferous
nature are known to be of almost untcld value 57

beyond that line, but declined to admit or arvitrate:
claims vased on the extravagant pretensions of
Spanish officials in the last century, and in-
volving the transfer of large numbers of British
suvjects, wno have for many years enjoyed the
settled rule of a British Colony, to a nation of
aifferent race and language, wnose political
system is subject to frequent disturbance, and
wiose institutions as yet too often afford very
inadequate protection to life and property. 58

He seemed to intend to close the incident as far as the United
States was concerned., This impression was further confirmed
by an inquiry which the British Amvassador sent to Olney on
the tenth asking if tne United States would object if Her
Majesty's Government puvli shed the correspondence. Olrey's
answer may ove imagined from the fact that the British Govern-

ment did not publish it.

- The effect on President Cleveland of ESalisbury's ais-
patch was not favorable. "The irvvitating cnaracter of
Salisvury's logic----vecause it was B0 sound----was not
calculated to soothe Cleveland's tuffled feelings.“59An
English autnority suggests tnat some less flexivle and
conciliatory mind than Lord Salisbury had influenced his
Teply, while Mowat takes the opposite view point----that:

the even-tempered disnatch which he sent on

Novemver 26 is in his best style, because the
subject suited him exactly: he was the judicious

27+ lbid., pe D75
580 _:_LE_:-_CL‘, D b?bo
99+ L.k. hacker and 3.B. Kendrick, Op. cit., p. 115,




nistorian, particularly well Tead in international
affairs of tne nineteenth centutry. 60

Be that as it may, the tone of tne dispatch sounded didactic
and patronizing to trhe United States. It seemed to Washington

as if Lord Salisbury said, "Listen while I explain to you tne

law and usages of nations, tinen you will understand your
61
ervors, "

Professor Dunning nas remarked:

If in subetance and epirit Olney's note was
startlingly new, tne response of Salisbury was
di scouragingly old. If the changed vosition
and aspirations of the United States were by
one put in so high a relief as to be somewhat
coaree and repulsive, they were by the other
left wnolly out of the modelling. If Olney
brusquely voiced tne feeling of thne youth wno
nad reached nis majority and claimed a grown
man's estate, Salisbury soundea the old Tory
note of querulous impatience with the restless
and innovating spirit of the immature. 62

‘Wnen Pauncefote brought his Government's reply, Clevelard
was on his vacation, COluey, witn whom Cleveland nsd left in-
structions, wro:te out the draft message to Congress, and had

it copied by his Boston clerk on Lecember 13. Cleveland
Teturned to2 tne White House on Sunday afternoon, tne 1rtn,
and held a conference witn Clrney and Lamont, He sat up all
nignt rewtiting Olney's document. Waen he finisned at dawn,
as he said later, he could not tell whicu sentences were

63

Olrey's and wnich his own,

On Decemier 1/, after he had =ent a Toutine message at

the opening of Congress a few days earlier, he startled the

60. ReW. Mowat, Divlomatic nelations of Great Lritain and
the United States, p. 263.

6l. H, James, op., cit., pe. 113,

62. WeA. unning, op. cit., pe. 300,

63. A. Xevins, op. cit., p. 639,
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worla witin a special message on the Venezuelan situgtion.
Evenr before Clevelard's message came, Congress was in a
pugnacious mood. The House of Representatives had opered on
December third with the prayer:. "Heavenly Fatner, let pcace
reign throcughecut our borders. Yet may wg4bc quick to resert
any thing like an insult to our nation.® C(Cleveland's message

merely acceuntuated the attitude of the House. lle ceaffirmed
the Monroce Doctrine and its application to the present dis-
pute, and asled Congress to previde for a Cenmi ssion to de-
tetmine tne bounaarty line, closing uLis nesssge withh these
woTus:

When such vreport is wmade ard accepted it will in
my opinion be the duty of the United States to re-
si st by every weanes In 1ite power &8 & willful
aggression upon its rights and interests the ap-
prepriation by Great Eritain of any lands or the
exerci se of governmentsl jurisdiction over eny
territory which after investigation we nave ae-
termined of Tright velongs to Venezuela.

In making these Trecommendations I am fully
alive to tne responsibility irncurred, and kecnly
Tealize all the consequences that may follow.

I am nevertneless firm in my caorviction tnat
wanile it 1s &8 grievous thing to contemplate the
two great Engli sn-speaking peoples of the world
as being otnerwise tnan friendly competitors in
the orward march of civilization, and strenuous
and worthy rivals in all the aris of peace, there
is8 no calamity whicn a great nation can invite
which equals that which follows @ supine submission
to wrong and injustice and the consequent loss of
national self-respect and honor vereath which are
shielded and defended a people's safety and greatness. €Y

This was a stavtlingly bold message which rent the air like

66

a tnunaerbolt. There was ro doubting the gravity of the situ-

ation after reading those grimly measured senternces.

¢ e ewe

64, Congressioral hecordr.b3 Congress, 2 Session, V., 28, rart
I, Poe 20,

€5, Foreign Relatiors, 1lc¢95, Part I, p. 54%.

6o, E.B. Andrews, History of tihe Last Quarter Century in tne
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In them tnere was rno toucnn of bluster, no suggestion
of anytning like jingoism. An unfalterirg sense of
auty, a profound conviction of right, ana a note of
inflexivle purpose----these were wnat men founa in
tne wotus whicn an Englisn writev cesecribed s8 being
'full of stateliness and force,' 67

Tne Senate, cssting tradition to the winds, Teceived it wita

applause in wanich the Republicans seemed to take an even more
(o]e)

hearty part tnan the Democrats. Tne Commission was providea

for At once, by an act unarnimously passea 12 votn nouses,
neituer paueing to refev it to a comwittee. ’

Tnile tue President's belligerercy met with immense
populsr applause, it was fievcely criticized in influertial
quarters, It was cheered by the belligerent sections of the
populace, includirg the large Irish groups in Yew York and
Boeton, but papers and persons hitherto always frierdly to
the President row denounced him, TUndoubtedly one csuse for
the wiae-spread consternation was that up to tnis time thre
country had been ignorant of the peremptoTrTy aemanas wuich the
administration had made in tne earlier corresvoridence. There
was, too, the opinion, based on Cleveland's previous pacific
admini stration of foreign affairs, that the President stood
for concession rather tnan aggression oT evern a firm upholaing
of the nation's rights. Altaough he had given an intimation
of @& "more Vigorous policy™ in uis annual message of Dlecember,

an insufficient time had elapsed to prepare the public mind

for tne grave consequences which were now laid bare. "Instead

67. HeT. Peck, op._cit., p. 426,
68. ReM. ¥cElToy, ope cite, V. 2, p. 190.
69. E.B. Andrews, op. cit., V. 2, p. 317.
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a time-worn curioeity, thne Mon?oe Doctrire, was a sharp-edged
tool ready for immeaiate usae."/o

Republicans cuarged tnat uis message was only a partisan
trick to strengthen his administration, wunile tue Populi sts
believed tnat it wae pert of a Wall Street conspiracy, ard
that the temporary panic which followed the news of the
meseage was deliberately planned for the benefit of ebecula-
tors.7lcleveland himself later rvemuarked that thiase wuo refured
to support him were actuateq by financial motives and fearTed
losses on tne stock market.izcertain it 1s, however, that the
panic was a definite factor in tne move towards peace, (it was
estimated that American securities fell in value about $400,
000,000 and the Treasury's gold reserve lessened ominously)
although a leading economist has stated that as s matter of
economic history it ie® now clear that the break in the market
which followed this message registered a depreesion wnich was
due to occur for other reasons and upon any pretext;73but it
acted none the less as a aanger signal to the country.

Al though the President seemed at first to have the ap-
proval of membvers of both houses of Congress, the best inter-
national lawyers were against4him, and nis Amvassador in
London was deeply perturbed. Bayard had written in a private

letter on May 25, 189Y%: "There is no question now open vetween

the United Staics anu Great Britain that neeas any but frank,

70. DeRs Dewey, Lational Problemns, p. 300.

/1. F.L. Paxson, decent History of the United States, p. 210,

{2+ G. Clevelanda, Venezuelan Bounaary Controversy, p. 110,

/3¢ AJDe Noyes, Tnirty Years of American Finance, pp. 250-1,

V4o Be Eé;lson. Acerica's AmvassadorTs to Eng.land, 1785-1928,
p. °
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amjcable, and just treatment,® Edward J. Phelpe, his first
mini ster to England, noticed that, "Xo advocate of the Presi-
dent's proclaration has undertaken to point out how it can
affect us whither a line tnrough a jungle of oushcs and water
wnich wakes up most of the territory really in dispute, is
drawn a few inches one way ot the other.'/bToo. the clergy
wetre almost unanimously opposed to war with Gieet Britain, and
their sermons helped bring Americans to their senses.

On the other hand, Theodore Hoosevelt, Cheuncey li. Dlepew,
William C. Wnitney, Anarew D. Whife, Joun W, Foster, all puvlie
ly applauded tne President foT his courage., Of twenty-eight
governors questioped by the Yew York World, twenty-six support-
ed the Presiaent./éﬁewspaper sentirent was divided, althnough

77

1t gererally judged Clevelard's stand strcrg »nrd "Amevrican,”

Dana of the Sun carried the neadlire "War if Necessary", waile

Godkin, who had supported nim in tre MNation tnus far now

r

turned against uim and characterized nié\action as "criminally
rasu ana insensate", "ignorant end reckless", "impudent ana
insul ting."

