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Preface
While engaged in the task of aoonmulatlng material for
this dissertation, I accidentally'encountered a sentence hy
John Stuart Mill which read: • "On all great subjects much re
mains to bo said."

At the time, I did not give the thought

more than passing notice, and continued with my labors.

But

as the work progressed, and the material became more abundant,
as well as more complex and mystifying, the wisdom of John
Stuart Mill's statement began to obsess me.

There came the

realization, perhaps for the first time, with an anazing lucid
ness, of the enormity of every subject, and the necessity
of confining this discussion to one phase of the problem.
As the title of the thesis indicates, this monograph is
fundamentally a study of the diplomatic history of the Vene
zuelan boundary controversy with British Guiana.

Yet in limit

ing the scope of my inquiry, I did not wholly exclude suoh
elements as eoonomio influences,' political idealism, as was
manifested by the personages who directly participated in the
affair, and the traditional principles to which the various
governments adhered; the presence of all of which naturally
gave to the diplomatic correspondence the complexion it as
sumed, but which, by themselves, were only incidental aspeots
of the general problem.
A word of explanation might be added concerning1the analy

sis of the British ami Amerioan attitudes toward the contro
versy , antecedent to the final settlement.

Keuy noteworthy

writers hovo advanced the claim that Great Britain finally
agreed, to the demand of the United states that the dispute be
arbitrated because at the moment the ill-fated Jameson raid
suddenly precipitated a South African problem of the first
magnitude#

As a consequence, and in view of the hostile at

titude toward Sngliad which the German Kaiser displayed, the
British government sought to placate the United States#

Log

ical as the explanation appears to be, it must remain merely
on historical deduction, unsupported by concrete evidence.
For the Jameson episode was not the only occurrence at the
time to disturb the peace of mind of England,

The Turkish

massacres of the Armenian r. had created a Fear-Fas tern problem.
Bad feeling had arisen between the United Ffates and Great
Britain, as each sought to gain tho right to control the pro
posed Uioaragusn canal.

Negotiations wore pending between

the Same two governments over the Alas!:an boundary and tho
Bering sea fisheries#

In Hawaii the interests of tho two gov

ernments conflicted, together with those of Germany.

And

in tho 'Vestorn Herniaphoro, the Cuban insurrection was a mat
ter of concern to the United States.

I would venture the

opinion, therefore, that Sngland would have submitted the 7one
zuolan dispute to arbitration in 1896 even If the Jameson expe
dillon had been successful, or had never occurred.
The number of people who have aided me at various stages

in my work has been so great, that I wish to express to them,
collectively, my sincere appreciation,

I am especially in

debted to Dr, 0. H, ledel, of the University of Arizona, who
has guided the development of this thesis from its inception
to its conclusion.

The University,of Arizona library staff

has rendered invaluable aid, on many occasions, I fear, under
very trying circumstances.

University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona.
May 10, 1933.
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Introduction.
A. - The Basis for Venezuelan Claims in Guiana.
1. - Venezuelan Claims in Guiana derived from Spanish
activity in that territory.
2. - The Nature of Spanish Activity in Guiana prior
to 1648.
a. Spain discovered Guiana in 1498.
b . Santo Thome established between 1593 and 1596
on Orinoco river.
c. TTo other Spanish settlements made in Guiana
prior to 1648.
d. Missionary activity did not extend beyond the
limits of Santo Thome prior to 1648,
3. - Later Spanish activity in Guiana. (1648-1810)
a. No further settlements made in Guiana.
b. Missionaries advanced into the Cuyuni region
but no permanent settlement ever made.
o • Spaniards never defined the limit of their
territory in Guiana.
4. - Venezuela succeeded to Spanish territory in Gui, - ana when she gained her independence, 1810.
B . - The Basis for English Claims in Guiana.
1. - English Claims in Guiana derived from Dutch
activity in that territory.
2. - The Nature of Dutch activity in Guiana prior to
1648 •
. ■
■... '
•
;
a • The Dutch, as nationals of Spain up to out
break of "Wars of Independence”, contacted
with Guiana coast as traders.

-
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"b, In 1613 the Dutch.established a ooldny in
the Oorentyn region,
e . Oe The Esaequibo post planted in 1625#
•

•

d. The Easequibo post represented the westernmost establishment of the Dutch in Guiana in
■ ■
1648.' '
'. '
^■
5. - Later Dutch activity in Guiana. (1640-1810)
a . ’To other settlements ever made in Guiana.
* b . Dutch traders advanced beyond Easequibo but
no settlement ever made.
o. The Dutch regarded the whole Guiana coast
as open to colonization.
d , ?to definition of limits ever made by the
Dutch in Guiana.
..
'

4. - England succeeded to port of Dutch territory in
Guiana by Treaty of London, 1814.
II. - The Diplomatic negotiations between Great Britain and
Venezuela over the Guiana'Boundary. (1841-1876)
A. - Reason for Venezuelan efforts to define boundary
of British Guiana. (1841-44)
1. - England had appointed Robert gohomburgk to sur
vey territory of British Guiana in 1840.
2. - Robert schomburgk surveyed the territory and
set up boundary posts to define limits of Brit
ish Guiana.
3. - Venezuela regarded part of the territory in
cluded within the posts as port of the lands
of the Republic.
4. - Venezuela fearful that England would mako the
Sohomburgk exploration the basis for extending
her jurisdiction.
5. - Venezuela insisted upon the removal of the boun
dary posts, and then, the conclusion of a treaty
which would lead to a definition of the BritishGuiano boundary.

•
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B. - Tho Attitude of England Towards tho sohomTaurgk Ex
plorations .
.
.

1. T England regarded the Sohonfburgk line merely as
.
a basis on which to begin her discussions of
tho Guiana boundary.
2. - England finally agreed to removal of boundary
posts get up by Sohomburgk, in order to placate
Venezuela.

0. - Diplomatic Correspondence after 1844•
1. - The death of the Venezuelan Minister interrupt
ed the negotiations.
2. - Agreement of 1850 guaranteed the status quo of
the contested territory. .
3. - Internal disturbances in Venezuela prevented
further discussion of the Guiana boundary
until 1876,
III. - The Reversal of Attitude Towards the Dispute by England
and Venezuela. (1876-1893)
A. - Nature of the Correspondence up to 1887.
1. - Venezuela insisted upon arbitration of all
the territory in dispute.
2. - England rejected arbitration as tho mode of
settlement and sought a direct settlement.
3. - Both governments accused each other with violat
ing tho Agreement of I860.
4. - Venezuela demanded the evacuation by British of
all territory between the Orinoco and Pomeroon.
5. - England refused.to accede to Venezuelan demand
that she evacuate certain territory.
B. - The Suspension of Diplomatic Relations.
1. - Venezuela suspended diplomatic relations with
England on February 21, 1887, when the latter
refused to. accede to her demand to evacuate all
territory between the Orinoco and Pomeroon.
2. - German Legation assumed responsibility for
English lives and property in Venezuela.

4

5. - Venezuela continued to protest to England against
English activity in the disputed region despite
the lack of formal diplomatic relations #
0. - Efforts to Reestablish Diplomatic Relations •
1. - The Urbaneja mission.

•

•

2. - The Pulido mission.
3. - The Mohelena mission.
IV. - The Intervention of the United States.

A . - Early Participation in the Boundary Controversy.
1. - The United States informed of the status of the
boundary dispute by Venezuela in 1876.
2. - The administration refrained from expressing
a preference for either litigant, although
they urged the settlement of the controversy
by arbitration.
3. - The United States offered her good offices to
aid in concluding a settlement, but offer de
clined by Great Britain.
B . - Change in the Attitude of the United states.
1. - Beginning with 1890, American despatches became
more insistent that the dispute be settled by
arbitration.
2. - The good offices of the United states again de
clined by Great Britain.
3. - Venezuela appealed to the United States for aid
on the ground that the Monroe Doctrine was be
ing violated by Great Britain.
4. - The Olney note to Great Britain* 1896.
a. Monroe Doctrine stressed.
b • Asserted American supremacy in Western Hemi
sphere.
c. Urged that dispute bo settled by arbitration.
5. -;Lord Salisbury, in replying, denied the applioa.Lbility of Monroe Doctrine to the controversy.
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6. - -?r©aiSent Cleveland's message to Congress,
December 17, 1895. ■ .
.

