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LIST OF OFFICIAL STATREMUNTS OF TNE POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES
TOWARD THE OTHER AMFRICAN STATRS SINGCE 1823.

In oltations marked by an asterisk (*) there iz an un-
pistakable allusion to Monroe's Message.,

I Comtenporaries,
(Dec 2 1823) Monrce's Message; colonizatiom; political system; in-
terposition,
Dec 7 1824) *Monroe's Message; separation from Rurope.
Mar 25 1825)*Clay to Poinmett: coloniza’ion and poldtical system.
et 25 1828) Clay to Brown: no foreign annexation of Cuba.
(Dec 26 1825) *Adam's message: colomization.
Mar 15 1828 *2dma‘s measage; colonization.
April 20 1826) House resolutiomy me alliance or joint declmation
1oy 8 1826) *Clay's instructioms to Panama envoys; colonizaiion.

Il Palk- (Qass- Buchanan.

Mar 4 1845 Polk's iuaugmral Texas en American question.

Dec 2 1845, * Bik Polk's Message; baAlance of power,

April 29, 1848, *Polk's Yugatan message; politicel system

Dec 4 1849 Taylor' s message; mediation and assistance.

Dec 1 1852 Tveret!t to Sartlges; politicul systien.

Oet 12, 1358 * Cass to Dodge; no foreign pelitical influence.
Sept 20 1360 *Cass o lcLane; no Puropeen possession.

Dec 4 186C *RBuchanan's megs age; traditional poliey.

III Seward - Pish- Bvarts.

Dec 4 1861 Sewnrd, iraditional policy against alliance.

Bept 26 1867 BReward 1o Dayton; forelgn smitempis to controft American
elvilization,

Jure 27 3864 TLincoln's letter; republican government of the
westarn goutinent,

April 4 1865 House of Representatives: monarchical government.

Dec 4 1865 Johnson's message; defense of repudlicanisn.

Dec 6 18653 FrCeward fc Monthelon; objections to French in Mexieo.
April 25 1866 Beward to Adams; no forelzn colonization by the
United States,

June £ 1866 B8eward to Kilpatriok; relatiom of the United States

te Puropean wers in South Anerica.

June 2 1866 Seward to Kilpatrick; republiean systenm,

Mer 7 1867 rouse of representatives; monarchical xg principles

in Smunakt Canada .

Deg 9 1368 Johnson's Message; West Indien annexciions.

July 14 1870 * sgxakks mxzsagsgk Fish's repori; Prominentx mf
posltion on this continent.

May 31 1870 *Grant's message; ammexation of Sna Domingo.

June 13 1870 *Grant's message; regognition of Latin-American powers.
Dec O 1870 Grant's message; ropean colonies to ceasa.

April 5 1871 *¢rant's messzge; Sne Domingo not to go to a Furopean
power,

Nov B 1876 7Pish to Cushing; Cuban intervention by United States
akd Furopean pawers.
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Mar 8 1880 wmvart!s repcrt; paramount interest én a canal
Mar & 1866 Raye's messnge; & cansl wart of ocur coast line,

IV, Blaine - Frelinghuysen - Olnev,
Mar 4 1831 * House report; RBuropean oanal contrary to Monroe Doetrim§
Mar 7 1881 *Blaine to Logan; no interpositiom for the purpooe of
oppressing,
June 24 1881 *Blaine %o Towell; joint gvaranty o; a canal = politiegd.
systen,
Nov 19 1381 Rlaine to Towell; priority in the American colenies;
canal strietly sn Americen queation.
Bept § 1881, Blaine to Morton; noe Buropean interventicn in Peru
Nov 29 1851 Blaine fo Pan Ameriean powers : Authoritative alliance
yay 8 1882 *Prelinghuysen to Lowell: Monroe Doctrine applies to eanal}l
Jam 4 1883 TFrelinghuysen to Reed: no arbitratiom by Burcpean
powers in American Matters.
Mar 4 1885 *Clevelands inaugursal: poliey of neutrality.
Dec 8 1885 Clevelsnd's message: mo paramount privileges.
Mar 4 1889 Farrison's imsugural; csnal
July 20 18¢8 *COlney to Bayerd: our fist ig law.
Dee 17 18956 *Cleveland's message: responsibility,

¥V Roosdvelt - Tay.
Pec 3 1902 * Rocsevell's Hesssage.




THE MONROE DOCTRINE as & TYPE of AMERICAN DIPT.OMACY (1783-1826)

Lecture I.

By the Monroe Doctrine is commonly meant the policy of the
United States with regard to the foreign relations of our American
neighbors., The phrase has gone far gbeyond the original intention
or statement of President Honroe, which was intended to gsuggest a
doctrine to cover difficulties then immediately pressing, and had
not distinet feference to future and unforeseen canditions. Through=-
out the discussion, therefore, we must distinguish between Monroe's
Doctrine with the later appeals to his form of xikk metiImmenk

statement, and the braader and more comprehensive idea of a per~
manent policy, applicable under modern conditions. To mark that

distinction I shall speak sometimes of Monroe's Doctrine and some=-
times of the doetrine of Paramount Interest.