Pernaps tue wmost important single influence in the cause
of peace was Joseph Pulitzer, wno through tne medium of his
popular New York World, worked unceasingly to bring American

-

and English public men to their senses. Le cabled, for ex-

ample, to tnose Engli slunen whose opinions carried weight in

75e JeFe nnoaes, history of the United States from tne Com-
prorise of 1850, Ve 3, p. 43

'/60 L.ke rackeT « Be3e Ke!‘\ariCk, Op. Cit.. De llbo

77+ CeRe Lingley, Since tne Civil War, p. 300,

8. FeLe Paxson, Recent nistory of tue Unjitea States, p. 210.
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tne United States, obtained from tnem messagee of peace to the
hnerican public, and printed these promirertly in nis paper,
The Prince of Wales cabled to Mr. Pulitzer that he could not
“but believe that the presert crieis would be 2rranged in e
nanneT satisfactory to both patrties" and Lord Josekery avsc-
lutely dispbelieved in tre »ossibility of war on‘such &r jegsue
for "it would e the grestezt crime on reccrd."OOSucn expressiqs
did much to diserm susplcion in tane Urited States and to over-
turn tne prevailing tradition that Great Britein was seeking
for opportunities to sannoy the United States.

| In the meanwhile Engli shmen, contemplating their nation's
foreign relations, suddenly awcke to the fact that their
country had permitted jtself to become isolated in worla
pulitics,
In tne llile ana Niger valleys, in Persia and China, in
South Africa, Englishmen found themselves actively
opposed by Frenchmen, nussians, and Germans, and
their ecnemes of empire thwarted and hampered.
Certainly it was not desirable to sdd the United
States to this hostile array. Gl
At fivet, the British press considered it preposterous
that an American commilssion snould alone deciae 3 Britisn
boundacty dispute, &nd tnat tne President of tne Unitea States
should propose to support ite decision by force. The London
Iimes contended thaet the concessions which Englend was"im-
periously summonred to make are such as no self-respecting

02
ration could suomit to." The London Chronicle, the great

mouth-plece of the Liberales, was firm though a vit more

cCs Puklic COpinion, V. 20, 0. 8 quoted in D.x.Dewey, op. cit.,
Pe 311,

ble. L.M. Hacker & B.Bs Kendrick, op, cit., p. 116,

82. London Timcs, Dec. lo, loyh, as quoted in J.F¥. Kippy,
T.8tin Anerice in World Politics. . 117
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rioderate.

There is one answer to President Clevelard and
Americs,

it declsasred.

If tne erlarged spplication of a neglected doctrine
is to be enforced witu all tne mignht of tne United

States, at least let us be assured that tae United
States will make itself responsible for the foreign
policy of all the petty, impetuous, little states
on the two continents., There is no international
Tight witnout a corresponding duty....Unless the
United States formally proclaims a protectorate
over all the South Awericen Republics, we are bound
to protect our citizens., &3

Theri the Chroricle sent Henty lorman, of its editorisal
staff, to Washirgtcr for tue purwose of investigatirg the
state of feeling on the Venezuelan matter., His reports
were as influential in Frigland as wus N1, Pulitzer's work in

the New York World, here. Through him came the news tnat

Cleveland's intention was amicable; that many who approved

the President's policy c¢ia not understand it to mean warv;
that the churches were pleading for peace; btut that a nationsl

sentiment had sprung up in support of the course outlinea wy
Cleveland and Olrey, which it would be madness for England to
disregard or underestimate.

Tne Americans believe that their attitude of ce-
manding avtvitration is one with wnich civilized
men must sympatuize., In sugyget of this the

winole Union will speak with absolutely one voice.
But at the same time there 1s &rn infinite desire

to see en immediate amicadle settlement, I repeat
with every ounce of influence I possess that every-
body here worth considering desires peace.

loreover, Yorman reported information, wnich he had gaired

03. Congressioral fecord, 3 Congress, 2 Session, V. 23, Part
I. De 30




from access to documents in tne State lepartment, that
Sslisoury's stand was far moTe uncompromising and dogmatic
than nad been tnat of kis predecessors in the Foreign Office.
He pointed out, in fact, that Lord Granville had agreed to
arvitrate tne entive question which Salisbury4had ceclared im-
possible of arvitration under any conciiticm.cS

Moreover, Olrey wss able to inspire a number of disnatches
sent Ly tne American correspondent of the London Times, whnich
had practically the same force on Lord Salisbury----who was
told of theit origin by Buck;?. editor ot tne Times----as did
tne formal diplometic notes.O)It nas also veen confiaently
stated, by tnose whno were in a position to know, tnat the
venerable Queen, then approaching the sixtieth anniversary of
her accession to the throne, exerted her perecrnal influence
directly and effectively towards conciliation.

Another factor helping to pesce wae the Commiaszsion itself,
Tnis, as appointed by President Clevelard was an avble boay,
composed of Justice Lrewer, of tne Unitec States Supreae
Court; Judge Alvey, of tne Court of Appeals ¢f the District of
Columbia; Andrew D. Whitie, ex-mirieter to Germany and Kuseiza;
Frederick Rs Coudert, formerly the counsel of the United

States in the Bering Sea arbitration; and Daniel C. Gilmar,

president of Johns Hopkins University. At the suggestion of

President Waite, historical experts were attached to tne

commi ssion---=-thus establishing a precedent which was con-

v4e, Tue Norwman aispatcnes, in tue New York Times, Januaty 4-0,
1096, as quuted by JeF, I\ippy. O Cito. e 1ld.
85, He James, 0p. cite., ppe 128-129.
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spicuously followed at Versailles in 1913 and 1919. fThere was

no trace of jingoism in its membership, ard the advocates fg;
neace were encouraged to telieve that war might be averted,.
It became apparent even to the most paricky tnat war couéd not
come imuweaiately, for this Commission must firet report. °
The first act of tane Commission, aficc ite organization,
was to edares3 3 letter to Xr. Olney through its president,
Justice Brewer, setting forth its peaceful and non-partisan
character and tne desirability of securirg the co-operation of
Great Britair 2nd Venezuela in obtaining evidence., In con-
cluding his letter, Mr. 3rewer wrote:
The purposes of the pending investigation are
certainly hostile to none, nor can it he of ad-
vantage to any that the wachinery devised by ihe
guvernment of the United States to secure the de-
sired information saould fsil of its nurncse,
This statement was communicated to Great Britain ae well ae to
Venezuela, and woth governments promptly Tresponcded to the
appeal.89
Taus the stage was get fur a peaceful ecettlement. Andrew

De Wnite has commented in nis Autobiograghy that, *"lZuring the

period teken by the commission for 1te work, both the Americsns
and Eriti=h peuplee had time for calm thought. Lowvd Salisbury,
especially, nhad time to thirk cetter of it.”goThen came Dr,
Jumesonu's ill-starred raid jinte the Transvaal which evoked the

Kaiser's truculent telegram. The situation as it concerned

the Urited States had alresdy been saved by the vnrious factors

Ob. L.M. Sears, lListory of Americen Foreign Helations, pe 430
87. D. Re Dewey. Ope Cito. P 310;

©08e CeEe Fi sn, .ZLhe ratn of an)ire, Pe b).

69« J.B. LooTe in A, Alvarez, Tne Nonroe Doctrire, p. 4c4.
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mentioned acvove, but this telegram roused the British people
tc & fear of Germeny. The yeacs 1895 to 1900 marked the rise
of German commercial, military, and naval vower &g a future
menace to Great Britain's dominion of the seas and colonial
empire, The growih of the German merchant marine and tne
agitation for a greater navy caused the Britisn to etir in
what Lord Salisvury himself grandiloquently nad called her

G
7+
"splendid isvlation.®™ <“ne Kaiser's inuiscretion mervely
erpnasized tue difference between thue obritish stiitude toward
Germany and toward the United Statee, "After Cleveland's
deliverance there had been a ruen of peace res=zages in both
directions across the Atlantic....After the Kaiser's etep
there were war-li¥e preparations, enouts of defiance, and
appeals to jingC 3entinent." Amvassador rayard wrote cunfi-
denti=lly to Ulney on Januaty 1), 1096 tnat:
there has been a welcome and unmistakable difference
observatle in the marner in which the poesitilities
of conflict with the United States----and with Ger-
Lany----were di eacussed and treated in tuis country,.
In regatd to a possible collision with the United
States, amazement, disappointment, genuine aistress,
and a manifest unwillingness to accept such a possi-
bility were chiefly discernivle, but as to the Ger-
man Emperor's interference in Transvaal, a prompt
joinder of issue was tendered, and a readiress for
the contest wes almost universally expressed by the
general publice 93
Tue British goverrnment, unowever, was not inclined to act
with undue haste. For & time Lord Salisbury hoped that Congress

would not support the President. Tnen he played with the

idea that the matter might ve delayed until Cleveland's teinm

9l. M. Schuyler, op. cit., p. 313.
92, A. Xevins, oo, cit., p. 646,

93+ M. Schuyler, op. cit., p. 314.
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expired, in tne nope that he might nave tne opportunity of
dealing with a less strenuous successoT,

In the sumwer of 1luY6, however, Jonn Hay, &n intimate
friend of Kajor licKkinley, tne probable Hepublican candidate
for the presidency, was in England. There he met privately
Arthur J. Balfour, representirg Lord Salisbury, and Sir
William Harcourt, leader of the opposition, and convinced them

that a change in the Administration of his country would in-
94

volve no retreat from tne existing American position.
The British government thereupon determined to yield.