•

a. Charged "England with violating the Monroe
Doctrine.
'

'

b. Recommended the appointment of a commission
to investigate the boundary dispute •
c. Challenged England to war unless affair be
settled by arbitration on the basis of the
findings of the commission.

V. - The settlement of the Dispute.
A. - Negotiations Leading Toward Arbitration.
1. - Sir Julian Pouncefote empowered to discuss the
question with the American Secretary of state.
2. - Lord Salisbury's proposal for a Joint Commis
sion to arbitrate the difficulties, Juno 3,
1896.
a. The Commission to consist of four men.
b. The Commission to be empowered to arbitrate
all unsettled territory.
c. All settled territory in dispute to be dis
posed of by future negotiation.
3. - Secretary Olney rejected Lord Salisbury's pro
posal and insisted upon the arbitration of
all the contested territory.
4. - Lord Salisbury agreed to Secretory Olney*s de
mands .
B. - The Treaty of Arbitration.
1. - Signed by Venezuela and Great Britain, February
2, 1097.
2. - Arbitration Tribunal met at Paris, January 25,
1899.
3. - Award made October 3, 1899,
C. - Analysis of American Attitude Throughout the Con
troversy.

— o—

1. - President Cleveland's message a bid for 3rd
term in presidency.
2. - The American belief that England woo procras
tinating and evasive in her relations with
Venezuela •
3. - The importance of the Uonroo Doctrine and its
application to the controversy.
4. - American economic penetration in Venezuela.
D. - Analysis of British Attitude Throughout the Contro
versy .
1. - The period of compromise.
2. - The period during which England refused to con
aider arbitration as a mode of settlement•
3. - The forces which made for tho British attitude
a. Economic penetration in the Guiana region.
b. Imperialism.
E. - Conclusion - Tho Establishment of the BritishOn in no Boundary line•

-7
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Chapter I - Introduotion :. .

The Earliest Activities of the Spanish and Dutch
in Guiana 1499 - 1815
Throughout the greater part of the nineteenth century there
existed a dispute between Great Britain and Venezuela over the
boundary of British Guiana.

The British government, on taking

over the Dutch possessions in Guiana, sought to extend their jur
isdiction over the territory on the basis of the explorations
and settlements made by the Hollanders centuries earlier.

’Yith

independence, Venezuela succeeded to the territories in Guiana
formerly under the control of the Spanish.

However, the terri

tory claimed by Venezuela overlapped that which was asserted by
England to constitute a part of British Guiana.

Since both coun

tries based their claims to this territory on the early activi
ties of the Spanish and Dutch, a brief account of these becomes
a necessary factor to an understanding of the dispute that arose
between the British and Venezuelan governments.
In 1499 the Spaniard Don Alonzo da Ojeda, sailing under a
royal commission, explored the Guiana territory of South Ameri
ca

For almost a century, thereafter, Spanish contact with the

Guayanese region was irregular, and consisted, chiefly, in slave
raiding expeditions, and visits to the pearl fisheries off the
I.

The name of "Guiana is given to the whole region that is
bounded on the south by the Amazon river, on the west by
the Orinoco river, and on the north and east by the Atlan
tic Ocean.

*

8—

mainland .
The Dutch, during the same ^ears, were similarly engaged ,
The Motherlands, throughout the sixteenth century, formed an
integral part of the Spanish- Empire, and the Dutch had access
as nationals to all parts of the Spanish domains.

In these

early years, neither the Spanish nor the Dutch made any attempt
to colonize the Guiana territory.

Yet the Spaniards, by virtue

of their discovery of Guiana, regarded the whole region as
indisputably their own•

Mor did they ever alter or abandon

this attitude, regarding the Dutch, at all times, as trespas
sers.

The Dutch, on the other hand, felt that the whole Guiana

coast was open to trade and colonization.
Shortly after the opening of the seventeenth century, both
the Spanish and Dutch had established colonies in Guiana.

The

Motherlands, though nominally still a part of the Spanish Em
pire, had been struggling for independence since 1581, and had,
to all intents and purposes, repudiated tho rule of Spain,

fi

nally, in 1648, Philip IV of Spain, formally recognized the inde
pondenoe of the Dutch and acknowledged their right of sovereign
ty over such territory in Guiana as they had settled.

Despite

such recognition, no attempt was made by either the Spanish
or the Dutch to clearly define the limits of the Dutch claim.
Almost a hundred years after the Spaniards had discovered
South America, some time between 1593 and 1596,2 the first Span-

2.

The exact date for the establishment of this colony could
not be ascertained. Professor Burr, after an exhaustive
study of the subject, cane to the conclusion that Fray

-9

ish settlement was planted in Guiana; the colony of Santo
Thome being established on the south bank of the Orinoco river.
This small group of Spanish colonists was immediately beset
with innumerable difficulties.
a bountiful crop.

The soil did not always yield

Indian neighbors made frequent raids to

pillage and murder. On numerous occasions the town was sacked
v
3
and burned by European adventurers.
Yet the colonists held
on with dogged tenacity and in each instance they rebuilt their
settlement, although not always on the seme site.

However,

throughout the checkered existence of santo Thome the town
never occupied a site that was located in the region which,
'
':
«'
'•» •
‘ •
in later years, ent ered in to the dispute between the Brit ish
.

and Venezuelan governments.
Dr. Jameson, in his research, found that although the trad
ing activities of the Spaniards carried thorn across the main
land from Santo Thome as for as the Essequibo river, or even along
that river, no permanent settlement, was made in the region be
tween the Orinoco and Essequibo prior to 1648.

In fact, no

other settlement but Santo Thome was ever made by the Spaniards
in that region; nor did Spanish missionaries ever advance beyond3

3.

Pedro Slmon*s date of 1591 or 159k is inoorreet, and that.
the town was established by Don Antonio Berrio no earlier
than the end of 1695. However, it cannot be placed later,
for Keymis, writing in April, 1596, described the town as a
"Hanoheria of some twenty or thirty houses".
(Burr, G. L.,
"The Guiana Boundary," American Historical Review. Vol. 6.
p. 52 (1900-1901)
"
~
**"— —
--- Raleigh sent out four or five expeditions against the town
and twice destroyed it. In all, he devoted about twenty
years and spent all his fortune in an attempt to acquire
the riches which he thought the town contained for himself
and his country. The first (1596) and the last (1616)
expeditions he led himself. (Hume, History of England.
Vol. Ill, p. 494) .
---- — — — ------
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that town.4

Briefly, the situation concerning Spanish activity

in the Cfttiarie region up to 1648 was simply this:

That with the

exception of Santo Thome the Spaniards had failed to establish

;

themselves elsewhere on the Suiana coast,
i
‘
.
:
'
.
Dutch interest in the South American coast sprang from
other sources than the elusive "El DoradoM that lured the ro
mantic "Conquistadores" to strange lands.

As a result of the

"Wars of Independence", Dutch merchants suffered a severe loss
of trade.

In consequence thereof, efforts were made to strength

en their commercial relations with the West Indies, which had
heretofore never been highly developed because of the lucrative
profits of the African slave trade.

It may be said, therefore,

that Dutch interest in, and contact with, the South American
coast, came about primarily from a trade stimulus.

Having once

been aroused, their interest in the Guiana region did not wane,
and in 1613 the Dutch colony in the Corentyn was established.
In 1621 the Dutch West India Company was organized.

Im

mediately, the Dutch increased their activity on .the coasts of
South America, and especially in the region of the Essequibo•
Four years later, a. colony was planted on the island of Kykoveral, which is situated at the junction whore the Ouyuni and
,
■
■ ■
- ■
Masaruni rivers flow into the Essequibo. At no time did a Dutch
town ever exist on the Essequibo river, and from its beginning in
4.
■

Jameson. ?. J.. senate Documents. 56 Congress.~2 session!
no. 91, Pt. 1, p T E E T — -------The servioes of Professor John Franklin Jameson, pro fea
sor of history at Brown University, were secured by the
United States Commission which President Cleveland had ap, pointed in 1896 to investigate the true boundary of British
Guiana, to examine certain historical questions in the con
troversy and to report the result of his investigations.