Like every assertion of publiec policy, Monroe's Doctrine is
to be understood only by a study of the political and international
forces of the time; and first of thoee forces{which has been much
neglected in discussions of the subject) is the personal equation
of the men who furnighed public despatches and formulated publie

principles in the first quarter of the nineteenth century. An

important causatiwe influence was that of Prince Metternich, prac-
tically the prime minister of the Furopean co-alition intended to
prevent politieal revolution, Much more closely connected with the
movement is George Canning, ®nglish Minister of Foreign Affairs,

and the first statesman of his race to understand the importance

of eming to an understanding with the United States. Jemes Monroe,
President of the United States and official author of the message
of 1833, by a singular chance has forever associated his name with

the though inspired by hisgreat secretary of state, John Quincy Adams.

|
{
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In the development of the broader dogtrine of paramount interest,
we have to deal with Ulay's eagermess, Polk's aggressiveness,
Clayton's peacefulness, Buchanan's duplicity, Seward's shrewdness,
Blaines impatience, Olney's feirindss, and Hay's unconquerable
good temper, Behind all these men have rested forces of publie
opinion which in the 1long run they expressed.

A second element in the Monroe Doctrine was the nat ional feel~-

ing about 1833 toward our American neighbors, A natural sympathy
with republics, or supposed republice, a feeling both of jealousy
and epprehsnsion toward Grest Britain, Prance, and Spain, the three
forelgn powers which had considersble American possessions, a feel-
ing that sxeatmaiix the United States might eventually assume the
hegemony in & great American combination of states, and a desire
to extend the nat ional boundaries- these are the main currents
of thought which brought the country up to the point of sustaining
a vigorous declaration in 1823; and most of these forces still are
strong.

Ve must also notice the geographical field of the states: the
Enkied Siakéx of Awexiex; ke Monroe Doctrine. In 1823 there were
five groups of American states; The United 8States of America; the
Fnglish possessions in Canade and the West Indies, with claims
ol the Pacific Cecast, the French Possessions in the West Indies,
which have long since lost importance; the Spanish Possessions of
Cuba and Porto Rice; and the New American States. The Monroe
Doctrine practically grew out of the attempt to bring in 2 sixth
territorial influence, memely, the embination of Buropeen states
commonly c8lled the Holy Alliance, which had entered upon a policy
of cntrol of the small Buropean States, andskowed a dispesition to




extend the system to America. These geographie condigions have
been essentially altered by the extension of the United Htates to
and into the Pacifie, by the execlusion of Spain and practical ex-

clusion of France from America, by the rise of British CGolumbia;
and by the extension of our territory into the West Indies; and
by the impending construction of the Ist mus canal.

Tor an understanding of the Monroe Dogtirine we must also motice
the commercial forces at work, three quarters of a century ago.
The colonial systcms of those Ruropean powere, waich still had
American colonies, were maintained up to about 1830, giving prefer=
ences to the shipping and the merchants of the home country, and

disoriminating ageinst the trade of the United States, These re=-
strictions were especially felt with regard to the Cuban trade,
and in uany ways Cuba is tlie key to the whole ionroe Doctrine. The
comnercial question has since been much altered by the abandonment
of the exclusive colonial system, by the development of the trade
of Central America and Yexico, and by the projects for an

Isthmus canalf

The Monroe Doetrine was further affected by a traditional =

policy toward Furope, commonly called the policy of isolation.

The coloniss had never been isolated from Buropean politics, and
had taken paet in every naval war from 1620 to 1763. "Igolation®
feally begins with the wars of the French Revolution and Napoleonie
period, from 1793 to 1815: during this period the United States
had more active camercial, social and intellectual relations with

TWurope than in the quarter century following; but for the pro-

tection of our commerc® gnd the perpetuity of our government, itwas®
necessspy to0 remain neutral, Isolat ifon meant primarily that we would




not be drawn into Buropean difficulties, and that sentliment was

expressed by Hamilton in 1787, Washington in 1788 and 1796,
Jefferson in 1791 and 1805, John Adams in 1797 and John Quincy Adams
in 1820, Until about the time of the M;nroe Doctrine, the United
States had to accept the right of foreign powers to take pari in
Amreican questions,

The two preliminaries to the Monroe Noctrine were long-accum-
ulating diffioulties with 8pein, and the rise of Latin-American
powers, From the end of the Revolution on, we were in hot water
with Spain, partly over reciprocal trade and nedtral rights,
principally over territory. Most of the difficulties, trand on the
Mississippi, the West Florida question, the mast Floride question,
were adjusted by the treaty of 18195 but from the year 1309,

@hen Tefferson seridusly ' faced the guestion ofannexation of Cuba,
that island was a storm centre in American diplomacy.

The ereation of Latin-America is/gong and tangled story,

Our own Revolut ion gave the example. The first revoli was the
riging of the negroes in the Fremch end of San Domingo, resulting
in the ereation of a negro state, walech is still in existence,
This was immediately followed by attempts to cause risings in
Spanish colonies, Louisiana in 1793, Venezuela in 1808, a nearly
successful attempt by the BEnglish to take the La Platdonies in
1806; but after the siubwersion of the Sranish government by
Hepoleon the white Bpaniards in America themselves arocse, tcok
possession of the local governments, and gympathized with the pat-
fiots in Spain. After the “Regstoration ¢f 1814 all the Spanish
colonies returned 0 their alleglance, except Buencs Ayres. TFronm
this centre spread & second series of revolts, and by 1822 every
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e¢ontinental Spanish province had hecome independent. In 1832
Brazil was separated from Portugal, and nine Latin American powers
appeared on the map.