They were able to see that the United States was
interested in two considerations: tne policy of
arbitration which had only recently been conse-
crated by tne signing of a dozen treaties among
fmerican states and the settlement of nalf as
many boundatry disputes in the Western Hemi sphere,
and the Monrtoe Doctrine which was rapialy oecoming
an American fetish. MoTeover, whatever it may
nave been formerly, tune main interest of British
stateanen now was the protection and preservation
of English subjects in the disputed area. These
basic facte having once been recognized, it was
possible to propose a compromise, 95

On Januaty 13, 1loY6, Bayard had sent a cipher telegram to

Olney:

Suggests as a solution, the United States should
propose a conference with tne United States, of
European countries now having colonies in the
Western hemisphere----Creat Britain, France,
Spain, and holland, to proclaim the Monroe Doctrine
---=-that European poweTs having interests in
America, snould not seem to extend their influence
in that Hemiephevre. If the United States would
propose tnis, Great Britain would accept the
Montoe Doctrine, &nd it would become internatioral
law between the countries named. 96

24, C.R. Fi Sh. ODs Cito. PP 59. 86,
95. J.F, Rippy. 0. Cito. Poe 1190
96. R.M. MCElroy. OPDe cito. Ve 2. Pe 199-
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Cleveland and Olney decided they preferred to deal with

Great Britein alore. Then the British government proposed to
merge the question with one of general arvitrstion, but this,
too, was rejected.

On March 3, 1096, Lord Salisbury wrote to Ambassador
payatd, "I have enpowered Sir Julisn Pauncefote to daiscuss
the questicn either with a representative of Venezuela or with

the Government of tne United States actirg as a friend of

Venezuela." 1rThis little sentence conceded tne whole question

at issue. It recognized the United States as entitled to
interfere on behalf of an American Kepublic as against a

European power, and it tacitly withdrew tone prior British

declarstion that sucn interferTence had rno warrant in the law
of nations., In other words, Great Britain accepted President
Clevelarnd's new interpretation of the Monroe Doctrine as a

principle to ve Trecognized tunere-after in Anglo-American
o3
/
Telations, Finally, on May twerty-second, the British govern-

ment proposed :

a more authoritative Commission, to consist of
four memvers, two appointed by each country, to
ascertain the historicsl facts of the question.
The finding of the majority of the Commission

was to be binding on both Governments, and on

the basis of its report the Governments of Great
Britain and Venezuela were to endeavor to agree
upon A& obounuary-line. Failing agreement, the
wnole question was to be referred to a Tribunal

of three members, one nominated by Great Britain,
one by Venezuela, and the third co-opted by these
two, who should fix the boundary-line finally.

It was proposed, however, that the Tribunal should
nrot have the power to assign to either Great Eritein

97. Foreign Relatiors, 106, p. 24l.
960 . . €ckx, Op. Cito. DPe 434‘0
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or Venezuela territory which was bona fide
occupied by the subjects of the other State
on January 1, 1lbd7, though it might make
Teservatione regardirg =uch territcry.

lgainst these reservaticrs the American
Government strongly protested as being in-
tended to operate to the advartage of the
British claim, and as ruling out of Court a
discussion of the rights which nad been dies-
puted for decades by Venezuela, 'Venezuela is
not to be stripped of her rightful possessions,'
wrote Secretary Olrey on June twelfth, 'because
the British Government has erroneously encouraged
its subjects to believe that such possessions were
Britisn.,' Recognizing that the time had come for
finality in the matter, Lord Salisbury wisely
withdrew his reservations in their uncompromising
form, and agreed to the dispute being suobmitted to
unconditional Arpnitration, provided America were
prepared to stand in Venezuela's place for that
purpose., There was still some stickling for
'national honor'; but the Foreign Office was now
sensible of the indignity as well as the danger of
an unseemly wrangle over a few square miles of
territory. The urgency of definite settlement
had also veen emphasized by a further irritating
incident----the arrest by Venezuelan authorities
in June of a British official, while engaged within
the Schomburgk line, an act speedily repudiated vy
the Central Government. 99

On February 2, 1897, a treaty of arvitration, based upon
the agreement of 1896, and negotiated by Great Britain and the
United States, was signed by Great Britain and Venezuela. The
predominant feature of tne treaty was the application of the
principle of prescription, under the definite rule that fifty
years adverse holding of a district, either by exclusive
political control, or by actual settlement, should suffice to
constitute national title. "Tne adoption of the principle
of prescription, on wnich tne arbitration would necessarily

have acted, even if it had not veen incorporated into the

99. A. W, Ward & G.P. GOOCh. 0D Cito. V. 3. PP 225‘6.

et ———



35

treaty, at once reguered nugatoTy tne grester part of the
)

Venezuelan claim."* LUThe triounsl met in Patis, Vecemver,
1393. The award, ae made on Octover thirvd, 1499, gave the
largeT part of the disputed area to the Britisea colony, vut
Venezuela's right to the comparatively emall wvut valuavle 101
portion of territory at tne Orinoco's moutn was confirmed.
Or tne whole, tne line as arawn Ly the tribunal followed tae
Scu.mouurgk line fairly closely.

Anotiuer result of tne controversy was a general arbitrstion
treaty by Secretary Olrey snd Sit Julian Pauncefote at
Washirgton, Januavty 11, 1397. This treaty provided that =11
differences between the two governments that diplomacy should
prTove unable to adjust were to be sent to arbiters, Three

kinds of tribunals were providea, among which juriadiction over
various classes ¢f controvecrsies was aistrioutea, with provision s
for appellate ard revisory proceaure, The provisions of this
treaty proved to wve in advance of effective puvlic opinion in
the Unjted States, Distrust of Great Britain could not ve
eliminated =0 expeditiously as from the diplomatic mira., It
was claimed tnat tnis treaty mignt sooner vr later LTiIng an
oblig=ation to suovmit to arn arvitral treivunal tne valiaity of
the Yonroe Doctrire, Before tne vote in the Senate, nowever,
tne sutety of tne Monroe Uocirine had veen irisured by an
anerament requiling a specizl agreement for the suumiscion of

any difterence, "wnich in tne juagment of either power

1C0. J. B. Toove in A. Alvatez, on. Cilte. 1. 404,
101, ¥. S. Rovertson, op. cit., p. 11C,

e —————



36

materially affects its honor or its domestic or foreign
102
policy." Some Senators objected that such a treaty, if rati-

fied before the Clayton-Bulwer treaty of 1850 was definitely
abrogated, woula amount to & sucrenuer ot tne Awerican dream
of builgggg and controlling a canal across the Isthmus of
Panama, Too, it might have involved some debts repudiated
by certain states of the Union.104But motre than any of these
Teasons was the fact that blind partisan hatred of Cleveland
once more was more powerful than patriotism, in spite of the
fact that tncrelwgs a great outburset of popular enthusiaan
for the treaty. ODTho treaty failed to pass the Senate, May 5,
1897 by a vote of 43 to 26----1{32 than the requisite two-
thirds of the senators present. The effort for the treaty,
however, advanced tne general principle of arbiﬁration, and
in the opinion of many was a happy compensation for the

107
temporary alienation between the two countries.

111

The Character of the Olney Doctrine

Tne so-celled Olney Doctrine is set forth in detail in
Olney's dispatch to Lord Salisbury, of July 20, 1895 and is
re-inforced by Cleveland's message to Congress. Let us look
first at Olney's letter.

This dispatch opened with an account of the dispute be-

tween Great Britain and Venezuela. It is to be questioned----

102. W.A. Dunning, 0D Cite, ULPe 316‘3200

1030 ReMe McElroy, Ope. cite., V. 2, Pe 244,

104, D.g. Thoma s, One Hundred Years of the Monvtoe Doctrine, p.
526.

105. M. SChuyler, Ope ci tes Do 319.

106, J.B. Mcore, in Camoridge liodern History, V. 7, p. 762.

1070 De Ke Dewey, CpDe. Cite, Do 3130
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or, at least, Lord Salisbury questioned----whether all of
Olney's facts were correct. Ior example, Lord Salisbury con-
tended that:

tne fundamental principle undetlying the Venezuelan
argument ig, in fact, that, inasmuch as Spain was
originally entitled of right to the whole of the
American continent, any territory on thaet Continent
which she cannot be shown to have acknowledged in
positive and specific terms to have passed to another
Power can only have been acquired by wrongful usurpation,
and if situated 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 askeda whether Mr, Olney would consent
to refer to the arbitration of another Power pretensions
raised by the Government of Mexico on such a foundation
to large tracts of territory, which had long been com-
prised in the Federation., 108

Again, Nr. Oluey declasred that "it seems impossivble to treda
the Schomburgk line as being the boundary claimed by Great

Britain as matter of right, or as anything but a line origi-
109
nating in considerations of convenience and expediency,” to

wnich Lord Salisbury sgreed, saying that it was "a great re-

duction of the boundary claimed by Great Britsin as matter of
' 110
right"! Finally, Mr, Olney summarized the question as

follows:

The important features of the existing situation, as
shown by the foregoing recital, may be briefly statea,
le The title to territory of indefinite but con-
feesedly very large extent is in dispute vetween Great
Britain on the one hand and the South Amevrican hepublic

of Venezuela on tne other,

2. The disparity in the strength of the clasimants is
such that Venezuela can hope to establish her claim
only through peaceful methods----tnrough an agreement
with her adversary either upon the subject itself or
upon an arbitration,

3+« The controversy, with varying claims on the part

of Great Britain, has existed for more than half a century,

100. Foreign helations, 1u9H, Part I, p. H6Y.
109. Ibido. 169‘). Part I, Poe 7460
110. IEL.EOc 189>, Part I, p. 570.
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during which period many earnest and persistent
efforts of Venezuela to establish a boundary vy
agreement nave proved unsuccessful,

4, The futility of the endeavor to obtsein a
conventional line being recognized, Venezuela
for a quarter of a century has asked and striven
for arvitration.

5. Great Britain, however, has always and con-
tinuousely refused to erbitrate, except upon the
condition of a renunciation of a large part of the
Venezuelan claim and of a concession to herself of
a large snarTe of the territory in controversy.