'

-
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1625, until 1740, the colony was located mainly west of the Essequlbo and south of the Ouyunl*

But from that time on, it de

veloped toward tho seaboard, till by 1777, cultivation above
Fort Island was practically a b a n d o n e d S u c h as it was, the
Essequibo post remained in 1648, as it had always been, the
westernmost establishment of the Dutch on the Guiana coast and
was, with the exception of Berbice, their only colony in Guiana
As is usually the case where European peoples penetrate
the lands held by relatively uncivilized natives, trade, from
the outset, had wider limits than settlement.

Three avenues of

trade existed in this territory, namely, the Dutch ’Vest India
Company's outrunners; the posts established by the Company to
which the Indians came; and private traders • Little is known of
tho routes followed by tho outrunners to penetrate into the in
terior; the private traders were irresponsible and heedless of
frontiers; while the fixed trading posts, though few in number,
had a military and political, as well as a commercial use,

What

ever trade was carried on directly between the Dutch and the
Spaniards on the Orinoco, passed by way of the Moruba-Barima pas
sage directly through the territory later claimed by Both Vene
zuela and Great Birtain#7 "Until about the middle of the eight31

6.
7.

Eor many years, the historioal fiction has persisted that
a Dutch colony was established on the Essequibo in 1626 or
1626. Actually, until 1857, the oolony referred to was only
a trading post for traffic with the Indians, and consisted of
a score or two of the Dutch v/est India Company's employees
housed on the island of Kykoveral at the junction of the
Ouyunl and Mazaruni rivers,
Burr, G. L ., Senate Docs., no. 91, op, cit., ? t . 1, p. 193.
Ibid., p. 213.
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eolith century, trie carrying trade was iri trie riands of tho Dutch,
after which it fell wholly into the hands of the Spaniards.

In

addition to trade, fishing and hunting expeditions, from an
early date, had carried the Dutch into the upper rivers, and
westward along the coast as far as the Amaoura and the mouth of
the Orinoco, but so far as could be determined, no permanent set
tlement or post was ever established by the Dutch in these
regions e8
Certain conclusions can now be drawn on the basis of the
above discussion.

By 1648, the year that the Dutch secured

their independence from Spain, the Spaniards in Guiana had ad
vanced no further east than their settlement of Santo Thome.
ITor had the Dutch, on their part, penetrated the Guiana territory
any further than to the west bank of the Sssequibo river.9
.The lands that lay between the outermost settlements of both
nationalities were unsettled by either the Spanish or the Dutch.
Moreover, there is no evidence to show that after 1648, Spain
or the Netherlands had planted any settlements In the vast,
unoccupied regions that separated the already established col
onies of each.

On one very vital issue they differed.

The

Netherlands looked upon the whole Guiana coast as open to coloni-*
•
•g-

9.

kQQ , Qlf;

'

This statement is not to be construed to mean that the
Dutch never advanced beyond the Essequibo river, as has
already been noted, on numerous occasions, fishing and hunt
ing activities, in addition to trade, carried them into the
• Barima, Monies, Amaoura, -/aini, Cuyuni and Mazaruni regions,
but no permanent settlements were ever made, and consequent
ly such activity could not be regarded as extending Dutch
jurisdiction over the territory.

13-

zatlon, while Spain spoke of her dominion over all of'Guiana,
although she never formally asserted such a claim.
In.the eighteenth century, Spanish missionaries advanced
into the unsettled Guiana regions, but their activities foiled
to afford a suitable basis for an unquestioned Spanish claim to
the whole of the Guiana territory.
established.

Missions were undoubtedly

Movement up and down the Ouyuni by the Spaniards

and their Indian allies probably took place.

But not a soli

tary reference to any permanent sojourn by the Spaniards in
the Ouyuni region could be determined.

Further, no Spanish

claim of any formal, official sort, demarcating their posses
sions in Guiana is to be found in the diplomatic correspondonee between the Spanish and Dutch governments.
However, the Spanish and Dutch ware not entirely unin
terested in the extent of thoir respective jurisdictions in
Guiana.

In 1758, the governor of the Hssequibo colony, acting

without authority from the Dutch vest India Company, addressed
a remonstrance to the governor of Spanish Guiana, in which he
protested against what he termed nSpanish aggressions” .

The

protestation was completely ignored by the Spanish officials.
A more comprehensive and exhaustive remonstrance which
embodied definite claims as to their territorial boundary of
Guiana, was drawn up in 1769 by the Zeeland Chamber of the Dutch
'Vest India Company.
10*

This document -was approved by the States-

The treaty of Munster, 1648, by which Spain recognized the

independence of the Dutch, also recognized their right to
possess the places they then held in Guiana. Senate Docs.,
no . 91, op* oit, P t . 1, p. 73. (See below, p. B5"j

General and ooramunioated to the Spanish Government.

In thla

memorial, the Dntoh territory was represented as stretching along
the coast to "beyond tho !,/oini river; while in the interior, to
a point between, the "Dutch post on the Cuyunl river and the
nearest Spanish m i s s i o n s T h e

seme year, the Spanish Gover

nor of Orinoco lodged a protest with the Dutch in Guiana.

He

declared that the territory belonged to Spain as far back as
the bank of the Oene, on the mouth of the Esaequibo.12
These communications went unheeded by the Governments to
which they were sent, and until the time when the Spanish and
Dutch holdings in Guiana were transferred to Venezuela and
Great Britain,respectively,the question of a definite boundary
line was left unsettled.

Indeed, so vague were the Guiana boun

daries, that they were long to be the subject of conflicting
claims between Great Britain and Venezuela.

Unlike their pre

decessors, however, these governments made a pronounced effort
to demarcate their territory in Guiana.

But before their differ

ences were settled, the United States was destined to supplant
Venezuela as Britain's adversary, and "War" almost became the
arbiter in the controversy.

However, prior to the appearance

of the United States on the scene to alter the nature of the
controversy, the disputants directly affected by the boundary
of British Guiana made an.attempt to settle their difficulties
by direct negotiation.

Their early efforts to agree on a set

tlement will be revealed in the following, pages.

TIT
12

.

G. L., Senate poos.,
p . 406.
‘

'91,~ op* clt.. Pi . 1. .p .575.
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Ohapter II
The Diplomatic !?oro tiations between Great Britain and
Venezuela over the Guiana Boundary (1841-1876)
.

.
-I
More than a quarter of a century was to pass after England

had come into possession of some of the Dutch territories in
Guiana, and Venezuela had successfully revolted from 3pain, be
fore the boundary of British Guiana became a diplomatic issue
between the two governments.

In 1841, the English engineer,

Robert Schomburgk, who had for six years prior to that date been
busily engaged in exploring and defining the Guiana territory,
completed his survey, and erected boundary markers throughout
Guiana.

But, a part of the territory which Ur. Schomburgk had

included within the bounds of British Guiana was also claimed
by Venezuela to constitute part of the lands of the Republic
Consequently, as a direct result of Schomburgk's activities, the
Venezuelan government began negotiations with the English govern
ment oh this subject.

For the next three years, the correspon

dence between the two nations was primarily concerned with an1
1.

The territory in dispute commenced on the western bank of
the Essequibo river, and extended to an undefined distance
toward the Orinoco river. Along and near the banks of the
Essequibo was a fairly dense population of English subjects,
at least during the lower pert of the course, and along and
near the banks of the Orinoco was a tolerably dense popula
tion of Venezuelans; but the intermediate space was inhabit
ed only by some souttered Indians. (UnitedstatosCommission on Boundary between Venezuela jm<l Great Britain, Vol. IX,
^Srief Submitted by Venezuela", pt. l, p. 10). — Hereaftor this reference will be indicated as U. 5. Com. Report.
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attempt by England to define and explain the purpose of ifr.
Sohomtmrgk's expedition, and an insistence by Venezuela that the
boundary posts erected by the surveyor be r e m o v e d . I n 1844
the Venezuelan Minister to England died, and a successor was
never accredited. Moreover, because Venezuela soon after en
tered upon a long period of internal revolution and chaos, the
correspondence with the English government concerning the boun
dary, with one exception in 1860, was permitted to lapse.
Venezuela, which once had been a Spanish possession,'de
clared her independence in 1810, and nine years later united
with two other states which had successfully revolted from•
2
Spain to form the Colombian federal union.
The Colombian gov
ernment was accorded formal recognition by the United states in
1822 • When this federal union was dissolved in 1830, Venezuela
was promptly recognized as a separate and independent republic
by the United States, and la tor by. other governments , Spain,
however, delayed in her recognition until 1846, when she ceded
to Venezuela by treaty the territory which Venezuela had actual
ly occupied-and possessed since the date of her independence.
"But neither in this treaty nor in any other, mention of boundaries of the republic are they described with any more definite
ness then as being‘1the same as those which marked the ancient
-i ' - . -- •
Vice-royalty and Captaincy-General of Uew Granada and Venezuela
' "
'
• 3
' "
' v. - .•
in the year 1818'."**
3

3.

the two other states which formed the Colombian union togather with Venezuela were Uew Granada (Colombia) and Ecuador.
Cleveland, G «, "The Venezuelan Boundary Controversy,"
Century Magazine. June, 1901, p, 283.