For Tive years, from 13816 to 1821, the conditien and future
of these powers was the subject of anxious thought anong Aner ican
statesmen. The new states were wery feeble, very disorderly,
and commigsioned piratical oraft, but they opened their ports to
American trade, and appealsd to the gepublican gpirit in the United
States, Comuissioners were sent in 1818 to look into their con=-
ditions, and the question of receiving and sending ministers grew

4 Y%

more accute, and threatendéd to prevent the ratifieavion @i vhe

Spanish treaty of 1819. In 1821, under strong pressure of Heniy
cley, Président lfonroe was authorized to send ministers and by

this recognition the Unitcd States commited itself both 1o the
rishteousness of the XLatin-American cause and 40 the likelihood
that the Tatin-American powers would be permanent,

Trom 1821 io 1823 five cdifferent series of negotiations were

going on: first, with the jatin-Americenipowers; second, with Spain,

on the transfer of Floride; third, with Russia on the northwestern
geng snd coasts; A claim of exclusive possessiocn was made by

Russia and manfully contested by John Quiney Adams, The Russians

gave way at every contested point in the treaty of 1824, The fourth

neghtiation arose from a propositicn fourtimes put forth by Canning
in warious forms that the U“ited States and Great Britain unite

in a protest against the threatening attitude of the Buropean

Alliarce, which seemed disposed to send ¥French expedition to recover

the colonies for Spain; and it was strongly suspected that Cuba

was 40 be the price for this assistance, In November, 1823, the
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alternatives were to do noething egainst what was a real danger; or
te enter on a joint entreprise with England, conftrary to the pre-
cedents and later practice of our government; or to make a single
handed protest. Such a profest wes nmade in the president's message
of DPecember, 1823, and i%{ ié?gft-quoted original Monroe Docirine

Here it is necessary to point out & fmet long suspected and
by recent rasearches in the Adams Papers yroved heyond a doubt,
namely, that the author of ihe Honroe Doctrine in iis principles
and even the phrases of the presidential message was John Quiney
Adams, Secretary of State, The ideas in the message were such as
Adams had long held and repeatedly expressed, and recently published
documents show that Monroe himself ppooposed a different and wore

aggressive measage and at the sanme time leaned toward a joint
declartaion with Fngland. The wdgor, persistence, sand irresxistable
losie of Adams 8o far prevailed that he actually wrote most of the
phrasees which the President used. The credit for sagacity, fora
far sipghtedxmiimmzinmdx understanding of the circumstances, and for
& civil but unmistakable Tirmness in the message is due to ¥Yokn
Quincy Adams, Without going into the detalls of ihe messa e the
nain doetrines to he found in it, or whiech have later Been saght
in it, are the falfowing:

(1) The Doetrine of American isolation, which Adams carried
beyond the previous idea thai Americam had no part in Furopean con=-
plications, to the obverse proposit ion that Furope had no inherent
 ihterest or right in American affairs. Improvements in transporta-

tion, the progress of commerce =nd intellectual world-citiéenship
h"Nj hzve broken down the geographical isolation of Ameriea and go far
/ to meke politacal iselation impossible.

S :
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(2) The doctrine of the permanent independence of the Amerdcan
states wes at the time founded on hope rather than of fact., Yet &th
the exception of the French conquest of Wexico in the gixtiea, and
some Isthmus camplicat ions, no Furopean power has ever attempted o
t6 pubvert an American Government, The United &tiates, however,
kas fought and conguered Mexico, and has sant of threatened nilitary
expeditions to Ersazil, Puraguey, Chili, Venezuelz, Colombia, and

Hayti. On this point Monrcve's Doctrine has never teen religicusly
observed,

(3) The doeirine of colonization. A paragraph in ihe nessuge
of 1823 protesis against"future colonization by &ny Furcpean power".
This clause hes DPequently been teken 0 awly 0 the then existing
English, ¥reneh and Spanish colonies, most of which still exist,
but Joln Quincy Adams, and many other statesmen, at ihe time dedlared
positively that the doctrins had no reference to existing coclonies.
Gince 1823 the Dominion of Canada has been formed, extending from
ocemn te ocean end nc atterpt has been made, or could de mode

without war, tc destroy the Britlsh power in the West Indies.
The colonigation clause hns, however, been aspplied effectively lm
Central America in the dispute overthe Clayion-Bulwert Treaty in
the fifties.

(4) The Dootr ine nf Intervention wlearly proteats against any
attempt by third powers in Furope to interfere in America, for the
restoration of Syanish rule, and thet hes been treated 23 a permanent

principle, the only deviaticn being Mr? fish's project of internation-
a1l intervention in Cuba in 1875.

$5) The Poctrine of the Two Spkres 1s at the bottom of the

Wonroe Peclarstion. It is & conception that meridians through the

Atlantic snd Pacific Ocean divide the world into two parts easch of
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which is to have & political and finternat ionel life of  its own.
This doctrine was unwelcome to Monrce and even to J-hn Quincy Adaus,
both of whom heped fthat western democratie governnent would spread
throush Furope, &3 indsed has been the case. On the intennati onal
gide trat docfrine ceased to have force from the caquest of the
Phillippines in 15398, The Unit ed States thus definitely tock its
plage as an Asiatlc powery and confirmed its position by its sttitude
in China. Asiatic questions, however, are world guestions: the
United Stated hasmade itself a member of the family cof Burcpean
nations snd so fer forth ean no longer effirm that it lives in a
peparate wokld which is not entered by cihef powers,

