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CHAFPTER XVIIL

POLITICAL QUESTIONS,—X0. IV, HRITISH ASD AMERICAN
VIEWS.—TIOL DEST SULUTION.

Mr. Frelinghuysen follows Mr. Dlnine’s argements.—Lerd Granville s
exposilion of the Dritish views.—Waakness of the Awerican
position in the correspondence and strongth of its case on general
groonds.—A sccond canal under Amarican exglusive control the
best solution for o difficult position,

Oy May 8, 1882, Mr. Frelinghuysen replied to Lord
Granville's despatches to Mr. Blaine, dated January 7
and 14, already sketehed in Chapter XVI, He repeats
the previgus American declarations that for the United
States it is “ unnocessary and unwise, throngh an invita-
tion to the nations of the earth, to guarntes the neu-
trality of the transit of the isthmus, or to give their
navies a pretext for assembling in waters contizuous to
our shores, or to possibly involve this Republic in condlicts
from which its natural position entitles it to ba relieved.”

Treaties nre harmless or useless in timo of poace ; but
when vars come it is impassible to enforee them,  Such
agreements, moreover, would lead to political interven-
tion in American affuivs, “which,” says Mr, Frelinghuysen,
“the traditional policy of the United States makes it
impossible that the President should cither consent to or
look upon with indifference. . . . . The formation of a
protectornte by European nations over the isthmus tmnsit
would e in confliet with n doctrine which hus been for
wany years asserted by the United States . ., . which
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opposes any intervention by European nations in the
political affairs of American republies.”

Entering upon the discussion of the questions con-
cerning the Clayten-Bulwer treaty, the Secretary writes
at & very great length to show that the convention was
made for a particular object which hos since ceased to
exist ; that Great Britain to this day, and, contrary to its
provisions, maintains o colony in Honduras, so that the
treaty is voidable at the pleasure of the United States, as
it has been broken by Great Britain ; and, finally, that
Art. VIII, efers merely to the lines of ruwny or
canal which were proposed at the time of the treaty. We
should like to be nble to dispose of space cnough to
transcribe ot least ample extracts from this exceedingly
able and eogent State Paper, which reminds one of the
better days of Ameriean diplomacy. We must, however,
content ourgelves with only a few sentences which we
quote in order to show the line of argument of Mr.
Frelinghuysen.

He contends that the Cleyton Bulwer treaty had for
its primary object not only to aid the immediate con-
struction of the proposed Nicarngua Canal, but also fo
dispossess Great Britwin of settlements in Central America,
whether under cover of Indian sovereignty or otherwise.

And yet, Lie says, “Great Britain exercises dominion
gver Delize or British Honduras, the ares of which
is equal to that of Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhodo
Tsland,” Such dominion seems to be inconsistent with
the treaty of 1850. At that time the English privileges
on Belize, conferred by treaties with Bpain, “ wore con-
fined to a right to eut wood and catablish saw-mills,” in
a defined tarritory. Ewen if the so-called *declarations”
of Sir Henry L. Bulwer, acknowledged by Mr. Clayton,
regarding British “settlements” in Honduras were
valid, the British! ‘Gevérnmént nas mniawfully ex-
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tended o “setilement” to eut wood into n
regular eolony. But, says Mr. Frelingbuysen, the
Bulwer decluation after the canclusion of the treaty was
not swde wor acoepted by the President und the Senate.
That declaration is not considered as part of the treaty.
Accordng to My, Fielinghuysen, the solemn declaration
of President Buchanan in 1860 referred to the dispossos-
sion of Great Britain from one of the ends of the canal
route through Niearagua, which was accomplished by
ineans of the treaties of 1859 and 186o. Those treaties
lad nothing to de with the colomzation of Britich
Ilonduras,

The Ciayton-Bulwer treaty was entered into in view
prarticularly of the construction of the Nicaragun Canal,
for which Amgrican citizens held a coneession, upou
which 3t was meant to aet when they were confronted
with the British oecupation of one of its ends. Mr.
Frelinghuysen ealls attention to the significant fact that
«ne of the most important alterations made i tho deaft
that S Henry Bulwer sent to Lord Palmerston was
the addition to Art. V1T, referring particululy to “any
persons or company ” which should at the time have
made a contract for the constiuction of the canal with
the State through which it might pass. The provisions
of the frst article of the treaty, vegarding fortifieations,
control, &c., and of the second and the thud up to tho
sixth article, refer only to that particular canal,

And here Mr. Frelinghuysen calls attention to Art.
VII of the treaty wherein it is said to be understood
that “if at the expiration of the aforesaid period " {u
year after ratifiention) * sueh persons or company be not
able to commence and earry out the proposed enterprise,
then the Govermments of the United States and Giecal
Duitan shall Le free to afford their protection to any other
persons that shall be. mepared to” commence .and rroceed
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with the construction of the canal in question.” Mr.
Frelinghuysen interprets this provision in this way: “1If
under . , . . tho seventh artiele the eclaims of the
holders of this particular eoncession shonld be set naide;
then each Government reserved to itself the right to
determine whether 1t intevests requived it to afford pro-
tection (o the holders of any other concession.”