6. By the frequent interposition of its offices
at the instance of Venezuela, by constantly urging
and promoting the restoration of diplomatic relations
between the two countries, by vressing for arbitration
of the disputed boundary, by offering to act as
arbitrator, by expressing its grave concern whenever
new alleged instances of British aggression upon

Venezuelan territory have been brought to its notice,
the Government of the United States has made it clear

to Great Britain and to the world that tne controversy
is one in wuich both its honor and its interests are
involved and the continuance of wnich it can not re-
gard with indifference. 111

But the question of the diapute itself, though the reason
for Olney's dispatcn, is not very important, since that was
settled by the Tribunal of Arbitration, and is no longer a
matter of interest, What we are intere=ted in is QOlney's
interpretation of the Monroe Doctrine as in regard to this
question,

Olney justifies American intervention in the controversy
with the following argument:

That there avre circunstances under which a nation
may justly intergose in a controversy to which two
or more nations are the direct and immediate parties
is an admitted canon of international law 112..4
We are concerned at this time, however, not so much
with the genervral rule as with a form of 1t which is
peculiarly and distinctively American 1ll3....

That America is in no part open to colonization,
though the proposition was not universally admitted

111. Ibid., 1895, Part I, p. 552.
112. Ibid., 1095, Part I, p. 553.
1130 Ibid-. ldgbn Pal‘t I. Je bb’io
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at the time of its first enunciation, has long

been universally conceded. We are now concerned,
therefore, only with that other practical appli-
cation of the Monroe Doctrine the disregard of which
by an Furopean power is to be deemed an act of un-
friendliness towards the United States., The precise
scope and limitations of this Tule 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 ite 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 between it and other American states,
It does not justify any attempt on our part to
change the established form of government of any
Anerican state or to prevent the peonle of such state
from altering that form according to their own will
and oleasure, The rule in question has but a single
purpose and object. It is that no EuTropean power oT
combination of European powers shall forcibly deprive
an American state of the right and power of self-
governnent and of shaping for itself its own political
fortunes and destinies., 114

The above paragraph evidently is Olney's interpretation of
the konroe Doctrine, Cleveland himeelf concluded:

The lionroe Doctrine may be abandoned; we may forfeit
it by taking our lot with nations that expand by
following un-Aperican ways; we may outgrow it, as we
seem to be outgrowing other things we once valued; or
it may forever stand as a guaranty of protection and
safety in our enjoyment of free institutions; but in
no event will this American principle ever ve better
defined, better defended, or more bravely asserted
than was done by lir. Olney in this dispatch. 115

Thus far the clear style and vigorous reasoning of the dis-
patch supplied the best possible presentation of the case, but

Olney went on to invoke considerations of public policy in

support of the Monroe Doctrine and here he

said things which would have passed without
comment if he had been hammering an opposing
litigant in the heat of a trial, but which

114, Ipid., 1d9)H, rart I, p. 554.
115, G. Cleveland, Venezuela Bourdary Controversy, np, 95-6,
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were startling in such a document. 116 The
Monroe Doctrine....rests uoson facts and prin-
ciples that are both intelligible and incon-
trovertible. That distance and three thousand
miles of intervening ocean make any permanent
political union between an European and American
state unnatural and inexpedient will hardly be
denied 117

thus proclaiming the ultimate extinction of all European

colonial possessions!

Whether moral or material interests ve considered,

it can not but e universally conceded tnat tnose

of Europe are irreconcilavly diverse from tnose of
America, and that any European control of tne latter

i®s necessarily botin incongruous and injurious....The
states of America, South as well as North, by geo-
graphical proximity, by natural sympathy, by similari-
ty of governmental constitutions, are friends and
allies, coummercially and politically, of the United
States....The people of the United States have a vital
interest in the cause of popular self-government....
They velieve it to be for tane healing of all nations,
and that civilization must eitner advance or retrograde
accordingly, as its supremacy is extended or curtailed. 11§

The following quotation, undoubtedly, best expresses

Olney's unique application of the Monroe Doctrine to the

controversy in question, which has not since met the general

sanction of even American publicists:

The mischiefs apprenended from such a source are
none the less real because not immediately imminent
in any specific case, and are none the less to be
guarded against because the corbination of circum-
stances that will bring them upon us cannot be pre-
dicted. The civilized states of Christendom deal
with each other on substantially tne same principles
that regulate the conduct of individuals. The
greater its enlightenment, the more surely every
state perceives that its permanent interests require
it to be governed by the immutable principles of right
and justice, Xach, nevertheless, is only too liable

116.
117.
118,

H., James, 0p., Cit., pe 107.
Foreign kelations, 1395, Part I, p. 556.
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to succumb to tne temptations offered by seeuing
special opportunities for its own aggrandizement,
and each would rasnly imperil its own safety were

it not to remember tnat for the regard and respect
of otner states it must ve largely deperident upon
its own strength and power. Today the United States
is practically soverign on this continent, and its
fiat 18 law upon tne subjects to which it confines
its interpositions Wny? It is not vecause of tne
pure friendship oT 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 because, in addition to
all other grounds, ite infinite resources combined
with ites isolated position render it master of the
situation and practically invulrnetravle &s agair st
any or &all other powers.

All tue advantages of tnis superiority are at
once imperiled if the principle be admitted tnat
European powers may convert American states into
colonies or provinces of thneiT own....With the
powers of Europe permanently encamped on American
s0il, the ideal conditions we have thus far enjoyed
can not be expected to continue. 119

There i8s, then, a aoctrine of American public law,
well founded in principle and abundantly sanctioned
by precedent, which entitles and requivres tne United
States to treat as an injury to itself tne forcible
assumption by an European power of political control
over an Amevrican state....Though tne uispute relates
to a boundary line, yet, as 1t is between states,
it necessarily imports political control to be lost
by one party and gained by the other. 120

Ulney tuen logically destroys Great Britain's claim to De-

ing an Americsan power &nd concluces this section of uis argu-

ment with:

Being erititled to resent and resist any sequestration
of Venezuelan soil by Great Britain, it is necessarily
entitled to know whether sucan sequestration has oc-
curred ovr is now going on, 121

taus being careful not to link nimself to tue cause of eitner

disputant.

The second of tne two principles expounded in this dis-

119. Ibid., b.

120, 1bid
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patch is:

It being clear, tnerefore, tuat tne United States
may legitimateiy insist upon tne merits of tue

oounuary question being determined, it is equally
clearT tnat there is but one feasivle mode of deter-
mining tnem, viz., peaceful arbitration. 122

Olney took tne ground that Great Britain's position amounted

to saying to Venezuela,

'ycu can get none of the devatable land by force,
because you are not strong enough; you can get
none by treaty, because I will not agree; and

you can take your chance of getting a portion Dby
arbitration, only if you first agree to abandon

to me sucn other portion as I may designate.'

It is not perceived how such an attitude csan bpe
defended nor how it is reconcilable with tuat

love of justice and fair play so eminently charac-
teristic of the English vrace. It in effect deprives
Venezuela of uer free agency 2nad puts her unuer
virtval duress. 123

ind eo he closed his note with a request for a definite

deci sion on trie matter,

Clevelanra's mes<eage, five montns later, merely reaffirmed

the position Olney nad tsken,

Tne doctrine upon wuich we stand 18 strong and
sound vecause its enforcement is importsnt to

outr peace and safety ss a nation, and is essentisal
to the integrity of our free inetitution snd the
tranquil mairtenance of our distinctive form of
goverrment.,. It was intended to apply to every
stage of our national life, and cannot vecome
obsolete while our Republic endures....The
lionroe Doctrine finds its recognition in those
principles of international law that are based
upon the theory that every nation shall have its
rights protected and its just claims enforced. 124

At no pleace in his dispatch did Olney maintain that the

lonroe Doctrine was international law. Several references

122, Ivid., p. 560G,
123. Ilbid., pe 561,
144. Ibld.. ppo b42-3.
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to the lonroe Doctrine as "public law" in the United States,
however, seem to have misled Lord Salisbury into thinking
that he meant to say that it was part of international law
and s0 the Prime Minister devoted some of nis reply in deny-
ing tnis. Olney did say taat tne fiat of the United States
was law upon tuis continent upon subjects to whicn it corfirnea
its interposition! Cleveland, too, denied tnat it was inter-
national law, but claimed that international lzw entitled
every nation to the rights belonging to it and that "the prin-
ciple for which we contend has a geculiar if not exclusive
relation to the United Statee.”12

Before turning to the significance of the Olney doctrine,
it is necessary to notice somewnat the language in wnica this
dispatch was couched. Authorities may differ as to the legali-
ty of Olney's interpretation, but there is a practical un-
animity on the fact that his choice of language was most un-
fortunate in places. John W, Foster called it the most bold
and p{gpounced assection of thne Monroe Doctrine that nad been
mnade; /Manoel de Oliveira Limg has vemarkea tnat it was an
unexpected and rougn warning;lddand Charles A. Beard has
declared that:

Cleveland seemed to welcome the opportunity to
give Great Britain some curt instructions on the

konroe Doctrine. Olney's demand was couched in

the language of a decree rather than an invitation
and was accompanied by remarks of magisterial
quality which, if they had come from the English

125, Ds Y. Thomas, 0op. cit., 0. 97

126, Foreign Relations, 0p. Cit., p. 543.