() The Doctrine ¢f en Tegemony of the United States in America
is not dist inctly get forth in lonroe's meseage, although fdams
took tle ground that inaemuek s we had recognized the independencs
of the Latin-Americamnstates, for cthers to dery it would be &n
gosault upon us, The Mexicun Wer and the steady unwillingness ot
the United Siates to make reclyreecity treatics has so alarmed our
American Neighbors that there iz nothing they less desire than
American protection. Mr. ®laine is the only recent sesoretary of
gtate who hes set hinselt to conciliate the Latin-American pavwers,
and he had no success.
(7) The doctrine of an Istimus canal to be constructed by the
United States 1s no part of Monroe's message, although a Wery
important elemsnt in ths doctrine of paramount Interest. In 1823
when we had not an #ndisputed mile of water front on the Pacifle,
the Question wzs 1inchoals,

s Presidnet of the United Jtatss from 1828 tc 4829, with an

aggreasive Seeretary of State, whé desired to inagurate & trilliant

_;
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American poliey, Adams sesmed to have the opportunity %o apply his
own doctrinea, and in the Paname Gongress, both Adans and Clay en-
deavoured to o bheyond the immediate queshionsa which had brought
about the “onroe Neelartaion, and to claim for the Unik ed States
a a;&ud 28 the leading American siate. mhey were obliged %o admit
thagﬁﬁonroe Doctrine did not apply to the tihen existdng Buropean
colonies, but they had to face the question put Lo them by the

L&t in-Anerican powsrs, whether the United States would fight if our

nsighbors were attacked contrary to the Monroe Raxxxing Declaralion.

A politicel opposition, personal and violent in its opigin, but
corresponding Lo a genuine publiie sentiment, forced them %0
reply that cre United Shates would nod promise any help er organ-
ized resistance, The Panama Congress, therefore, was a failure,
and no poliey of American coalition was realized. If our Ameriocan
relstions since that time heds for their foundation only the
Monroe Doctrine, they would have a weak, temporary and outgrown

basis.
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THY MONROE DOCTRINE AND TERRITORIAL EXPANSION., - ~ - ~(1826-1867)
Lecture II.

One reagon why the Monroe Doctrine is insufficient, is that
in the forty years following its énunciation, American condit ions
underwent such prodiglous changes. The United States inoreased in
populaticn; in military and wmoral strength; our territory expanded
to the Pacific; the Tatin-American powers underwent many changes
and the Isthmas question arose to present & new series of cmtested
gquestions. As 7roblems came up each president and Seoretary of
Btate settled them, not according to the Monroe Dootrine, dut accord-
ing to what they thought was ressonable for the time being; hence
X&xk® it is difficgult to trace a x consistent poliey; #till one
principle appears throughout this period, namely, that in all

American questions the United Stat es has a greater prima facie
influence than any other poweri and that in many questions it has
an éxclusive interest,

Within ten years after Monroe's Declar&sion, five new American
questions arose, for all of whiech the Momroe Doctrine had made no
provision., These questions are Cuba; Texas;, Latin-American claims;
Califernia; &he Isthmus eanal; and the Mexican War.

The Cuban question was primarily whether the island should
pass $0 some RBuropean power, and secondarily, whether it should pass
to the Cubans tlemselves., The Unted States took up and for thirty
vears consistently maintained the doctrine that Cuba must stay
where it was, a Spanish colony, Because Spain was plainly unable to
make it a point of danger to us, while independence would mean the

aboliti on of slavery, and might mean later annexation by some

European Nation. Hence Clay, in 1825, notified “uropean powers that
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the United States would not cmsent to any transfer of Cuba, and
at the same time put a pressure on Mexico and Colombia to prevent
their aiding the Cubans to independence. This poldcy was cmsistent-
1y followed, when the Cuban question re-arose, by Van Buren and
Tyler, It was in essence the doctrine that America had eryatallized
into an unalterable status.

(2) Our attitude toward, Teams, was, however, at the sane
moment s denial of that principle, From 1819 people began to go
into Texas from the Southern states. Various attempts were made &o
buy it from Mexieo and in 1836 Texas declared its independence,
and thenceforward, to the great displaasure of our neighbor, Mexico,
Texas was a part of the sphere of American influence.

(3) fThe claims of Americans for damage to persons and pro=-
perty in the 1atin American countries began as soon as Latin-American
governments were organiged, and from that timex to this have been
a cause of friction and of an object lesson on the real character
of the so called Tatin-American republies. There is not a Latin-
American power with which we have not had repeated diplomatic dif-
ficulties on this ground. With Mexico Jackson would have @ne 0
war in 1831 on the issue of unadjusted claims. Diplomais on the
ground, and navel officers,as welly as statesmen at home have sinee
ceased to have anv real faith in any policy which assumes that the
Latin-American powers can be depended on to fulfill the responsi-
bilities either of republican states or of diplomatic units.

(4) The Oalifornii quastion has been obscured by the annexa-

accomplished
tion of pexas; that annexation/in 1845/ was simply the fruition
of forces which had been at work for tweniy years, and was in itself

no cause for war with Yexico: but with Presidnet Polk we reach

& statesman of great sagacity, great power, and grent skill in con-
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gcealing his real motives and intentions, Fe came into the presidenoy
with the firm purpose of annexing California, and thus giving to
the United States & conveniént Pacifiec sea-front. The purpose
of the Mexican War was the conquest of California, and within three
yeers the discovery of gold in @aliformia brought about a condition
which must inevitably have led to snnexation by the United States,
through the same method as Texas, namely, by international revolu-
tion and independence, with a later incorporation into the Union.
Polk's policy was, therefore, not only tortuous but unnecessary.
1t was proof positive to the “atin-American states that the doctrine
of two spReres might mean only that nobody but the United States
should be allowed to dispoilk them.