The Nicarngua concession was acted upon : surveys
were made by Childs, and were then submitted to a
commission of Royal Engincers, and only afterwurds
through the lack of money the concession expired. The
treaty, therefore, has, it may be argued, become obsolete.

Beforo the Clayton-Bulwer treaty was negotiated the
United States hnd already the treaty of 1846—48 with
Colombin. That treaty, says the late Secretary, ' ereated
a relation that cannot be superseded. . .., A pro-
tectorate of this kind is . . . . necessarily exclusive in
its choracter.” Great Britain cannot join that protec-
torate, crented years before the Clayton-Bulwer treaty,
without the consent both of Colombia and of the Unitad
States. And should Great Britain claim the right to
join in the proteetion of the existing railway company,
or in any future Panama Capal, “the United States
would submil that experience has shown that no such
joint protectornte is requisite,” and * that the Clayton-
Bulwer treaty is subject to the provisions of the treaty
of 1846 with New Granada, while it exists, which treaty
obliges the United States to afford, and secures to them
the sole protectorate of any transit by the Panama route.”

In short, “the United Stales esteem themselves com-
petent to refuse to afford their protection jointly with
Great Britain,” and, of course, as to inviting other nations
to guarantee the canal. Mr. Frelinghuysen ends by
declaring solemnly that * the United States would look
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with disfavour npon an attempt at & concert of politieal
action hy the other Powers in that divection,”

Lord Granvilla answered these arguments in a de-
spateh, dated Decembor 30, 1882, He denies that the
treaty refers ondy to the particular ronte or routes then
proposed, and points out once more the “ general prin-
ciple” of Art. VIIL., wherein protection is promised to
“any other pmeticnblo communications,” and then
“specially " to those “which are now propesed to be
established by the way of Tehuantopee, or Panama.”

As to the treaty of 1846—48 between the United States
and Colombis, thers is nothing in it that confers on the
United States any exelusive right of protection, or which
is inconsistent with the joint protection of Gireat Britain
and the United States. The treaty means no more than
the treaties of Great Dritain, Franee, and the United
States with Honduras and Nicaragua.

Lord Granville then refutes the arguments of M,
Trelinghuysen on the violation of the treaty of 1830
on account of the Dritish coleny of Belize. Dritish
Honduras, he says, was acquired by conguest before
1850, and the United States have formally recog-
nized the colony in 18G9 as n depondency of Great
Britain,

That is so; but we hardly think that Lord Granvilla
makes good his ease.  The recognition of that fact does
not mean that the Clayton-Bulwer treaty hns not heen
viclated by Great Britain, which scoms to e the un-
doubted fet. It is not unintentionally that Lord Gran-
ville does not dwell long on the subject.

In his dispateh to Mr. West of August 1y, 1883, Lard
Granville returns to that point, and this time ho cannot
see with what justice tho United States elaim that the
arrangement as to Honduras is a violation of the troaty
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when President Buchanan expressed himself as entirely
satisfied,

From the summary of the correspondence oun the
political control of the canal in the three last chapters, it
appears that the so-called “Monroe doetrine™ is nob n
mere vague sentiment, bub & conviction deeply imbedded
in Amerieans of all parties, and we have seen thad,
although they have been growing very fast as a nation,and
are most prosperous, their prosperity, which has corrupted
some of their political ideas, has not yet touched the
# principle " that Turope is not to meddle in the pelitical
affuirs of Ameriean republics. Tt makes no difference
whether Great Diritain or all the rest of the world do not
admit the doctrine of Monroe ; it is still cherished by the
United States, and as long as they nre powerful it cannot
help being respected. Great Britain would net dare to
take possession of Cuba—although it is still o colony of
another Power—at the expense of o war with the United
States. And if France should attempt to take Panama
she would soon be expelled, as were the troops of
Napoleon IL1. when he tried to found an empire in
Mexico,