127. A. Alvarez, The lonroe Doctrine, p. 409.
128 Ibldo. Pe 291.
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foreign office, would have raised a furor in
Arerica, 129

Cleveland himeelf later crivistenea 1t "Ulrey's twenty-inch
130
gun,., " Fcom an English view point:

Tne violent languaxe of I'r, Olrey's note, its

ful «=ome and excessive lauaation of tne Unitea
Statee, its contemptuous disregard of the
susceptibilitie=2 of otner great nations, and

ites glarving mispresentations of facts and

nistory caused natural offence in tnis country. 131

lienty James, however, @53 made statement in justitication::

Uver ard veyona mere argumer ts =end tue arts of Ve
persuasion it daiplomacy commanue only two Te=l
WeaAPOIM S, .0l may induce corceseiorn vy makirg

sucn allinanrces witn third courtriee as will con-
front tne Goverrnnert-to-cve-compelled with an
inimical aligrment vefore wnich it must seek to
retire; ov it nay irvoke, or tanresten to invoXe,
force uicectlysses.The fiTst weapor is gererally
uravajlacle to tne Unitea States, because it is

ner well-c2tavblisned nolicy to ¥een out of European
pilliticsesesTrerefnre, 2 threaterirg rescane is rot
r.cesaarily "undiplomatic aiplomacy®...s.Given this
furdarental truth svout international affairs,
xiven alaso Clevelard's audiction to bludgeoning
methods in the face of oppo<ition or entanglerernts,
ard given, firally, Clrey's pas<ion for disposing
of 2 difficulty prormgtly, it seems now that it
mismht nave veen foreseen in 1099 tnat tne Aumini s-
tration woula Tegort to VigoTrous riewsulres over tne
lorg=peruirg Verezuelan atfair, Yor if tne affsir
uragged on until A collie=jon occurred in Souin
America tne United States might asve to cruoocse ve-
tween abandonirg tne Wonroe Doctrire ard lesning
into wesr, 132

Olrey hirreelf wrote lster to Krox tnat "the excuse for
them wa<e tiust in Erglish cyes the United Ctatus wss tueh a8 SO

completely regligivle qusrtity tnat 1t wae velieved only

—
o
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words eqiivalent to blows would be reully effective.”l33

But, in addition to its severity, the langusge useu vy
Clney aand Cleveland was in places vague and rhetorical.
For example, Dr, Jamee Dealey telieves that Secretary Ulney
hiad no intention of aseerting that the United Slates was
legelly soverign; his stress was on “pract;lc:a].ly."154

Olney did not confine himself to a statement of Lis
case, wherein ary amount of vigor would have been permissible,
but ran his unpracticed eye urnecessarily over the whole
field of American dipllomacy. "That distance and three thou-
eand miles of intervening ocean make any permanent political
union between ar Europesn and an American state unnatural and
inexpedient® may have been & philosophic axiom to many in
Great Britain as well a2s in the United States, but it surely

135

did not need reiteration in this state paper, and sppeared
to be a direct threat end calculated to give offense, Like-
wiee, Mr, Cleveland's reference to a high "tribunal that
edministers internatioral law" wss too rhetorical a figure
for a state paper,

Firally, there is the question of just what was intended
by the ex-parte Commission that was a2ppointed. It was pro-
rounced by meny people in England and soume in America to be
en impertinence. Olrey's justification of it is condensed

into one sentence in his dispatch:

133. Olney to Knox, Jan, 29, 1212, Olney Coll., quoted in k.,
James, op, cit., p. 140,
134, Z.Q. Dealey, Foreign Policiles of the United States, p.
17.

135. C.RH, Fish. CP. Cit.. Pe 82.




46

Being ertitled to resent and resist any
sequestration of Vernezuelan so0il by Great
Britein, it is necessarily entitled to know
whether such sequestration has occurred or is
now going on. 136

Francis B. Loomis has stated that:

I do not think it was maintained by }r, Cleveland

or Nr, Olney that Great Britain would be bound to
acquiesce in a decision regarding Venezuela's

eastern boundary line which tne commission appointed
by himself mignt reach. 'The sole purpose of tnat
comnission' says a partisan of Mr. Cleveland's course,
'was to enlighten tne conscience of our executive and
the American peovole at large touching the Venezuelan
question,' 137

John bBassett lioore nas stated tnat:

So far as it seemed to imply, as the language has
often been construed to do, that the United States
possessed the right, by means of an ex parte com-
mission, epnointed by itself and composed of its
own citizens, authoritatively to fix the boundary
between two other independent nations, it went be-
yond the immediaste necessities c¢f thie case, If the
commi ssion had ever reported, it is provavle that
ite conclusions, which conceivably might not have
veen acceptable either to Great Britain or to Vene-
zuela, would have bLeen treated as advisory ratneT
tnan uefinitive, ana woula have been made tne basis
of further correspondence witn both governments,

The actual poeition intended to be insisted on, as
appears by lir. Olney's instructions to Mr, Bayard,
a8 well as the rest of President Cleveland's message,
was that the United States would resist the paloable
and substantial encroachment upon and appropriation
by Great Britain of Venezuelan territory. This
position was quite in harmony with tne spirit of thne
Jlonroe Doctrine. 130

Al tnousyh many authorities including James Ford khoaes,

Allsn Xevins, and Rovert W. Mownat, state that Cleveland took

an unjustifiavle risk of war, yet it appears tuat not only

136. Foreign Relations, op. cit., pe. H60.

137 F. 8. Loomis, "The Positior of tne United Sitates on the
American Continent®, in Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Soci=l Science, V. 22, pe 7o

133. A. Alvarez, on. cit., p. 939,
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was Clevelana convinced tnat tue principle involved wsas
wortn estavlisning wnatever tne cost might ve, but he was
certain tnat the method he employed was tne only one which
could succeed, for in no other way wae it possivle to awaken
England to a reslization of the fact that the United States
was full-grown ana imobued with a new consciousness of its
strength., So far was Cleveland's message from provoking war
tnat it caused tne people of Great britain actually to realize
for tne first time the importance of frienasnip witn tne
United Statee, It marked a cusnge In thneir attituue toward
America which found expression not only in diplomscy, out in
various otner ways, and wnicn strikingly revealed itself in

trie international politics of tne next few years. Xot tnat

hostility was converted into affection, out former coruescen-
sion gave way to an appreciative frienuliness towards tae
| . 139
people of tune Unitea States.
v

The Sigrificance of the Olrney Doctrine

Since 1395 there has been endless discussion avout
Olney's interpretation of‘the llonroe Doctrine., Was it justi-
fiable? Did‘it extend the scope of this important policy?
Writers nave aiffered widely----and sometimes bitterly----

on the subject. Woodrow Wilson wrote in 169/ that:

the course it proposed was virtually a aemand
that the United States be accorded the right of

139. Ce Re Fish, 0|Jo Cita. PVPe 06‘90
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intervention in all questions arising between
South Arerican states and European powers, 140

Arthur Dunn has stated that the position which Cleveland

took at that time had a wholesome effect upcn tre world at
141

large.

If Great Britain is to be permitted to occupy the
ports of Xicaragua and, still worme, take the
territory of Verezuela, there is nothing to prevent
her taking the whole of Venezuela or any other

South American state. If Great DBritain can do this
with impunity, France and Germany will do it also. 142

ost of tue European powers----Great Britain included----
were engaged in a mad scramble for colonial possessions,
These powers had already seized the islands of the Pacific
end parcelled out Africe. There was left to them only South
America, and Clevelard interfered here.

In its broad character a8 a diplomatic episode
this whole affair stands ss an assertion by the
United States and a recognition by Great Britain
of far wider interest and autnority beyord her
vorders than was ever tefore definitely maintained
by the American Republic, whetuer as the Monroe
Doctrine or otherwise. The giant democracy took
her place among tne great powers of tue earth,
whether for weal or for woe, and the British
motherland was the first to accord recognition to
her new position. 143

A recent writer on public affairs has declared that
"when President Cleveland prevented tne british from es-
tablisning a boundary line in Venezuela, he did something

that Monroe never dreamed of." Toaay it is impossible to

discern wnat lionroe was envisaging, but we cannot believe

140, W. Wilson, "lir. Clevelard as President” in The Atlantic
Yonthly, V. 79, pe. 299.

141. A.W. Dunn, From Harrison to Karding, V. I, p. 158.

142, H.C. Lodge, "England, Venezuela, and the Monroe
Doctrine®, The Xorth Americen Keview, V. 160, p. 655,

143, W. A. Dunning, op. cit., p. 317,
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that ne would nave Tremained silent, had nhe become convinced
that Great Britain had in mind any serious encrocachment upon
Venezuelan territory through "forcibly establishing a boundary
line in Venezuela." The world knows something of how such
lines have been established in Asisa. Had the line been es-
tablished in Venezuela without protest, it might ultimately
have been established in Colorbia. This certainly would have
endangered "our peace®, if not our "safety®, while dreaming of
a caral at Panama.l44

Looking at it from tne other point of view, Hector Petin
has declared that, in this conrection, the Mionroe Doctrine
nad no bearing; that it had no more concern with the matter
at issue than has theology with the question of wmathematics.,
He thought that the enthusiastic reception of President
Cleveland's message by the majority of the American people
wae a wholly ridiculous spectacle, and from the point of
view of an internatioral lawyer he found the state of affairs
at the meeting of the Paris tribunal of arbitration to De
quite beyond comprehension., He said that the treaty of
arbitration was an intervention between two states, one of
which, it is useless to dcgy. had no reason, whatsoever, to
figure in the arbitration. *

Whether or not this widening of the Monroe Doctrine was
justified, there is no doubt of the fact that Great Britain

accepted Olney's interpretation. John Bassett Moore has

144, D. Y. Thomas, op. Cite., pp. 99-60.
145, F. Bs Looris, op. cit., p. O
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asserted that the most important political result of the
Venezuelan incident was the official sdoption of the Monroe
Doctrine Ty the Congress of the United States, and its

explicit acceptance by the principle maritime power of

146
Europe. Carl Russell Fish, on the other hand disagreed

with this contention to the extent that:

although to a degree Great Britain's action in
treating of the matter constituted an acknowledg-
ment of our special position on this continent,
sne did not formally recognize it, and she aid
not conclude without having feorced a compromi se,
----namely, that the aroitrators were to act on
the Tule that adverse possession for fifty years
should make good title. 147

According to the London Times, Great Britain admitted:

that in respect of the South American Republics,
the United States may not only intervene in
disputes, but may entirely supersede the original
di sputant, and assume exclusive control of the
negotiations,

The United States had, in effect, proclaimed her hegemony in
: 148
the New World and Great Britain had conceded it. Henty

James has ci! nched this contention with the statement that:

if it was a fact----and nothing has come out that
contradicts the appearances----that England did
not remind the other European powers of their
communi ty, of interest with ner, or invite them
to support her against the United States, then her
conduct certainly meant something else than that
she did not care about the bit of territory in dis-
pute., It meant that she was not averse to the
enforcement of a substantial limitation upon
European liberty of action in South America; and,
also it signalized her sense of a sort of solidarity
between the English-speaking nations, 149

In fact, this clearing of the atmosphere between Great Britain

146, A, Alvarez, Op. Cite, Po 4354,

147. C. R. Fisn, American Diplomacy, p. 394.
143. P. L. Haworth, 22‘——cl£" P 222.

149. H. James, op. cit., p. 135.
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J
ard the United Statee initisted a virtuzl ertente that within

a generation wae to prove of tne profouruest importarce in
190
world historty.