In his astute eombinations for interfering with the destinies
of our neighbors, Polk had the courage to claim the support of the
Wonroe Doctrine, In his message of December, 1845, just preceding
the Mexican War, he attempted to restate end amplify lMNonroe,; he
reiterated the doetrine of two Spheres, and apropos of the ¥nglish
claiis to Oregon, provlaimed against the oreation of new colonies,
but he applied his Polk-Monroe Doctrine to North Americsa only.
John Quincy Adams, then alive, approved the doctrine, but Peolk
gpeedily took the pith out of the message which was intended for
Fngland, by ¢ ampromising the Oregon territorial dispute, Poik
neerly brought upon himself an undesired responsibility when in 1847
the Mexicans delayed making peace and a sentiment for the annexation
of the whole of Mexico arose, fortunately the President had a sub-
concious conscience, which broyght him out of that snare. In 1848
Polk in asnother message® on the question of the annexation of Yucatan

referred specifically to the Monroe Doctrine, and declared that it
stood against the voluntary incorporation of any American peeple in
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a foreign country.

{(B) The real reason for Polk's anxiety about Yucatan was un-
doubtedly that he had become aware of the importance of the isthmus
question., In the 17th eentury British piratss and adventurers
had made a pettlement at what is now called Belize, nsar the east
coast of the isthmus of Niearsgua; and in despite of wars and treaties
a perranent settlement was mxdm.founded., In 1838 an agitation
began in the United States for a canal, and in 1846 the arnexation
of Galifornis suddenly made clgar the great importance of such a
cenal &8 & connect ion between our atlantic and Pacific coasts. Of
all the gonceivable routes, only two have scemed commercially prag-
tical, the Nicaragua and the Panams Isthmuses. The latter al the
swthirexk £ £xm breackup of the Spanish power remained politically
attached to the South-American continent., ¥t was therefore an act
of high diplopacy to negotiate inl846 with New grenada, (now the in-
ited States of Colombia) a treaty by which ¥ew Erenadu guarant eed
the neutrality of any form of transit aeross the Iisthmug of Panama,
and the Tnked States gumranteed the safety and protection of any
meang of transit. Thiz is the first formal guaranty of dutlying
territory by the URBited States, and although the treaty is revoec-
able on a year's notice, it practically has affixed the doctrine of
paramount interest to that 1sthmus., Nine years later the panana
railroad was campleted, and the United States has repeatedly exer-
cised its proteetiwe power over that stretch,

The isthmus of Nicaragua was, howeéver on a different footing,
becaus® the Fnglish had a settlement in the neighborhood and put
forward clalme .0 & protectorate over the Mosquito coast, which

flanked any possible canal. In 1849 three conventions were hegotiated

. }
with Honduras and Nicaragus giwing the United States special privilege .i_J
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None ? of these were ratified, but they were held as weapons in a
diplom~.tic condest with England, @Geographically,established near
the Isthmus, and determinsd to protcet theilr future commerce, the

8
British 1~alr1/atronger diplomatie position than the United 8tates,
which had no near-by territory, and has just aroused to importance

of the question. In 1850 the two powers came to an agreement
in the Clayion-Bulwer Treaty, which under the circumstances of the
time was distinctly favorable to the United States. The Englihs
yielded thelir exclusive xmmmimX claim to the contrel of the canal,
and agreed not (o plant culonies in Central America. The two
powers combined to asseri the neutrality of any Nicaraguam canal,
and the general principd® that a canal elsewhere (that is, at
Panama) ovught t0 be held neutrsl,

At this time nobody theught that the treaty was contrary to
the Monroe Dockrine, bult ten years of hot dispute followed on the
meaning of the treaty, in the course of which the Monrow Docirine
was sometlimes invoked, Bventually Great Britain gave way by wilh-
drawing from any territorial claime, which would give control
of & canal, and Llhus ended the first period of istimud d plomacy.

During ‘*he fifties , the question of Cuba revived, and Pres-

ident Plerce, like President Polk, made it too ewident that &
great part of Monroe's original doctrine was no lenger in force,
The main purpose of President Monroe was to keep peace in America;
his doctrine was paeific: it aimed to relieve the weak from the
oppression of tihe sirong, to prevent violent changeés in what he

believed to be the normal conditions of America. President Pierce

{ ' by his Cuban poliey, attempted to distmrb the exiating adjustment

R
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f‘% of powers, The Osiend Wanifesto of 1854 merks a high water mark

M

pf voastful assertiom in American diplomagy, though not intended

to be a publiée Adocument, it did 48scribe as the proper and eontinuous
polioy of the U ited States the right to take the island of Cuba
by force, if Spaln would not ssll if for a fair priee, and #his in
thex name of the MYnroe Doctrine, Fortunately the country was now
80 intensely occupiled with internal questions that neither Pisrce
nor Buchanan was able to c¢ommit the natiom to the notion that

the Uﬁited States could safely protect Latin-American powers from
azagresazion with one hand and camit like aggressions with the

other, Buehanan's repeated efforis to get the danctdon of Congress
for schemes for dismembering Mexico and Central America all “ailed,
snd the Qivil war speedily swept questioms of Tatin Zrerican rels-
tions into the background, .

Advantage wags taken, however, of the Civil War Lo raise

precisely the issve to which ¥onroe's resszge had beer addrssses.