The *doctring,” however, has not been followed very
closely in several instances; all of which are regretted by
the true friends of the United States. The Clayton-
Bulwer treaty is the most striking exeeption. Clayton
wanted to dislodge Great Britain from the terminus of
what was then supposed to be the only nvailable line for
a ship canal across Central Ameriea. And the considera-
tion that he gave for that dispossession was to bind his
Government by admitting Great Britian to o control in
the canal and in promising to ask the different Powers of
Europe and America to join, in its protectorate. Yot
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Fngland was not dislodged from Greytown until 1860 ;
neither Clayton nor the Senate took proper precautions
with the woriing of the treaty, and the Amerienus wepp
astonished to find out that Great Britain had never
meant to be disledzed.  But, after all, Greytown was left
to Nicaragus, although two years after that cession Great
Britain erented o colony in British Tonduras, and to this
day still keeps a colony there on the strength of an
appendiz to the treaty, which has never been approved
by the President and the Sennte—that is to say, by the
United States—and therefore is no part of the treaty.
The Lesseps enterprise revived all these questions, and
although Messrs, Blaine and Frelinghuysen have defended
the views of their Government with ingenuity and
ability, both have bees more than matehed by Lord
Granville.  The reason is very plain. The American
Secretaries have followed o very bad line of attack, as
the readers may see from the extruets we have given,
They have tried to show that the treaty was not meant
to apply to all cases of interoceanie communication, or
that the treaty is voilable nt pleasure because of
Hondnras, or that the United States treaty with Colombia
conflicts with the Clayton-Bulwer, &o. Now, from all
these standpoints the Foreign Office bas had no difficulty
(except in the Honduras case) m retorting and petting
the better in the discussion with tlie two Seeretarics,
Even supposing that Grent Britnin is uot violating
the treaty to this day, it is diffieult to see why the United
States should not nsk for a formal abrogation of it on the
genernl grounds that the treaty made thirty-five years
ago is most unsatisfactory to the Tnited States of this
present day. Deeanse an arrangement was made at that
time—and was made against the general feeling of the
country—daes it follow that it should be kept up for evert
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A dual eontrol of the eanal, as that arrangement pro-
vides for, is as ohjectionable to the American Union as
n joint guarantee of all nations. But even a dual con-
trol would be impossible, Iurope can understand why
the great Republic wishes to have exclusively the
guardinnship of a canal across the Isthmus of Panama;
bt France or (Germany, for instance, would not consent
to see England joining the protectorate without their
also claiming a voice in it. I, therefore, the United
States uphold the Olayton-Bulwer treaty they will have
at their door a coneert of nations—of rival nations
—which, with their powerful navies, will compel the
United States to muaintain o great navy, and thus depart
from their settled policy. The canal would become the
most sepsitive part in the palitical organism of the
TUnited States, and for n long time to come it will tinge
their foreign poliey even more than the Suez Canal has
been tinging the whole foreign policy of England since
it has been open. Tt is impossible to conecive that the
United States should rest contented with a joint
guarantee of countries with whicl they have so little in
COMMoI.

As to the treaty of 1846—48 with Colombia giving the
United States any particular advantages of o protectorate
over the isthmus transit, it is simply an American illusion.
Nothing prevents Colombia from making identical treaties
with England, France and other Powers, and when the
troops from Washington will one of these days land in
Aspinwall, they may find Freuch or English troops already
¢ defending the passnge " in virtue of treaty stipulations.
If the canal is ever to be finished, we may bo very sure
thnt France, whese ecitizens will have nequired such
momentons interests in Panama, will not leave them
unprotected by her own guns.
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Panama, and in fnet Colombia, is much weaker than
Tigypt. The canal eompany will virtually control the
whole State, One of the lnte direetors of the Panama
Railway told tho writer of these lines that Colombin
was often in debt to his company : what will not be the
caso with an immense enterprise such as the cannl

And what will be said of the intrigues of the French
on the isthmuns? Panama wants to bo independent of
Colowbin, nnd at best i3 torn by frequent internal reve-
lutions, Must the canal bo left to Trench and Colombion
protection |

The more this matter is studied, the more difficalt of
solution it seems to be for the United States, unless they,
having denounced the Clayton-Dulwer treaty, shomll
manage to have n canal of their own, over which they
may have nbsolute eontrol. 1t is the cnnl:.- way to reduce
to o minimiom the danger of Enrepean eomplieations in
Ameried,

The late attempt to pass through the Americnn Senate
the treaty negotinted last year with Nicaragun—a treaty
which was heartily supported by such an eminent states-
man as Senator Edwunds—scoms to display o true
appreciation of that Fnet.