-
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Tho English title to the colony which is known as British
Guiana was derived from Holland in 1814 by the Treaty of London.
By the terms of this treaty, "England agreed to restore to Hol
land ’all the colonies, factories, and establishments' that
were in the military possession of the latter in 1803, with the
exception only of the Cape of Good Hope, and 'the establish
ments of Demorara, Essequibo and Berbioe."1

The treaty, how

ever, failed to define the boundaries of the settlements or
"establishments", for they were to bo disposed of by a supple
mentary agreement.

Eventually, they remained a permanent part

of the British possessions for a small monetary consideration
which England advanced to the Estates-Genoral, together with
the privilege granted to the Dutch to curry on trade freely with
the colonies .4
Soon after the English had concluded the Treaty of London
v/ith Holland, and had acquired dominion over a pert of the Dutch
possessions in Guiana, they laid claim to a comparatively small
4.

i

U. S . Com. Report, op. p i t Vol. IX, Pt. 1, p. 11.
Venezuela never questioned the claim of Holland to the
territory which the latter ceded to England in 1814• "in
the extradition treaty signed at Aranjuez on June 23, 1791,
by Spain and Holland, the islands of St. Eustaohe and Cur
acao, and the colonies named Essequibo, Demerara, Barbiee,
and Surinam, lying east of Venezuela, were considered to be
Dutch possessions•" - Foreign Relations of the United
States, 1894, p. 803. " ' ^
" "
Furthermore, after the above-named territory become a
"dependency of the British Crown the white colonists con
tinued to trade with the Indians on the affluents of the
Essequibo and the British made treaties with some of the
tribes, engaging to protect them from the Spaniards•" Appletons' Annual Cyclopaedia. Hew Series, Vol. XX, 1895,
p » V4i * ■ ■■ ■ : ^
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seotlon of territory west of the Sasequitio, "in order to eatab--

liah themselves at Gape Nassau, on the Atlantic coast-At the time, the Venezuelan government did not contest this act
by England, nor was it until 1841 that either government made
any attempt to determine the extent of their territory in Gui
ana or sought to reach a mutual agreement on the question.6
v/hen Mr. (afterwards Sir Robert) Schomburgk returned to
the capital city of Demerara in July, 1839, after having spent
four years in exploring the interior of the British colony, "he
called the attention of his government to the necessity of an
early demarcation of its b o u n d a r i e s c o n s e q u e n t l y ,

he was ap

pointed the following year as "Special Commissioner" for the
purpose of "provisionally surveying and delimiting the boun
daries of British Guiana, and notice of the appointment was
given to the Governments concerned, including that of Venezuela.n6
5!
6.

7.

8«

Rouse executive Documents. 51 Corig.. “5 s os577 Vo I T T !
1890-91, p: vav.
—
In 1822, the Secretary of Foreign affairs of the Colombian
union instructed the Minister Plenipotentiary in London,
Senor J . Rafael Revenge, to discuss with the British govern
ment the question of the boundary line between Venezuela and
British Guiana. However, Senor Revenge- failed to do so,
U> S. Com. Report. "Documents Relating to the Question of
boundary between Venezuela and British Guiana," Vol. VIII,
p. 1.
' '■
During this survey (1835*39), Mr, schomburgk travelled under
the auspices of the Royal Geographical Society. In his re
ports of the investigation to the Secretary of Colonies and
the governor of British Guiana, he s poke of the riches in
the region to be found in gold and diamonds. In addition, he
wrote that "the timber trade of British Guiana promises to
become of greater importance every day; the western part of
the colony abounds in some of the finest timber trees for
naval a r c h i t e c t u r e - U.S. Com. Report. "British Blue
Books," Vol. VI, "Venezuela," n o . 6.
Senate Documents. 64 Cong., 1 Seas., Vol. 1, no. 31, MiscelTaneous, 1895-96, p. 29.
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A few years earlier, in 1856, Sir Robert Ker Portert the
British charge d ’affaires, apparently acting without instruc
tions from his government, requestod of the Venezuelan govern
ment that a beaoon bo erected at Point Barima.

The Republic,

however, failed to comply with the request, even though, many
years, later, she regarded it as tantamount to an admission by
Great Britain of the jurisdiction of Venezuela over Point -Barima
9
and the mouth of the Orinoco*
Mr* Sohomburgk, meanwhile, proceeded to define the boun
daries of British Guiana.

Having taken the ’’line drawn in the

sketch nap of Bouchenroeder,”10* he made the Amaoura river the
boundary in the north, "and the Gotinge (from its source in
Mount Roraima) the dividing line from Brazil,” thereby includ,

■

In later years, Venezuela denied that she was informed of
the appointment of Robert sohomburgk as "Commissioner” to
survey the boundaries of British Guiana • However, Jose An
drade, writing to United states Secretary of state w • Q*
Gresham in 1894, admitted that Venezuela was informed of
the appointment, though, he added, "too late to effectively
protest,i Furthermore, the actual despatch that was com
municated to the Venezuelan government informing Venezuela
of the commission granted to Sohomburgk and the Venezuelan re
ply to the despatch are to bo found in the U.3. Gom. Report,
Vol. V, appendix II, "British Blue Books," Document no*s.
21, 22, 23 and Inclosure 1 in n o . 23, p. 189.

9.

This request by the British charge followed upon the heels
of the destruction of two British vessels which had run
aground in the Grand Boca of the Orinoco. in 1886, Great
Britain repudiated the request made by sir Porter when the
British Minister to Venezuela informed that Government
that his. Government was not bound by the unauthorized ad
mission of a diplomatic agent made fifty years earlier. U.S.-Oom. Report, op. cit., Vol. V, appendix II, pp. 343
and 377 •
: '
.
.
.

10.
'

Appletons1 Annual Cyclopaedia, Vol. 1, Third series,
1896, p, 802.
\
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ing in the territory of British Guiana ”a great part of the
course of the Cuyuni and nearly the whole length of the Mazaruni
river."11
The establishment of the so-called Schomtmrgk line stimu
lated Venezuela to begin proceedings with Great Britain for a
settlement of the boundary. When, late in 1840, the Venezuelan
government had been apprised of the appointment and duties of
lir. Schomburgk, they' proposed, to Great Britain that the matter
of fixing the boundary be undertaken as a joint venture.

This

suggestion was still unanswered when Senor Fortique, the Vene
zuelan Minister at London, communicated a despatch on October
5, 1841, to Lord Aberdeen, Principal Secretary of state for
Foreign Affairs, which requested an explanation from the Foreign
Secretary of the meaning of :,:r . schonburgk’s activities in the
disputed region whore a sentry box and a British flag had been
raised.

In closing the communication, the Venezuelan represen

tative insisted that Great Britain and Venezuela conclude a
treaty of boundaries "as a previous step to the fixation of
limits...."12
At this point it may not be amiss to include a word of ex11.

Applotons' Annual Cyclopaedia, op. pit.. Vol. XX. p. 741.
This lino was based on accounts given by the Indians of
their former relations to Dutch traders and on discoveries
of ruined fortifications, with the bounds adjusted to geo
graphical features, such as mountain ridges and water
courses. Also, Schomhurgk accepted the statement of .Hartsi nek in his history of 1770 that the Dutch once had a
post at point Barima •

12.

Cleveland, G ., op. olt.. p. 284,
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planation concerning the attitude and spirit with which Venezuela
greeted all suggestions concerning a settlement of the Guiana
boundary.