In 1860 Mexleowx was in a desperate zintmhh siafe, in large desree
because the Mexican War jhad so brokem up the authority of the
Mexican government that the country was plunged into anarchy.

Spelin, Great Belitein, and ¥Preance agreed con a joint military expedi-
tion; the United gtates refused the invitation te join, snd tried
to sugpest a2 basis of adjustment, but the expedition went on, arnd

it speedily became esppersnt both to England and Svain thatm the
real puypose of ¥rance was annexation or gt lezst e protsctorate,
They withdrew, leuving the Mexicans to resist the French by fighting,
and the United Sitates fto resist by diplommtic protest, Here was
the preecise opportunity to acll the attention ef the Prench govermn-
ment tc ¥COnroe's warning of forty years before, which as we have

Been was really directed against French intervention. Sscretary
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Beward, however, while taking a pert of Monree's ground, saw that
the onroe Doctrine was 100 narrow. He might follow Monree in
protesting against the destruction of an American nower by & Furo®
pean power, but the Monrow Doctrine had not been primerily intended
$0 apply to wars begun presumptively for casuse. Seward, therefore,
adopted the bold and statesman-like course mxf of protesting not
on Monroe's frounds, but on the breed and immedinte basis of para-
mount interest. While our wivil war lasted, and tne troops were
engaged, his protestis produced no result; but when at t?e end.of

the war a large body of soldiers was directed towards/ﬁg;ican
fromiier, and wien Seward aannounced that our filendship witk France
would be jeopardized if that government should overthrow the domestic
republie and government of Vexleo, the status of the United
States was established as a prétector of its American neighbors
against Buropean conquest, even in case of hostilities for which
there had becn some cause, The duplicity and greed of the Mexican

Yar was atoned for by 2 celm and unseifish repolution of Seward' s

succesaful policy.
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THE MONRO® DOCTRTNE AND THE ISTHMUS CANAL. (1883-1002)
LTCTURE  IXI,

Two otlher almost forgotien episodes emphagize the attitude
of Seward toward foreign powers in Americu, A protest was lodged
agalinst the attempts of the Spehiards to reoccupy San Domingo, but
the San Bominicens took cere of that for themselves; and Congress
in 1867 protested againet the Tormation of the Dominiom of Canada,

noninally because it was monarchical, really because it locked
premanent. In 1867 began & new era of armexationg and attempted

annexations, this time all with consent., Alaska was bought, partly
am an offset to British Codumbia, snd thue Russla ceased (0 have

any stealus as an American power, The people of San Domingo and
the people of the Danlsh Islends were resdy to become Anerican,
but the Senate refused tc ratify eitner &ddition, and the attempt
to get a foot-hold in the Culf was thus frustrated;. The Bubaas
at last revolted in 1368, and since slavery nad become cdious to
the U"ited States, the Americams swould heve heen glad to sec the
Cubans win their own independence, Waen that proved iupossible
the Unlted States witk great forbearance avoided opgortunities for
war with Spaln and atiempted fto put a stop to the contest by a
Joint intervention of the URited States and Buropean powsers. The
suggestion was encugh to Tring Spain to terms with the colonists,

and in 1378 Cuba returnsd (o allegiance as & Spanish colony.
The Doctrine of Paramount Interest was now brought forward

to cover a question not incliuded in the Monroe Dootrine, the question
of the Isthmus Canal. Secretary Seward, Secretary Fish, and Seere-
tery Bvorts in succession gtteupted to get a better vantage ground
in the isthmus, Seward negotiated & treaty of 1846 with New Grenada.

Fish at once began a series of negotiations with Colombia to secure a
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& astronger treatly in place of that of 1846, The Colombisn govern-
ment every time held back ratification, because the treaties gave
to the United Statss too much authority over Colombian territory.
In any case, s0 long as the Clayton-Bulwer Treaiy stocd, no later
negotiation with another power could deprive Great Britain of the
advantage of a Joint guaranty of the nsutrality of an isthmus canal,
whenever consiructed. The cuntroversy therefore, shifted to &
discussion of the Clayton-Blllwer treaty. OSinee by thet treatvz
Erglond agreed not to establish colonies in Central America, and
since the colony of Belizge, or British Honduras was continueaq,
it was arpgued that the Britilsh governuent had both broken the treaty
and violated the principle of the Monroe Doctrine aga inst Hurepean
collonization, M¢, Fish in 1871 went so far as tec lay dovnm the prin-
eiple that the present relation of Ruropean colonies must cease,
and at the same time he claimed for the U&it@d Stateas & leading
voice", in American questions, including those affecting Buropean
colonles, This veilesd threst iz probebly connected with an ohscurs
movenent for the annexation of Canada. In 1873 Wr Fish addressed
himself to the Clavton-Bulwer freaty and intimated that it was no
longer in Toree, Between 1869 and 1875 several surveying parties
were sent out by the Unites States Lo collect informetionm about
the isthmus.

Meanwhile the two questions of the application of the lipnroe
Doctrine and the validity of the Clayton-Bulwer Tresty came up
together by the formst iom of a French Company ir 1878 to construet

a4 gxErk genal across the isthmus of Panema, 8Sedretarv Ivarts
backed up by President rayea, protested vigoemously on the ground
wlat he called the "paramount interest of the UBited States"; and
he attempted to show that the Clayton-Bdlwer Treaty did not apply
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to the Isthums of paramw. Fresident Hayes used the bold phrase

® that a canal would be "part of our coast line". It pecame evident
that a cenal construeted hy Toreign capital on/?oraign char ter
pmust either constitute a foreizn protectorate over the sanal strip
or must ocome under the joint guaranty of the ¥laytom-Bulwer Treaty,
providsd the Ugwited States did not maintian and make good a claim
to exclusivs contreol., The administration changed to Mr Grafield
in 1881, and a few months later to Mr Arthur. There were serious
doubts whether the Prench Gompany could finish the canel, and the
Panaus issue wes for the time se! mdks aslde.