Une of the New York papers wrote strongly against
the United States owning land in o foreign counts Y, 18
Niearagua, subject to internal commotions and inhabited
by so ditferent a rce.  Indeed, it is not very desirahle
for any one to meddle with Central Ameriea; but the
question which that paper shonld liave nsked itself was,
which of the evils was the least—the confronting of French
and Huropean intrigues ns well as native intrigues in
Panama, or the owning of a belt of land along the pro-
poseil Niearagun Canal! A Government sueh ns thas
of the United States, watching over eomany and such
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varied interests, connot help having trouble of some
kind ; but trouble will come; and to let things run as
they please may meet the views of self-satisfied people,
who belisve in their own transcendent wisdom, bnt it
is not government.

For our part we cannot beliove that the United States
will completely reverse their policy regarding European
intervention in America ot this late day, o policy which
the writer of these lines, who is not American, thinks
both wise and indispensable to their happiness. A
second canal will be undertaken one of these days. We
are aware that the control of an interoceanic eanal falls
really to the nation that has the strongest navy, and the
TUnited States at present hove no navy. Dut not only
that condition of things may not last indefinitely, but
whatever disadvantaze the American Union has now in
that respect is counterbalanced by the great advantages
of neighbourhood to the future ennol—a canal held and
fortified under its auspices.

On the other hnnd, we do not see how Great Britain
ean give up to the United Stntes the absolute control
of the Panama route. She has perhaps as great a com-
moereial interest in the canal asthe United States, and be-
sides that, she has whateveradvantages acerue to her from
her powerful navy and from the Clayton-Dulwer treaty.

When, therefore, we weigh the interests of Great
Britain and those of France with the interests, politienl
and commercial, of the United States, we eannot help
coming to the conclusion that the United States,
having by the indolence of their statesmen let this

_canal question assume n disagreeable form, should (o
their best now to counteract their past errors by con-
structing and assuming exclusive' control of a canal of
their own.
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[n January 1880, Senntor Dayard, the present Seere-
tary of State, warned the country thas tho American
canal “wmust be wider the eontrol of the Government of
the United States.  Our power," e continued, “may be
questioned, but it will e mainteined. Every counsel of
wisdom, therefore, exhorts us to seize the day, and in
time of peace prepare for war, for it is the surest mode
to nvert it." (See the New York Nation, No. 762,
February 5, 1580.)

It is not likely, we repeat, that Secretary Bayard will
think ifferently from Jr. Bayard, the Senator.

The iden of a second eanal, even supposing that 21, de
Lesseps might finish the Panamna, iz by no meaus a
novel oue, and it cccurred to such an authority as tho
Leanomiste Franpais as enrly as July 1879, just when
AL de Lesseps had bought 3. Bonaparte-Wyse's conees-
sion from Colombin. The Economist (London, July 26,
1879), referring to that article of its Paris namesake,
wrote as follows :—

“The dark point in the present plan is that another
practical line ean be made further to the north, which
is not ineluded in the concession to M. de Lessops’
company. This is the line through the repullies of
Niearagua and Costa lien. It is nenrly four times as long
as the other ling, nnd it requires twenty-one locks, At
neither end are there good harbours, but it ean be con-
strueted without any tunnel, and the River San Juan
and the Inkes of Nicamgua and of the Rio Grande ean
be utilized, To compare estimates of the cost of the
vival routes seems of little use, as the cxpense of these
immense undertakings is very unecertain. The Eeone-
ntiste Frompais looks forward to seeing hoth enter
prises earried out, in which case it appears impossible
to ealenlate beforehand which of the two lines may
obtain the principal part of the trafie. Dut whether
either or both of tlicse lines are made, it appears certain
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that American shipping, and not Europenn, will be the
guiner, The economy of time in the transit from the
two sides of the vast continent of Ameriea, now cou-
ducted vid Cape Horn, will be an enormons gnin to
American shipping. In the transport of goods to the
Pucific const from the ports which open into the Atlantic
the gain to American ships will be very great, At pre-
sent the voyage by steamer from New York to San Fran-
cizco, to Callno, to Valparniso, to the Sandwich Islands,
takes but little more time on an svernge than the
voyage from the Channel to those ports. But when
tho canal is constructed the Ameriean ports will be fur
ncarer than Cnupi, as far as length of transit is con-
eerned, than even the nmearest European ports. The
work, however, when completed, must be left to produce
its own results. We shall accept it in England as
one of the inevitable consequences of the inereasing
desire for incrensing intercommunication, and we do
not question that thongh, owing to the fact that
American trade on the Aflantic and the Pacific consts
will benefit so largely by the improved memns of
tronsit, it is hardly likely that the proportion of
English shipping will be as great as in the case of the
Suez Canal, we have cqually as little doubt that
English enterprise will find full employment in utilizing
the opportunity given it, and that England will reap the
full advantage from the economy in trausport which
may bo expected to result from the completion of the
P]an_“
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