During the early years that negotiations were carried

on, the Republic took the stand that the former Dutch posses
sions only extended to the banks of the Essequibo "except near
the coast where they reached to the Pomeronriver". All the
rest of Guiana, having once been a part of the Spanish CaptaincyGeneral of Venezuela, now belonged, without question as to
right or legality, to Venezuela.

This attitude was heightened

by the fact that the policies of the state were dominated by
General Paez, a wilful, domineering and uncompromising person
age.

Had Venezuela indicated the least willingness to meet

Great Britain in a spirit of compromise, the affair might have
been-satisfactorily settled early in the course of the negotia
tions.

Instead, the government of the Republic stubbornly in

sisted upon their claim to all the territory up to the Esse
quibo river, and refused to admit, or consider, any English as
sertions to territory west of that river.
The reply made by lord Aberdeen on October 21, 1841, to
Senor jjbrtique's note explained that the activities of I.!r. schomburgk were merely to be regarded as preliminary measures, ante
cedent to further discussions between the Governments of Great
Britain and Venezuela.

Further, the Foreign Secretary de

clined Senor Fortique's suggestion that a treaty be executed
prior "to the demarcation of the boundaries between British
Guiana and Venezuelae"13
13.

U.3. Com. Report, op. cit.. Vol. VI. ”Venezuela. Ho. 3."
p. EOS. .
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Hot only did this explanation fail to satisfy the Vene
zuelan government, but in answering the communication,"3enor
Fortiquo, after alluding once again to the acts of dominion
performed by Hr. Schomburgk over Venezuelan territory, expressed
his confidence that Her Majesty’s Government would grant a
"reparation for the wrong done to'the dignity of the Republic,
and that those signs which have so unpleasantly shaken public
'
"14.;
confidence will be ordered removed.
Moreover, in consequence of the. establishment of the boun
dary posts by Mr. Schomburgk at Barima and other places, the
Venezuelan government appointed Messrs. Jose Santiago Rodriguez
and- Juan Jose Romero as commissioners, to proceed to Demorara
and seek an explanation of the activities of the British sur
veyor.
Before the commissioners had repotted back to their
government and before the British Foreign Office could reply
to the above-referred note, the Venezuelan Minister dispatched
another message to Lord Aberdeen.

is communication not only

urgently insisted upon the conclusion of a treaty which would
fix the boundaries between Venezuela and Great Britain, but de
manded the instant removal of the signs erected by Mr. schom
burgk and adequate reparation for the wrong inflicted upon Vene
zuela.^

thereupon, Lord Aberdeen reassured the Venezuelan

government that the posts set up by Mr. Schomburgk did not pur
port to arbitrarily demarcate the bounds of British Guiana, but
14.
15.

Loo, clTT
TSl'd.. p. 231.

1

x

-

23- ,

that they were ereotod simply to provide a tangible means, on
the basis of which Her Majesty's Government could discuss the
question of boundaries#

Notwithstanding this explanation, the

Venezuelan government remained unsatisfied and again vigorously
demanded that the posts be removed, with which request Lord
Aberdeen saw fit to comply.

In so doing, the Foreign Secretary

made it clear to the Republic that the claim which Great Brit
ain held to thoterritory in Guiana, formerly held by the Dutch,
was by no means abandoned.
With the removal of the boundary posts from the disputed
territory, negotiations lapsed for a few years•

Finally, in

1844, the Venezuelan Minister again approached the British For
eign Office with the suggestion that the Essequibo river should
be agreed upon as the boundary which should divide Venezuela
., 17 :■",: - ■■■
_' :
and British Guiana.
In his reply to this note, Dord Aberdeen included, for the
first time since the beginning of negotiations on the question,
an exact statement as to a boundary line which would be accept
able to the interests of Great Britain.

After pertly remark

ing that ho ought to claim for Great Britain "all the coast from
the Orinoco -to the Essequibo if he were to act upon the spirit
of tho letter" sent to him by the Venezuelan minister, he de
clared as follows:

:

.

:

,. "Being convinced that the most important object for
the interests of Venezuela is the exclusive possession of
the Orinoco, Her Majesty?s Government is ready to, yield to
the Republic of Venezuela a portion of the coast sufficient
to insure her the free control of the mouth; of this," her*
7
1
17.

Cleveland.
Loo. cit.

op. olt., p. 285.

""

~~

‘
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principal river, and to prevent its being under the,con
trol of any foreign power,”18
In order to ostoblish the above conditions, Great Britain
insisted that Venezuela enter into an agreement with her "where
by no portion of the territory proposed to be ceded should be
alienated at any time to a foreign power, and that the Indian
tribes residing in it should be protected from oppression."18
At this time Benor Fortlque died and Venezuela failed to
reply to Lord Aberdeen's proposal or to accredit another minis
ter to St. James.

Shortly after, Venezuela entered upon the

long period of internal strife and revolution already mentioned,2®
and except.for one instance in 1860, neither government initiat
ed any attempt to discuss the boundary difficulty, for the
next twenty-five years.
In 1860 a rumor became current in Venezuela that Great
Britain intended to take possession foroeably of the disputed
territory.

The growth of the rumor resulted in the spread of

a highly hysterical state of mind among the citizens of the
He public.

So intense was public feeling and indignation that

patriotic societies sprang up like mushrooms throughout the
IS.

19.
20.

Foreign Relations of the United States, 1894% p. 814.
The boundary line suggested by Lor& Aberdeen was as follows:
"Beginning on the coast at the mouth of the river ?/orooo,
it runs straight to the point where the river Barama joins
the Ouaima; from there up the Barama as far as the Annama,
which it follows upward to the place where this creek reach
es the shortest distance from the Aoarabiai; then it de
scends the Aoarabisi a s f a r os its confluence with the
Guyuni, following afterwards the latter river up stream un
til it reaches the high lands in the immediate neighbor
hood of Mount Roraima, which divides the waters flowing to
the Rseequibo from those running into the river Branco."
Senate Documents.- no. SI, op. oit., Vol. 1, Miscellaneous.
"see above, p. lb.
•
/

-
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One purpose dominated them all— to repulse the threat

ened invasion.

Dismantled and abandoned forts were hastily re

paired, while the Executive was granted power to begin the erec
tion of a fortress immediately, "on the spot held to be the boun
dary between Venezuela and British Guiana" without the site
21

being indicated,

\

,

TTor did Great Britain stand by and view the commotion in
Venezuela disinterestedly; but, foreseeing the possibility of
hostile acts, communicated instructions to the Vice-Admiral of
Tier Majesty's naval forces in the Vest Indies, to be carried out
in ease Venezuela should actually attempt to erect fortifica
tions in the territory disputed by the two governments.22
However, calmer counsel prevailed.

The British charge

branded the rumors as, "mischievous and maliciously false", and
denied that Great Britain proposed to occupy any of the terri
tory in dispute.

He added, in addition, a warning that Great

Britain would not be indifferent to Venezuelan aggressions
Thereupon, the Venezuelan government also declared that they
would not occupy any part of the contested territory, the
dominion over which was undetermined.

These declarations by

both governments to respect the status quo of the disputed
territory until such time when a formal settlement should be
mode, constituted the "Agreement of 1850".2^
21”.
22.
23.
24.

Foreign Relations of the United States/ 1894, p, 814.
Ibid., p. 8l£~. —
" “““
Cleveland, G., op. olt., p. 286.
In later years . both” governments accused each other with
violating this agreement, The. difficulties that arose were
undoubtedly occasioned by the fact, that at the time the
agreement was made, neither government had a clear notion
of the extent of the contested area.

-
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The matter now rested until 1876 when diplomatic discus
sions wore resumed by Great Britain and Venezuela.

Previously,

in 1857, the Governor of the Colony (British 5uiana) travelled
to Caracas for the purpose of negotiating a boundary settlement,
but he found the Venezuelan government in such a troubled
state that he returned without having accomplished his task
In the same year, an English scientific expedition sought per
mission from the Venezuelan government to visit the mining re
gions of the 'Republic, for the purpose of determining the pros
pects of gold deposits.