But even more important tnar tne aiplomatic vicloTy overT
Great Britain was Lue preceaent set Ly tuis inciaent:

It may be argued tnat, interrational engagements
slone obeing vinairg, diplomatic preceuents nave

rno exjietence; tnat Clevelsard ana Ulrney them=zelves
tacitly drovped their extreme claime; =2rd tnat any
future case mu=t be decided on its merits wotn vy
tne United States and by any European FoweTr con=-
cetned, Yevertneless, tne fact vremains tagt tue
pogition assumwed in tnie instarice nas8 veen Col=
siderauly strerigtuetied by later events, nas veen
not only recognized out actuslly supported tarough-
out by tne attitude of Great Britain, ard nas never
been =eriously challenged by any Eutropean pover,

As Canning foree:w, tae uestiny of the tropical
repuvlics of America aepends orn tne relations ve-
tween ureat Brcitain ana the Unjtea States. 171

It would ve ditficult to exagierate the profouna impre=ssjon
wnich tne Venezuelsn affair produced nnon the statearen of
Continental Euvrope----an impres=jon that wae reflected in the
press and in many nmonograpns ana snecial puvlications, The
prectige of tne United States wa= erinarcea immensely----1a
fact of wnicn Americans suroad were maue AWATEe in many ways.
TaeiT countty w39 now spo¥en of in 8 tore of grave respect

192
tnat w29 3ltogether new, ™e Lordon Timee etated that:

Great 3ritein cannot, of course, oina any other
nation vy hetr actior, but =sie has set un a pre-
cedent which may in the future be quoted with
great effect sgainst nerself, ara sne nhas greatly
strengtuened tne nanas of tae Uriteda States
government in any dispute tnat may arise in the
future oetwseen tne South American xepuvlice ana =&
Euronean powevr, i wnich tne Unjted States may ae=-

1)0. A hevins, op. cite, pe. 040,

11 Fo A. Kurlpatrick, "uistorical Sketch te 18¢C¢ of tne re-
puvlics of Latin Anevica", in Carouriace lodern i stovry,
V. 12. De 0J3

152, He To Peck, on. cit., p. 439,
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siTe to intervene. 153

"The precedent", says Dr. Petin, "is very important in
that it forces Europe to accept arbitration in tne adjustment
of a boundary line with American states and marvrks ag_zminous
advance in the development of the lMonroe Doctrine.," ’

The pest informed French and German journaljstg------
seldom inclined to view the aspirations and pretensions of
Great Bbritain with indulgencee-==-- declared that Lord
Salisbury hiad the vetter of the argumentative duel. "We wish

to take the first opportunity of declaring", said a Rhemish

newspaper, tne Cologne Gazette, in an article wnich was re-

produced with approval vy the semi-official Norddeutsche

Zei tung, "that the precedent in question islgt most an kng-
p)
lish, and in no way an European precedent," Yevertheless

the German writer sdmitted that the United States had ertered
upon a line of policy from which it could rot withdraw, and
taat in the future, and in the light of this Venezuelan trans-
action, Arerican public opinion would unhestitatingly demand
the intervention of the Feceral government in any dispute be-
tween an Arerican state and a European power, whetner terri-

156
torial questions be involved or not. The Tempus, waich is

the best instructed of French newspapers where foreign affairs

are involved, wrote in a similar strain., What specially con-
cerned Frenchmen, it argued, was the countenance Great Britain

had given to a novel and extreme deduction from the lionroe

153, Lorcon Times, lov. 14, 1o%0 in heT. Peck, Ope. Cit., pe 43D
1;4. F. B. Loomis. O Cito. Pe O

19;. S. LOW, Ope Cit. PPe OD2-30
1‘)6. -I;b_i.g._o. Pe UD;. !
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Doctrine:ee==

Ainsi, au consentement expres du Royaume-Uni,
le gouvernement de VWasaington se verra investi
du droit ae s8'immiscer dans toute querelle terri-
toriale entre une puissance europeenne et un Etat
du nouveau monde. Il obtienara le droit de se
porter fort, meme sans mandat expres, poutr l'un
de ses clients., Il pourra, d'accord avec la
pul ssance europeenne engagee dans la litige, mais
sans l'intervention de 1'Etat amervicain pue re-
presente l'autre partie, regler souverainement le
mode, les conditions, la forme, et le fonds de 1la
solution destinee a mettre fin au conflit.

Ce sont 1la de bien grosses innovations en matiere
de drait international. ZXlles consacrent la suprematie
a0s30lue des Etats-Urnis dane leur hemisphere, 157

Sidney Low continues by saying:

In that strangely confused and indefinite system
whicn is called international law, acts go for
more than words. If the jurist will be adle to
turn to the cogent piece of argument in wnich
Lord Salisoury disemissed the new interpretation
of the Monroe Doctrine, statesumen will point to
the fact that the government over which Lord
Sali soury presided aid eventually comply with
the cardinal demand this rnew interpretation
emvodied.

It may be s9aid that tnis orecedent is not
binding in the triovunal of diplomacy....X¥rench
and German protests have already been issued,
and it will pe open to any foreign government,
if the occasion should arise, to declare tnat
the general system of international law cannot
ve modified by a private arrangement between
two powers, But if the civilized world is not
comoi tted to the fundamental article of the new
doctrine, tne United States is; and tuat is the
true importance of the matter. e have seen
now President lMonroe's messag@-=---; which was in
fact 2 purely academic commentaTy on events, not
followed, oT intended to be followed, by defini te
Action----has become an inseparable part of the
public policy of the United States, and nas
aasumed in the eyes of American citizens a
sanctity almost equal to that of the Constitutiom
itself. Probably the same weight of authority
will not attach to the policy laid down by President

157. IDld.. Pe 0;30
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Cleveland and Mr. Olney. But authority it will
nave; the authority of an accomylished fact,
and the autnority of a successful vindication
of a principle wnich could not e consequently
abandoned without some appearance of humiliation.
America is 3 democratic country, in which the
soveTeign 1s an electorate keenly alive to tne
national dignity, and impulsively quick to re-
sent any sacrifice of national honor. Nothing
helps a party in difficulties more than a saow
of spirit in foreign affairs, nor injures it
woTrse tnan any suspicion of weakness or pusil-

lanimity. What has been gained by the assertion

of the Olney Doctrine cannot be lost. 153

It was a great triumpa of American diplomacy, too, to
force Great Britain Just at tuls time to recognize in fact,
if not in words, the Monroe Doctrine, for it was not long be-
fore Germany snowed a disposition to question this principle
of American policy. 1The fact that we had upheld thelDoctrine
against England wade it easievr to daeal with GeTmany, p9Tne
precedent for arbitration set in the Venezuelan dispute was
followed in tne case of a aispute oetween French Guiana and
Brazil in 1900 fgg in snother between British Guiane and
Brazil in 1904, Grasping European powers were made to under-
stand that the Monroe Doctrine meant, "You must not seize
Americser s0il", and that violation of the doctrine gpelled
war with the United States.l61

Al %o, from the negative =ide of tne question our neglect

to take coxgnizarce of the case would nave involved a practicsal

abandonment snd tue consequent violation of the lonrtroe Doctrine

and tnus would have established & precedent wnich mignhnt have

1580 So Low. OE. Ci to. ppo bbz-bjb.

159. J. H. Lstane, Listory of American Foreign Policy, p. 4855,
160. Sit A, W. Ward and G. D. Gooch, Op. cite, pe 226

1610 P. L. Haworth. Op. ci te, p. 222.
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proved slmoet infiritely mischievous, The force of pre-

cedent is =0 great that in tne present state of internatiornal
law, it would ve dargerous not to assert it on every occasion

of its violation,

It is impoasivle to say wita confliaence wuaen a
prirciple or pclicy, long cortested, at last
nutains sucn an amount of assent tnat it may be
taken to ve a part of tnat recessarily sorewhat
loo9e and nutavle body of usages known as inter-
national lsw. The answer is still more uncertain
when the expositors of international law write in
one strain, and the action of governments is con-
ceived in another; which has been true of tne
history of tnis doctrine. 163

But how aid tne Latin American states tuemselves leact to

this ueclaration by tne United States? PYrofessor Rovertson

nas rematked tnat:

it is witain the bLouncs of truth to say that the
foreign policy of tne Unitea States evoked morve
approvation in hispanic America in 1b95 erd 1496
tanan at any other tiwe since tane cays of President
lionroe, 164

To prove his point he has quoted extensively from newspapers
of tne time, as follows:

On Aptril 10, 1896, yielding to persons who
desitred expressions of opinion about the Monrtroe
Doctrine, the lexican president said to the
congress that kexico could rot ao less tnan
shiow herself 'a partisan of the doctrine' that
condemned as 'contrary to the establisued order
any attack of monarchical Europe against the re-
publics of America....The course of our history,
especially the struggle of our people to cast
off the yoke of an exotic empive of European
origin and form and elements----as shown by the
torrents of blood which were spilt in that rude
conflicte---furri-=nes tcstimory to the worla, of

-ean e

102, Wele vownson, Anerica's rolveign selaliors, Ve 2z, pe 1l4.

l63. J. kacdorell, "South American nepuolics and the Monroe
Doctrine", The Yineteenth Century and 4fter, V. 53, p.
50 e

164, W. S. iobertson, Hispanic-American Kelations with the
Unj ted_States, »n. 113,
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our love for indepenuerice and our hatred for all
foreign intervention.' 165

Cleveland's belligerent meesage was greeted
with joy in Venezuela. On larch 9, 1896, both
houses of the Venezuelan Congress adopted the
declaration that the President of the Urited
States Aas the advocate of 'the territorial
integrity of tae independent nations of thne llew
World', nad 'acquired a special claim to tne
gratituue of the peoples of this continent!'!;
tnat vy its response to 'tne nowvle iaceas of the
Supreme liagistrate'! the Congress of the Unitea
States nad 'opened new and hopeful vistas in the
dispute', whicn nad veen confined 'to the narvow
sphere of fruitless discussion with peril to the
general interests of the continent'!; and that,
because of tnese actions, the supreme magistrates
of the United States deserved 'in a singular
manner, the expressions of affection' wnicu em-
bodied 'all the grateful sentiments of tnis re-

public towards the glorious fatnerland of
Wasaington arnd lonrvroel' 1606

Tne Brazilisn Congress unanimously adopted & motion &ap-
proving Cleveland's policy. 1Tue ugper nouce of that Congress
sent greetini. s to the United States fenate about tne message

of Clevelsrd, ceclaring thst he bhad guarded “tne dignity, the
167

aovereignty, nd the freedom of the Amevicen ratiors,"

Prominert newsnapers in various countries of
Spanish America expressed tneir approval of
Clevelsasnd's policy in no urcertain terms. El
Ferrocsrril of Sonssta in Salvador praised
Clevelanda and lonvoe tnus: 'lonroe has opered
to Clevelar.d tne uooivs of the temple. In nis
turn Cleveland, if possivle, nas conferred
g&reater irmortslity uporn lontoe, The message
of Clevelandses.eonas been tne complement of
American jnaependence; or ratner tnis state
paper, wuich has made effective arnd practicsl
the =aving doctrine that for many years was
consicered ptatoric ard treoretical, has hsad

165, .a_epocAa, June 22, 1690, QUOLEQ IN e Se AUUETLBOL,
OQ. Cjto. Pe 1@/0
166, AcueTuo del congreso de los Estados Unidus ue Vernezuelsn,
dictaao el 9 de lLarzo ae 1u90, poe 7-9, quotea in V. S.
) HoveTtson, 9p. cit., pe 109,
lo/. Foreiin hielations of the Urited States, 1395, V. 1

7?. 790
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tne effect of a moral &nd political victory!' 168

In Guayaquil, Ecuador, El Tiempo puvlisned an
article ertitled 'Interrational Questions', de-
claring that tne Attitude assuuea vy tone United
States in the boundary dispute had profoundly
affected the minds of Spanisn Americans: 'Every
person now feels that the saving Doctrine of
Monroe will cease to be a nurely speculative
orinciple or a principle of merely nisturic
value, as it ua's veen uesignated, ara tnat it
will become tne formula of our puvlic international
law,' On Januatry 4, 1896, La epoca of Dogota
published an editorial entitled 'ine Practice of
tane lionroe Doctrine', asserting tnat England vy
an avuse of force nad attemnted to make herself
tne judge of tne aispute. 'Confronted by suca
a display of force ana such scandalous injustice
tne land of Washington has shocked Xurope by con-
stituting nerself,----in the name of justice and
the New Yorld, an arbitrator between a strong
nation ard 3 weakX nation for the adjiudication of
trie controversy.'! On January 9, Fl her=2ldo of tne
sarne city contained an editorisl whnich expressed
tne following <sentiments: 'Admirsoble is the role
wnicn the Great sepublic foundea by the virtucus
Wasnington plays in tue Guiana cortroversy! By the
side of resnington tieve will figure honorably in
nistory Lonroe and Cleveland, his wortiyy successors.'
Or. January 13, lo%b, Disvio ue Cavracas, ine official
organ of the Venezuelan Governisent, ueclared:
'Propitious winus now vlow from one extreme of tne
continent to the other, Tne Tight of preservation
prevails over every otrier consideratior; ard tne
l'crnroe Doctrire, vased uvon tnis right which is
vital for irdiviau=ls and for org=nizations, row
agsumcs tne cnaracter of a formiuable prirciplei----
it 1e the fowula tnat will preserve tre existence
of our incipient uemocracies,' 169

Un Yeorusty 7/, trat journal made this comment:
'President lontroe furrisned tne formula in the
celevratea messarge that bears his rame; Clevelanrd and
the United States Congress nave amplified it irn con-
nection with our wisguie witn Inglard; and evertuslly
tuneTe i8 spreading from the kudeson Hiver to C=2ve Korn
@ concestion of a grand Amevican &lliznce s the most
cxpeditious zna imperative mezsure for tae sslvation
of the rights and scvereignties of gur young re-
publics.,' 170

e T

16ds ¥ Ss rooertron, 0ps cite, p. 110,
169, W. S. Robertsoa, 0. c1t:. e 112,
170. Ibid., p. 113
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Al tnougn 21l tais sounas very friendly to tne Uriteua States,
there is anotner side to the picture., Senor Alvarez, for

example says:

In sever=l instarces trne United States has made declar-
ations of hegermory that are truly extraordinary but

fortunately isolated, for in practice they would
have met with the resistance of the lLatin-American

States or at least of the better constituted States
among them. 171

Georie H. Blakeslee, an authority on interrationel affairvrs,
118 remarked tuat though the origin=zl lonrtroe Doctrine was
clearly justified, the extensions of 1it, includirg the
Olney-Cleveland one, are & conetant source of irvrritation to
the South Agerican Republics srd are a menace to ihe uveasce of
tne world.l,fF. Garcia (Calueron calls it sn imperialistic
declaration, 73wuich verifies the «tatement that the other
American powers consiuered our aesertion of autnority in con-
nection wita wnat tuey velieved to ve our uesigns, and that
our protection of Venezuela, therefore, failed to increase our
popularity in America., In fact, Carl Kuseell Fish goes on to
eqy that:

his remark triat 'the states of America, Soutu as

well &8 lorth, by geographical proximity, by natural
sympathy, by eimilarity of governmental constitutions,
are friendas and allies, commercially and _o0liticslly
of the United States', could scarcely have com.Te 8sed
more errors into fewer words, 174

Winen Secretary Clrey declared that "today the United States

is practically sovereign cor thds continert, and its fiat is

171. A. Alvarez, op. cit., p. 223,

172, Ipid., ps 390,

173. Ioido, Do 2600

174, Cos ds Fish, American Diplomacy, pe. 395
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law upon the subjects to which it confines its interposition”,
the inference seemed clear to South Arerica thnat the United

States cuonsiaered itself sovereign on both continents. The

great refublics of South America keenly resented such an
75
attitude and felt that talk of an American fiat had an

ominous rving, William H. Taft wrote:

It is not rematrkavle that it has been construed

to be a claim of suzervrainty over the territory

of the two American contirents, Our fiat is not

law to control the domestic concerns, or, indeed,
the foreign policies of tne Latin-Auerican republics
or of other American governments, nor do we exercise
substantial sovereignty over them, We are concerned
that theirt governments shall not be interfered with
by European governments; we are concerned that this
neri sphere shall not be a8 field for land aggrandize-

ment and the chase for ircressed pelitical power by

Furopean governments, such &s we Lave witresced in

Africa and in China and Manchuria. 17€
Our rTelations with Latin America will not be established upon
a satisfactory basis of mutual confidence as long as a large
number of our Latin American neighbors feel that thne lionroe
Doctrine is a selfisn policy, based upon the desirte of the
Uni ted States to excluuae European powers from interfering
with the political interests of the western hemisphere
meTrely in order to have a better opportunity to act in a
eimilar fashion itself. "Soutn Americens mre prone to turn
to this official utterance wnen we seek by pronouncements
equally o{g;cial to allay a suspicion of our ulterior

motives, "

what wae tne significance of the (Ulney ILoctrine to the

l/')o Ge il Stual‘t. 02. Cito. Pe 43.
1/6. A. Alvarez, op. Cit., p. 939.
177 L. M. Sears, op. cit., p. 431.
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United States? TFirest, it iave new life to the lonroe Doctrine
ae en integral pavt of ouvr foreign policy. Jonn Latlane
noticed tnat tne most striking feature of it was tnat the
170

Lonroe Doctrine was aypealea to by name. It proved to tae
worla tine determination of tane Unjteu States to ve hesrd in
all affairs taat touched her interests, (leveland, in
addition, urjited the country vatner completely upon a matter
of foreign policy.