1 Blaine as Sedretary of State for #r Gmarfield wrote =meveral
despatehes asserting the paramount interest of the URited States
and sluo trying by rather fine spun arguments to show that the
building of a ecanal which wes esgerly desired hy the Latin-American
stdes and which was not likely 40 destroy the political existence
of any, was catrery ®c the spitit of the Monroe nocirine, Ag
for the Clayion - Bulwer areaty he first ignored it, then argued
tha t it was not in force, and then propesed a series of modifica=
tionz. Yis successor, lir Mrelinghuysen, returned to the docirine
tiat the treaty was obselete. During this time the diggers were
at work, and it was rumored that fthe canal could not be comnlated.
In 1839 (2) the company went to a disgrageful and fraudvlent smmsh,
Shus pratiée¢ally removing the issue of a Prench controled canal, dbut
again bringing up sharply the guestiom of the reldatlons of the
United States to Gt Britaim on the canal whick must somewhere be
constructed.

We have already seem that the idea of a hegemony among American

states was distinetly in John Quinoy Adams' mind in 1825, and that

—
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p\ he attempted to esimblish it in 1826; emd that when the orisis of
the Mexiwen invasion came, in which owr leadership might have heen
] invo!;ed, Sewnrd claimed ne primacy over our neighbors, The idea,
however, has some atiraciive phases: if the United gtates could
be considerale and ins Tatin-Americans patriotic , why should there
not be a great American Empire, with the United Stas es sitting at
the centre, as the magnenimous dispenser of justiee? Mr Blaine
tiacught 1t possible, and he sst himeelf to lay gk the foundations
for it in an Jmpetucus, but genuinely patriotioe spirit? In his
few monih's service as 3ecrstary of State under ‘;’-arfield anda
Arthur in 1881, he entered om three lines of influenceupon our
Latin Auericsn neighbors, intervention, reelprocity and internstional
eonfe ance. A war betwsen Ckili and Peru, ending in the military
eollayse of Lhe laiter power, gave him an opportunity to urge mild-
ness and justice um the ¢ caqueror, His well inlended plea for
mederalion was by zZealous subordinstes somewhat enlarged into whai
the Chilian® undersieod (0 be a thareat, znd Mr Blaine began o
reslize how seriocus would be the Lask of geiiing ous neighvoers Lo
do right when they did unot feel like it, His sucoessor, ¥r Fre-
linghuysen, in several dsspatches laid down the principle &hat
Latin-Aunerican powars are not even to arbitrate their disputes
throuzgh MWuropean jurists; but for the 1 lme being henevoleni leadsr-
ship was put aside,
W Blainels second line of pelicy was to attach our Latine

Anerican neighbors 1o us by recipreesl trade, and e becwmme the

apostle of a policy of comercial reciprociiy. Congress was inter-
' ested in the scheme, some treaties were negotiated, hut this nethod

of establishing imfluence has been practieally blocked by the dis-mawe
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. Q‘r-covery that the Latin Agericans by.reciprocity underet @ & systen
of "do ut des", which ie to increasge both their exports to end
" inports from, the Upited Statee. 7The American ides of reciprocity
: ig to fecilitate Americén exports without letting in more Foreing
goeods .,

Mr Bleine's third desire wag 8 friendly uncerstanding on the
gereral commerciel and pelitical mmtxtanx relations of Ameéricen
countdies, and to this end he igsuéd invitation for o Panax-Anerican
conference, Postponed for the t me, when Mr Blesine returned to
the Secretaryship of State in 1889, ke carried out this desirable
purpoge in the Pan-pmerican conference of 1800, which s guested
many Improvermernts in Ameriean international intercairse. Another

conference of the same kind was held at the city of Mexive in 1902,
and perhsps resulted in & better understanding between the American
powers,

The ccneilithion of the Latin-American powers wons not o persg
of the origina} Monroe Doctrine though uvadcubsedly a Tacior in
the larger dootrine of paramount interest; but concillation iﬁ'hard
to maintain in the face of the flarce eonfroversiss which from
time to time srise with sur neighhors. in 1890 the delay of the
Chilinn govarnment to make suitable apolegies for ithe attsnok on
American sallors on tha harbor of vValparisgo very nesarly led to war
In 1894 Admirsl Benhaw cleared his ship for action in the harbor
of Rio Jeneiro. In 1902, Ameriocan itroops, under the treaty of 1848,
gccupiad the Isthmus of Panama., Permanent, friendly and gracious