The permission was granted with the pro

vision attached that the expedition enter through the capital

'

of the province of Guiana,2 6 '
In 1874 there occurred a slight misunderstanding between
the two governments over the exercise of jurisdiction in the
disputed territory,

Thomas Garret, an English subject, was ap

prehended in the disputed territory by agents who had proceeded
from Demerara•

Venezuela protested against tho seizure of Garret

and demanded that he be placed in her custody.

In contesting

tho Venezuelan demand, Great Britain asserted that Mthe arrest
had been made in places claimed by both countries,” and although
the British government would not sanction any violation of the
26.
26.

Senate Documents/ n o .ri3l. op. clt.. V6IV 1. Miscellaneous.
P* 31.
Foreign Relations of the United states, 1894. p. 816,
Whether or not the expedition ever investigated the min
ing region of Venezuela could not be determined. However,
the importance of the statement lies in the fact that it
indicates that England was beginning to suspect the exis
tence of gold in the Guiana region.

-

27-

territoriGl rights of the Republic, she deemed it improper that
such places should serve "as a refuge for criminals of either
nationality, under protection of the Agreement of 1850«M<^

Two

years later, Venezuela again appointed a Minister to London
and the discussions concerning the Guiana boundary were resumed
through the regular diplomatic channels.
By 1876 the Guiana boundary was no closer to settlement
than in 1841#

For a brief period of three years, from 1841-44,

efforts had been made to settle the boundary; but the death of
the Venezuelan Minister and the forces of revolution within Vene
zuela called a halt to the proceedings.

When negotiations were

finally resumed in 1876, after twenty-five years of silence,
the boundary question revealed a new aspect— namely, the appear
ance of the United states as a participant in the affair.2®
WI
28.

But

Foreign Relations of the United states, 18^4, p* 8&7.
As early as 1848 the United states displayed signs of
interest in the boundary controversy that existed between
Venezuela and Great Britain. Senator Piles from Connecti
cut f in speaking of the occupation of Yucatan, took the
occasion to condemn British "aggressions" in Guiana. He
declared in part•
"I saw this very day an account of their (British) ag
gressions in Venezuelan Guayana. They had some posses
sions in Guayana, which they have extended until they have
absorbed the whole of whet was Spanish Guayana. The writer
of the statement I saw, and who seems to be well informed
oh this subject, says that in 1841, they encroached upon
Spanish Guayana to the amount of twenty thousand square
miles. Since then they have swelled the amount of their pos
sessions, until now they occupy a portion of country one
hundred and eighty thousand square miles in extent
Appendix to the Congressional Globe, 1 Seas., 30 Gong.,
p• lo .
This-statement as to area is unquestionably wrong,
for until 1885, the area of British Guiana was listed in
the "Statesman's Year Book" as being 76,000 square miles.
In that year, an increase of 33,000 square miles was re
corded, making a total area of 109,000 square miles.

88

of equal Importanoe at this time was the changed attitude that
both Great Britain and Venezuela now revealed.

The former

nation no longer displayed the same spirit of conciliation and
compromise that was so conspicuously a part of lord Aberdeen's
negotiations with Venezuela.

On the other hand, the Republic

was now disposed to accept as the boundary of British Guiana
the line suggested by Lord Aberdeen more than thirty years ago,
and instead of arrogantly insisting upon the recognition of her
extreme claim, was prepared to arbitrate all of the contested
territory.

This complete reversal of attitude by the two con

testants toward the dispute brourht about a corresponding change
in the nature of the controversy, which shall now be considered.

29

Chapter III
Tho Change in the Attitude of England and Venezuela
Towards tho Dispute (1876 - 1893)
Within a few months after Venezuela had settled down to a
, comparatively stable political regime, her foreign off loo ad
dressed a oommuniootion on November 14, 1876, to tho Earl of
Derby, with a view towards tho resumption of negotiations lead
ing to a settlement of the questions ponding between tho two
governments.

Sonof do Rojas was accordingly appointed resident

Minister in London, and on February 13, 1877, transmitted a note
to Lord Derby, in which ho discussed tho necessity of a settle
ment of the boundary controversy if serious differences in the
future "are to bo prevented, since the "immense riohos which
are... being discovered" in Guiana are attracting the general
attention of the world.

He suggested, moreover, that Vene

zuela should respond favorably to a settlement that would Uo con
cluded by a treaty which could "be based either on the acceptance
■ :
'
.
,
.
of the line of strict right as shown'by the records, documents,
and other authentic p r o o f s . o r on tho acceptance at once by
both governments of a frontier of accommodation which shall
satisfy the respective interests of the two countries."2

To

this suggestion the British government did not respond for more

2.

Cleveland, G ., "The Venezuela Boundary Controversy,"
Oentury Magazine. 1901, June, p, 288,.
fl.S. Qom. Report. Vol. V, op. cit.

then three years.

The Earl of Derby, to whom the note had

originally been addressedf Informed Senor Rojas that since the
arrival of the Governor-General of British Guiana was expected
in England, he should not oare to discuss the matter until snon
arrival.

Two years later, during which time boundary negotia

tions had ceased and the patience of the Venezuelan envoy had
become exhausted, the latter reopened the question with a note
addressed to the Marquess of Salisbury on Hay 19, 1879•

The

English Foreign Minister, although he expressed the idea, in
his reply, dated January 10, 1880, that England would prefer the
second alternative suggested by Senor do Rojas in his earlier
despatch to the Earl of Derby, requested, in a subsequent note,
that tho discussion bo postponed until the arrival in England
of the Attorney-General for the Colony of British Guiana.

In

compliance with Lord Salisbury’s request, it was not until
September 23, 1880, that Senor do Rojas again ventured to dis
patch a communication to the British Foreign Office.

The note

suggested to Earl Grenville, who was Foreign Minister at this
time, that since five months had elapsed since the AttorneyGeneral® was to have embarked for England, it was. possible that
the voyage had failed of accomplishment.

Senor da Rojas then

urged that they proceed to decide the matter without the pres
ence of either the Governor-General or Attorney-General, and
asked of Earl Granville if Great Britain were disposed to accept
'

3.

'

'

'

•

■

-

*

-

.

:

'

■

■3

The Attorney-General of British Guiana, Hr • Haynes Smith,
actually did arrive in England, but not until November 29.
1880.

-
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''
'
''
"
'A
tho mouth of the River Morooo as the frontier on the coast.
In the midst- of these negotiations the press of Ciudad Bolivar,
carried the news of the arrival of o British man-of-war and a
merchant vessel at the mouth of the Orinoco for the purpose of
erecting a telegraph line.

Finally, on February 12, 1881,

Karl Granville informed Senor Rojas that His Majesty’s Govern
ment were unable to accept the mouth of the Morooo River "as
the boundary on the coast," and suggested that the Venezuelan
government propose a boundary "commencing at a more northerly
point on the coast...."*
67 In reply to this note Senor Rojas
5
defined another boundary lino* which, although it made a liberal
addition to the territory that would have been granted to Eng
land by the original proposal as to boundary, fell far short
of whot,England demanded.
/

.

-

In drawing this line of demarcation

the Venezuelan Minister declared it to be the limit of conces
sions which Venezuela could possibly make to Great Britain by
way of arriving at a settlement.

should Great Britain find

this boundary unacceptable, then only one method remained by ;
which the affair could be settled; namely, by strict right,
and to do so the matter should be submitted to on "Arbitration
chosen by both parties...."^
4.
5.

U.3. Com, Report, Vol. V, on. cit.. n. 297.
See below, p. 55.

G.
7.

U.S. Com. Report, Vol. V,op. oit., p. 298.
Boo, oit. - The line proposed by Senor Rojas was to begin "on the coast at a mile to the no rth of the Morooo" from
which point "a meridian of. latitude" was "to be drawn...
westward to the point where this line crosses the longitude

-
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The proposal made by Senor Rojas, which he had regarded
as suoh a tremendous concession by Venezuela to Great Britain
was rejected by Earl Granville, September 15, 1881, in a note
that had been delayed for seven months.

To this despatch, how

ever, was attached a memorandum which suggested a boundary line
that Earl Granville regarded as a concession to Venezuela by
the British government.