Tore important taan tnis unity of feeling tarough-

out the land, howevec, was tne uevelopment 0f =

suitrit of inquiry amorg tue people. Suauenly con-

fronted vy cranges of ;wlicy tnat mignt bring

weslth or poverty, life orT ceath, the Americsn

pconle vegan to take the foreign relsations of the

United States rocve seriously than they had since

the Nagyoslcoric wars. 179
Tne interpretation wnich w e given wae instantly sccepted by
his couvntry-men ard nas been confirmed and externded by his
successors, Tnrough thnis incident Fresident Cleveland left
an ineffacesvle mark upon the hietory, not of the United States

lov
alore, obut of the wnole Jestevrn HLemispnere and of tne world.
pove imsovtert Than oluler pnases of it is  tne feeling oy

many sutnorities that if the Government of the United States
nad the Tights which it claimed, it must take tnem cum onere
and =0 assume certsin obligations and responsibilities. Even
Lord Salisbury indicated this when he remarked that:

sucn a claim would hasve imposed on the United States
the duty of answering for the conuuct of these Ctates,
and consequently the responsivility of contreclling
itesesIt follows of necessity tunat if the Government

l/0¢ Jeo He Latare, American Foreign Policy, p. 451,
179+ Co e Fish, The Yata of Fmpirte, p. o9.
1o0. He T. PeCk. Op. Cito. Po 436.
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of the United Statees will not contrul the counduct
of these communities, neither can it unuertake to’
protect tnem from the consequences attaching to &any
mi sconuuct of wnich tney may uve guilty towardas otner
nations, 101

1

In 1890 Sidney Low pointed out the difficulties in such a
poeition:

If it were possibtle to keep the Yew World free frum
the strife, ambitions, wearirg intrigues, jealous
rivalries, the burden of sammanents, the constant
dread, and sometimes tne awful reality, of war, wnicn
nave saddened the 0ld----what Englisaman would seek
to put ovstacles in the way of realizing the comfort-
able dream? By all means, he would say, let tne
Amevricans try tue exoveriment. Only, from thne depth of
0ld World experience that ranges over two thousasnd
years of fierce conflict among nations, he may be per-
mitted to remind tne Americans tnat the experiment is
no cheap znd easy onel....

Even in emustking upon the modified form of this
enterprise which I take to be implied in the Olney
Doctrine, the United States has saddled itself with a
vast addition to its burdens and its duties....Many
powerful modern States have exercised a hegemony, or
supremacy, over independent civilized neighbors; but
no other has yet attempted to regulate the affairs of
a whole fourth of the habitable globe....Whatever may
be the actual facts, in theory, and in the view of
international law, the other governments of the Americas
have as much right to call themselves civilized, and
to claim all the immunities and prerozgatives of
civilization, =2s that of Wasnington itself; and some
at least of their States have existed, under settled
Tule, as dependercies of European powers, as long as

" the United States or longer., Nor avre these groups of
countries, which are hence-forth to consider themselves
under the tutelage of the republic, insignificant in
Tesources, or in possibilities of future wealth and
greatness, 132

The 0l1d Monroe Doctrine was one of self-centered
isolation, The country, which aimed as far as

possible at having no political relations with foreign
States, could almost dispense with the luxury of fleets
and armies. But the New Monroe Doctrine (which in eome
Tespects is rather the antithesis than the legitimate

1dl. Foreign nelatiors, 1l¢95H, Part I, p. 565.
182, Sidney Low, 0ps cCit., p. 856.
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development of its predecessor) cannot assuredly

be maintained unless the citizens of the Trepublic

are prepared to endure burdens and incur ovligations
from waich hitherto they have been enviauvly free. 103

richard Olney himself in 1916 aenied the valiaity of

Anerican assumption of a position of supremacy by writing:

Perhaps what has been done in the course of de-
veloping the new policy may ve considered as a
tacit acknowlecgment and acceptance of the claime
of European jurists and statesunen tnat if tne
United States assumes to nrotect the political
independence and territorial integrity of the

other American states it must see to it tnat such
states abiae by and perform tneir international
duties and obligations, At all:events, tnat is
what the United States nas been doing and is
aoing with tne acquiescence of the Furopean states
in various well-kxnown instances....

Consequently, whetner tne supplemental policy
aoove sketched is or is not the logical and in-
evitable sequence of the lonroe Doctrine, it is
now no longer aimed at Europe only, but also
trenches upon the American states themselves., It
is a policy, indeed, which as respects such states
impairs their independence., It does not alter the
case that the intervention of tne Unjited States....
may be for the best good of such states., Such inter-
vention is in clear conflict with the basis principle
of international law, wnich asserts the absolute equality
inter ee of all states, great and small. 194

But tnis interpretation as meaning AmeTican uegemony in

the western nemi sphere faile tc > full justice to Mr. Clney's

position., Before the Anerican Society of International Liaw,

in 1907, he stated his belief in the principle of co-operation

in the enforcement of the present Monroe Dcctrine.

How and on winat lines is it aesitable that tne Uniteda
States should proceed? Surely, not oy making itself

a sort of international American "boss"----but by
proceeding on lines justified by precedent snd the
highest considerations of policy----by initiating,
cultivating, and worxing through an Amervrican concert. 185

1630 lUiQo, Pe 000,

184, R. Olney, "Our Latin-American Policy, The Yorth American
RCViCW. V. 203, Pe 1860

185. G. H. Blakeslee in A, Alvarez, op. cit., p. 396.



And egain in 1916 he wrote:

For the role of sole aictator of affairs on tne
American continent as now undertaken by the United
Qtates, there should pbe substituted co-operation
between tne United States and the otner principal
American states for the nromotion and protection
of their common American interests. In suort,

wanat is to be desired in place of the present Ub-
satisfactory status is a Concert of American states,

esessThe Concert would put all the American states
behind tne Monroe Doctrine....The lMonroe Doctrine is
without rTecognition in internatiorzl law....But an
estavlicshed Concert of Amevrican statesS....might well
challenge recognition as coming within the purvieu

and entitled to the senction of international lasw. 136

\'f

Conclusion

With the Olney Doctrire, Cleveland &and Olney opered =a
questicn which has rot yet teen settled. Ioes the lonroe
Doctirine justify the United States in intervering in a boundary
dispute vetween an Aamerican and a European power? COlrey's
dispatcn is 3 logical develoyment of tne rights of tne United
States, His main contention ie tnat movirg a boundary line
neceersarily means the tranefer of political power from one
state to another, This staterent, is undeniably true. The
condition of world affairs in the last decade of tne nineteenth
century increas3ea the importance of tnis ultimatum to Great
Britain., Tavougnout Africa and Asiz the grest powers werTe
struggling for economic suprenacy----impevrialims was the order
of tue day. Tne United States nad preverted actual politicsl

penetration of the Americas, but once a orecedent had been

136 Re Olrey, "Our Latin-Amevicen rclicy®, The Yorth Americar.
Review, V, 203, pp. 109-191,
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laid aown oy wnich a country might extena its cortcul by
claiiming territory not legslly ite own, tne lonvroe Loctrine
would have been given itses death blow., Tai=e muet hiave been the
very tairg tust Olney was figuting to prevent.

In tne arguments wnich fecretary (Ulney used to prove his
contention, nowever, he maue several vad mistazes., First, he
ueclared the liorroe Doctrine to ve "puvolic law in tue United
States", wuicn it was not----it veing merely public policy;
Secondly, he backed Venezuela in her demand for unreserved
atrbitration, 9 policy wnicn had not been followed very often;
Thiraly, the made sever=al bLrusad statewents waicn were open to
misinterpretation, Certainly, he could not nave meant }jteral-
ly that the United States was practically sovereign in tnis
nimispnete, or taat any permanent political union vetween
Kurope ana America was unfeasivle., ‘These statemernts were not
meTely unwise, ovut alsqe undiplomatic,

There has never been any question, however, as to the
motive behind Olney's intervention. Too often intervention
oy the United States has been in actuality for the purpose of
protection of its own interests, but here the motive was gquite
unselfisn ana responsive only to the appeal of Verezuela, Mr,
Olney reiterated several times the fact tnat we were inter-
veniﬁg in oenslf of a weak state wnicn could not secure justice
of itself, and in this matter Olney was sincerve.

Thers is one otner phase of tuis doctrine wnich is important,
tnat is, ite effect in South America. Tue people as a wanole

applauded tne action of the United States, believing that for
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once the United States was not using the lLonroe Doctirine
primarily for its own enus. 7Tne United States was more pupular
in Soutn America thnan it aad been since 1323. IFolitical
scientists and peonle jealous of their country's sovereignty,
however, affected to see in it another of those imperislistic
interpretations of the llonroe Doctrine.

They recerted keenly tue implication tunat they weTe not
sovereign and ircependent states. A Britisa nlstorian nas
sunmed up tne Latin-American opirion in tae followirg state-
ments:

As an instrument of intecrational good will the
iionroe Doctrine nase commitiea the carairal blunaer
of belittling thoee for who<e berefit it was de-
signed, anrd tnere is nothing more armoyirg to
grown ren than a etarding offer of a9 rice in 2
persmbulatoTee s 137

Thne self-csteem of Washirgton, asg it gazed
80 ith acroes tne Rio Granae, w=9e founded upon two
convictions: tnat it was oslcder than its Spanish
neignoucrs, ana that its own morsl qualities were
or a distinctly nighetr level., That nallucination
seens to unuerlie tne winule atiituue of the United
States to Soutn America in all its manifestations;
and South America, wuich might nave pardonea the
Yangui tendency to treat her as a caild, cannot
forgive thue graver error which regards her as a
vackward, a distinctly wicked cnild. 136

In conclusion tiien tne Verezuelan episode and tne rTesultinrg

Olney Doctrine were significant in thatthy estavlisued the

lionTroe Doctrine in its wruadest aspects on a firm and lasting

fourdation, snd s8lso forced a recognition from England of tae

vital interest of tue United States in sny aispute between

Latin-Amevrican and European countries, The Ulney interpretation

167+ P Gueaslla, "ine Big brotner Complex", ne Forwa, V. 00,
~ pe 320.
153, Ibid., p. 329.
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produced recults in the Unjited States that were equally as
imnortant 2s those in Latin-Arerics, From now on tne Ameri-
can puwvlic snowed a growing interest in foreign affairs and
8 rTenl desire tuo see tue Uniteu States assume its proyetr

place in thne international relstions of the world.
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