, . relations are hard to msintain with powers which we Iind it necessary

\‘ from timé to time to chastige or threaten,




22
In 1896 came out of & clear shky a difficulty in which Monroe
was raised from hils grave Lo be the patron saint of a policy which
eertainly would much have astonished him when living. A boundary
dispute betwesn Yenegzuela and British Gulana, represented hy the
British governuent, had besn dragiing on for yeers, and the United
States had repeatedly offered Iits good offices, and attempted to
bring about adjustment. wailing in this purpose, SBecretzry Olney
in Fuly, 1895, sent & despaich %o Lord Salisbury, in which he de-
manded that the Britlah govaranent arbltrate with WVenesuela ths
gquestion at issue, on the ground that the gontroversy was ome in
wiich the honor and interest of tha United Statss wsre involved;
and xix he distinetly thrsatened war. Mr. Olnsy dsduced the right
to atervant in this case from the Monroe Doctrine, because the
British government, he said, was trying to establish a coclony in
the territory of Venezusla, and at the same time %o deprive a part
of that country of its right of self government. In the courss
of the despatch Mr Olney took occasion to gay that "today the United
Btatea 1a practically soverelgn on this céntinsnt, and its fiatl 1s
law upon the suhjacts to whieh it confines its interposition"; and
that permanent Ruropean cclonies in Auerica are "umnnatural and in-
expedient®, In December, 1895, the despatch was sent to Congress
by President Clevelend, with & briefl message in which he declared
it the duty of the United States to resist the appropriation of
the Venszuelan territory by Brngland., The sound of this proglamstion
wes louder throughout the world than the blowing up of Xrakotz. The
president's suggestion of an American ex-gorte commission to investi-
gate the fagls was al once taken up, but eventually another arhitra=-
ticw tribunal passed upon them and found that the Pritish claims wera

-
The iosue, however, was never the possesslofg .

sabatantizclly Justified.
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of territory; it was really the attitude of the United States toward
American questions, To appeal to the Monroe Doctrine weakened
gather than strengthened the case of tha United Btatew, Propably
John Quiney Adamsy¥, had he bedimn Secretary of State in 1895,
would have taken something like Mr. ©lney's position, but he would
have based it én the doctrine of three quarters of a century earlier,
intended to apply to a very different set of circumstances; he
would have founded his argument om the direct and broad ground of
Paramount interest; he would have asked for a settlement of the
question, not because Monroe had convigtions, but because he him-
self had convictions. A3though it is atill difficult tc see how
$he interests of the United States were dirsctly concerned in the
Boundary controversy, the country warmly supports the prineiple
that the United Staies is especially interested in every American
question. The Britikh government y#elded to what seemed té¢ be a
profound and passionate national sentiment, and not to ¥r Olney's
method of argument, which was not very courteous and not very
persuasive,
In bringing forward the Monree Doectrine, which was not neces-
gary to prowe his case, Mr Olney made on® significant admission;
he repeated the doectrine of two spheres laid down by Monroe, insistin |
that because the United Stat es kept out of Furopean relations,
therefore foreign powers must keep out of American relations. Less
then three yemms later the United S8tates had come out of its western
hemisphers and so far forth had parted with any right to insist thas
foreign powera #ould keep in their hemisphers. The war of 1898

resulted in the amexation of Porto Rico and the protectorats of

guba, both of which wers im harmony with the previous territorial
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Bistory of the country, but by the annexation of the Philippines

the United St&es asserted ite plase as a world power, and acceptwd
the responsibilities of that position. Sinee isolation and the
doetrine of the two spheres were fundamental parts of Monroe's
Doctrine, it is plain that the present eircumstances of the world
make that doetrine inadequate.

It is time to formulate & new statement, and in the diplomacy
of the last three years such a statement has been made, ¥First of
all the Isthmus questiom has been ecleared up. The Clayton-Bulwer
Treaty, which stood for fifty years must have been in c onsonance
with the Monroe Doctrine of paramoupt interest, and after long ne-
gotiation the British Governement sgreed to withdraw from the joint
guaranty, thus leavimg the United States free to assume the sole
control of & canal, because it is of paramount interest to us.

The ground ig thus elsared for negotiation with the Latin-American
states and the possibility of a Nfcaragua “Canal gives a useful
competitive interdst to the transsection, The whole subjedt of the
canal which Tor half a century furnished so many danger points, is
now removed from Ruropean diplomacy, te the advantage of mankind
and to the peace of the world,

Throughout this discussion it has been evident that the term
Monroe Deoctrine has heen often used in a meaning very different
from Monroe's Doctrine, Im the annual message of 1901 President
Roosevelt defined the Monroe Doctrine to mean "No territorial
agrandizement by any non-Americam power at the expense of any
American power on American x&&k soil * * * * g ptep towards assuring

the universal pease of the world by securing the possibility of

permsment peace on this hemisphere”,
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“ This is & return to the first principles. In the minds of President

Roosevelt and Secretary Hay &s in the minds of President ¥Ynroe and
Secretary John Quincy Adams, the fundamental and underlying purpose
of the Monroe Doctrine was, and of the doctrine of parsmount interest
still is, the preservation of peace in the western hemisphere, not
MxxPalikkx idmx mf XXxx pEREZR Rx mxaopissk, sar ¥x Eovixskx ides
af Xempinyg paxee hy suxexx Mr Polk's idea of peace by conquest,
not Mr Blaine's idea of keepingp peace by duress, nor ¥Wr Olney&s
threat of peace by the fiat of the U, ited States; but peace pre-
venting the rise of distrubing questiogs . Menee the understanding
which has been plainly reached with Germany, br which that power
seeks neither coaling stations nor colonies anywhere in the Americas.
The fewer Ruropean establishments there are in America, the less

the points of friction and the the opportunity for distur-
bance. Pregldent Roosevell expressly disavows any intention to
protect ratin-American states from the consequences o7 ill behaviour
toward Buropean governments, except that their territory must
not be acquired. The nation enters on the twentis#th century with
a clearer, more definite and more logical understanding of the

doetrine of Paramount interest.