According to the proposed line, Vene

zuela was given complete control of the mouths of the Orinoco,
not because, as the memorandum expressed. Great Britain did
not have a valid claim to the mouths of the Orinoco, but because
Her Majesty’s Government were animated by the desire of bring•■

o

ing the dispute to a friendly conclusion.8
up to the confines of the two countries.
~
" "
The extreme English claim, which England never insisted
upon as unquestionably hers, was outlined by Lord' Salis
bury as follows:
"The boundary which Her Majesty’s Government claim,
in virtue of ancient treaties with the aboriginal tribes
and of subsequent cessions from Holland, commences at a
point at. the mouth of the Orinoco, westward of point Barima,
proceeds thence in a southerly direction to the Imataoa
Mts., the line of which it follows to the north-west, pass
ing from there by the Highlands of Santa Maria just south of
the town of Upata until it strikes a range of hills in the
eastern bank of the Caroni River, following these southwards
until it strikes the great backbone of the Yuruari dis
trict, the Boralma Mts. of British Guiana, and thence, still
southward, to t.he Peoaraima Mts.M
8. Ibid., p. 299 - The line as proposed by Earl Granville in
his memorandum was as follows:
"The initial point to be fixed at a spot on the sea-shore
29 miles of longitude due east from the right bank of the
River Barima, and to be carried thence south over the moun
tain or hill, called on Schomburgk’s original map the Yari..kita Hill, to the 8th parallel of north latitude, thence
west along the same parallel of latitude until it cuts the
boundary line proposed by sohomburgk, laid down on the map
before mentioned, thence to follow such boundary along its
course to the Aoorabisi, following the Acarabisi to its
. junction with the Ouyuni, thence along the left bank of the

sa

lt must be quite evident that the negotiations of,the past
five years brought no other result than, possibly, delay.

It

took four years before England oven entered into a serious dis
cussion of the matter with Venezuela.

And after there had been

an exchange of notes for a year, another delay of two years
ensued before Venezuela replied to the suggestion for settle
ment made ‘by Earl Granville on September 15, 1881.

To all of

the requests that the British Foreign Minister had made for
an answer to his despatch, Sonor de Rojas replied that his
Government had not communicated any instructions to him, nor
could he inform Earl Granville of more than that the proposals
he had set forth were being considered by the Republic.
: *In"an attempt to determine the attitude of the Venezuelan
government towards his note of’September 15, 1881, and to bring
to a satisfactory settlement the question^® pending between
the two Governments, Earl Granville instructed the British Min
ister in Garaoas, Colonel Mansfield...(May 28, 1883) to press
upon the Venezuelan Government to communicate to its envoy the
necessary instructions to act.

Failing to got a response from

the Venezuelan Government, Plarl Granville, on September 7, 1883,
again directed Colonel Mansfield to remind the Venezuelan govern
ment that no reply had as yet been received by the British For
eign Office to his note of September 15, 1881.

While enumerat

ing tho questions in controversy between the two governments, the
British Foreign Minister specified that "as a preliminary to
'";n '! River Cuyuni to its source, and from thenoe in s southeasterly direction to the line as proposed by Sehomburgk
to the Essequibo and Correntyne."
9.
Ibid., p. 506.
10. 1‘here were two other quests!ons for which a settlement
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entoring upon negotiations, it is indispensable that* an answer
should be given to the proposals of Her Majesty's Government in
regard to the b o u n d a r y . I n tho meantime. Senor Rojas had
been recalled, and.the Venezuelan Government, because of Isok
of funds, was unable to accredit a successor to the Court of
St. James*

As a result, all communications between the British

and Venezuelan Governments wore now carried on through the of
fice of the British Minister in Caracas.

On November 22, 1883,

after Colonel'Mansfield had acquainted the Venezuelan govern
ment with the views of Her Majesty's Government, Senor Seijas
stated in his reply that "arbitration" would be the only means
of settlement acceptable to the Venezuelan government since the
Venezuelan Constitution prohibited any power, "whether executive
or legislative, to alienate by Act or Treaty territory which
has been assumed to constitute an integral pert of the dominions
of the Republic."

It was suggested, moreover, that, "inas

much as the Essequlbo line seemed abundantly supported as the
true boundary of Venezuela, a concession beyond that line by
treaty would be obnoxious to this constitutional prohibition,
whereas any reduction of territory brought about by a decree
■■
-- -' : ': ■■.14
of an arbitral tribunal would obviate the difficulty."
was sought by the "British and Venezuelan governments , namel y , the claims of the British creditors of the Republic and
the matter of differential duties imposed on imports from
British Colonies.
11. Ibid., p. 306.
12 • ibid ., p. 307.
....
13. toe. cit.
14. Cleveland, G ., op. cit.. p. 291.
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Consistent with.her position throughout the controversy. Great
Britain refused to agree to arbitrate.the differences as the
mode of settlement.

In rejecting the Venezuelan proposal

Earl Granville expressed the thought that even if England ac
ceded to arbitration and the award should be detrimental to the
interests of Venezuela, the Government of the latter nation
might invoke the above-mentioned constitutional amendment, as an
excuse "for not abiding by the decision" • But, should Vene
zuela be awarded the full extent of her claim, then a vast
territory, long a part of British Guiana, and many British
subjects of the colony "would be severed from the Queen’s do
minions."^^

Despite the rejection of the proposal for arbitra

tion by Great Britain, Venezuela continued to insist upon that
mode of settlement as the only means to settle the controversy.
In a note transmitted April, 1884, the appeal to arbitration was
worded in the following manner:
"Venezuela and Great Britain possess the same rights
in the question under discussion. If the Republic should
yield up any part of her pretensions, she would recognize
the superior right of Great Britain, would-violate the
above-quoted article of the Constitution, and draw down
the censure of her follow-citizens. But when both nations,
putting aside their independence of action in deference
to peace and good friendship, create by mutual consent a
Tribunal which may decide in thd controversy, the same is
able to pass sentence that one of the two parties or both
of them ha ve v ? been mistaken in their opinions concern
ing the extent, of their territory."16
The Venezuelan Foreign Minister, having requested in hia1
6
5
15.

Ibid.;, p. 292.

16.

Deceit.
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note of April 2, 1884, that the English Minister in Caracas
’’have the goodness to think out and suggest any acceptable
course for attaining the solution of this difficulty,"^
Colonel Mansfield made a very interesting proposal designed to
circumvent the restrictions imposed by the Venezuelan Consti
tution against the alienation of territory of the Republic.

His

plan, in essence, proposed the following solution:
"It has occurred to me that it may bo worthy the con
sideration of the President to weigh, whether a district
about the sovereignty of which, since the earliest days of
the Republic of Venezuela, there has existed a discussion
with a foreign power, is to bo regarded as forming so
integral a portion of the territory of the Republic as to
preclude the possibility, within the limits of the Consti
tution, of a ’rectification of frontier by treaty*; I
make use of the latter term with intention and advisedly;
the question appears to me one essentially of rectifica
tion of frontier, for neither in the proposals of Lord
Aberdeen, nor in those made by Lord Granville to Genor
Rojas, does Her Majesty’s Government suggest that the whole
of the territory which, at one time, was assumed to be
comprised in our possessions as inherited from the Dutch,
should now be declared to be British territory.
"As I understand the case, the original frontier by
both proposals has receded in a sense in favour of Vene
zuela, and under the term 'rectification of frontier by
treaty*, the subject may therefore perhaps be considered
by the president to come within the provisions of the Con
stitution."1°
Venezuela found this suggestion as unsatisfactory as the
other plans for settlement that had been advanced by English
spokesmen from time to time, and in the reply in which the re
jection was stated, again repeated that arbitration was the only
method of settling the affair to which the Venezuelan government
I?,
18v

Ibid., p, 293.
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ooula give their consent.19

Arbitration, however, was once

more refused "in a ourt note from Lord Granville," June 19,
1884, "declaring that Her majesty's Government adhere to their
objection to arbitration as a mode of dealing with this question."

20

At this stage in the controversy the discussions between
the two governments underwent a change.

Up until now, the dis

cussions were concerned primarily with an attempt by both govern
ments to agree upon the mode of settlement to be employed in
clearing up their differences.

But, as has been observed,

success was still far removed*

How, a new factor made its ap

pearance to complicate the situation.

The Venezuelan govern

ment had granted concessions to foreigners to operate in the
disputed region,

To do so would necessarily imply dominion

over such areas, which Great Britain refused to acknowledge.
On July H, 1884, Colonel Ilansfiold informed Earl Granville that
the President of Venezuela had approved a concession granted by
the Minister of Agriculture to Hubert Gordon, an inhabitant of
tho Federal Territory of Yuraary.

By the terms of this grant,

Hubert Gordon was given tho privilege to settle, colonize, and
organize a vast territory, extending in the north from the Jmataoa
range of mountains to the range of Paraoaima in the south, com
prising the whole.district of the Ouyurii River as well as other
territory, the sovereignty of which "was in dispute' between
Great Britain and V e n e z u e l a . A n o t h e r despatch dated July
19.
20.
21.
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1884/ stated that the Venezuelan President, by a decree,

hod created a new territory under the name of the MFederal
Territory of the Delta of the Orinoco", and although it wee to
he bounded on the east by British Guiana, the actual frontier
op
was not specified.
This information elicited a prompt reply
from Earl Granville, who instructed Colonel Mansfield that ho
make it clear to Mr. Gordon and Mr. Fitzgerald

23

that in the

event of any territory proving to be English, the concessions
would not be valid.

Further, the British minister was directed

to communicate to the Venezuelan government that the "tacit
ocquiesonoe of Her Majesty's Government in the concessions"
was "not to be advanced by Venezuela as a factor in support of
her claim to the territory in dispute."2^
The activities of the Manoa Company (limited), which had
acquired the cession vested in Mr. Fitzgerald, in territories
and over inhabitants which were claimed as forming a pert of
the Colony.of British Guiana brought forth a protest to the
Venezuelan Government from England, with the veiled threat that
should the Venezuelan government decline to restrain the Monoa
Company from encroaching on British territory, then the Colony
should "be directed... to maintain order by the employment of
an adequate police force
22.
25,
24.
25.

Ibid., p. 31b!
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~
Mr. Fitzgerald was the holder of the Monoa grant which com
prised concessions in the new Federal Territory of the
Delta of the Orinoco."
Doc, oit.
Ibid., p. 318; Foreign Relations of United states. 1894,
p. 822.
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Having failed to seoure the oonaant of England to submit
the "boundary dispute to arbitration, Venezuela, on December
30,

1884, suggested to the British Foreign Minister that the

dispute ” should be presented for decision to a court of law,
the members of which should be chosen by the parties, respective26

ly" •
t 27
ain.

This proposition was promptly declined by Great Brit-

About a month later, on January 20, 1885, Oolonel Mans
field informed the Venezuelan Government that Mr. MoTurk, MA
Stipendiary Magistrate, accompanied by an adequate police force,"
was to "make an inquiry in the district on the east bank of the
Amaoura Biver into-tho proceedings of the Manoa Company" and to
determine the cause for the removal of certain posts planted
by the Oolony "in the east bank of the Amaoura Diver... inas
much as the territory is claimed by the British Grown...
Relations were becoming more and more unfriendly as both Govern
ments frequently protested and mode vigorous and accusing state
ments to each other "based on the alleged breaches of the Agrea29
ment of 1850,"
Senor Quenza, on February 3, 1885, wrote to
Golonol Mansfield that his Government had been informed "that
an armed force, sent by his Excellency the Governor of British
Guayana, entered Venezuelan territory, and making use of force,
26.
27.
28.
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arreated the commissioner of the mouth of tho Amaoura, whom they
rzA
carried off, leaving eatabliahed there a force of polios."
This obt alone sufficed, remarked Senor Quenza, "for Vene
zuela to feel herself attacked in her most sacred sovereign
rights," and in concluding, he urged thet such proceedings cease
and "matters revert to their former condition in accordance with
SI
the status quo in force...."
I
Venezuela now accredited General Blanco as special envoy to
England, After negotiating with Earl Granville for many months,
;
"
"
a treaty was concluded which provided "that all differences which
.

may arise between the High Contracting Parties", should be re■ . . 32
ferred to arbitration for settlement.
However, before Her
Majesty's Government officially ratified tho treaty, a change in
ministries had occurred and Lord Salisbury rejected the pro
posed treaty that had been agreed to by his predecessor.
Lord Salisbury was in office loss than a year when he was
succeeded as Foreign Minister by the Furl of Rosebery.

The

latter, writing to Mr, F. R. St. John, the British Minister in
Caracas, expressed his impatience at the long period of time
' .* '
'
that had elapsed without a clear definition of boundary, and
. . . .

that the interests of Her Majesty's Government in tho terri
tory which England always claimed as rightly belonging to
50.
31.

U.S. Com. Report, Vol. V, op. oit.. p. 351.
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her, mndo it impossible that the boundary question remain any
longer in suspense.

He then proceeded to define "the boundary

of British possessions in Guiana", which followed the boundary
....

'

■■

■

-

:

-

■

•

:

■

line proposed by Lord Granville on September 15, 1881.

After

remarking that the British government still reserved the right
"to insist on a more westerly boundary hereafter..." ho con
cluded with the statement: "
"You will add that instructions have been sent to the
Governor of British Guiana authorizing him to grant
licenses forthwith for gold-mining within the territory
which will be at once marked as British territory, and
without requiring him to withhold the issue of such licen
ces until the completion of the line of demarcation."34
The communication of these instructions to the British Gover
nor marked a further change in the policy of Groat Britain to
wards the dispute.

Heretofore

the British government had been

content to merely insist upon her right to extend her juris
diction over that pert of the contested territory that lay with
in the Sohomburgk line, without performing any overt act of
dominion.

How, England arbitrarily asserted her right of pos

session over such territory, and informed Venezuela of her
intention to incorporate it within the bounds of British QuiGne*

- ;

•

...

■

On July 20, 1886, the Bsrl of Rosebery addressed a commu
nication to General Blanco, to which was appended a "Memorandum"
of the bases on whioh "he was prepared to negotiate".

The first

section of the Memorandum, which dealt with the boundary of
54.

U .5. Oom. Repert. Vo1. V, op. cit., p. 354.
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**•

Guiana proposed that the two Governments should propose to con
sider in dispute that territory lying between the "boundarylines respectively proposed in... genor Rojas ’ note of the
21st of February, 1881, and in Lord Granville's note of the
15th September, 1 8 8 1 . . It stated, in addition, "that a
boundary line should bo traced within the limits of this terri
tory, either by an arbitrator or by a Joint Commission, on
the basis of an equal division of this territory, due regard
being paid to natural boundaries.

Her ’T&josty's' Government

attach special importance," read the note, "to the possession
by British Guiana of the mouth of the River -Vsini, and they
desire, therefore, to stipulate that tho lino should start from
the sea-coast westwards of that point, due compensation boing
found in some other portion of the disputed territory for this
•
'
'
35
departure from the basis of an equal division."
■■ ' ' '■■ '
'- ■■■ ■r
• -■
•^
, .
Before General Blonoo replied to the above note, he ad
dressed , to the Karl of Rosebery, in the name of the Venezuelan
government a solemn protest against alleged acts of jurisdic
tion by British authorities over Venezuelan territory.

In oon-

cluding, he imposed on the British government the fulfillment of
certain obligations, which, in effect, simply constituted a "com"35
plots restoration of affairs to thoir state in 1850..."
On the following day, July 29, 1886, General Blanco de
clined to accept the proposals set forth by Lord Rosebery in
his note of July 20th, "upon the some grounds that led to the
F6.
36.

ibid.. p . 356.
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•
foreign Relations of United states. 1894, p. 023.
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declination of prior proposals.• •

37

Shortly after, General Blanco had returned to Venezuela
and had been once again elected President of the Hepublic.

After

an interview between the President and the British Minister,
the latter, in reporting the results of;the conversation to
the Earl of Iddosloigh, October 20, 1886, included in his de
spatch the following remark stressed by President Blanco:
MI should mention that during our conversation the
President twice affirmed, in a very emphatic manner -- as
if desirous of impressing it on me -- that Venezuela,
though formerly weak, was now (owing to Mexico) strong;
which, I presume, was intended to imply, if Great Brit
ain means coercion, like France in Mexico under the Empire,
then the United States will interfere. He also said, ’on
my referring to the subject, that Senor Rojas proposed
a Joint Commission in 1877 without instructions from his
Government, and was on this account recalled. "38
Relations between the two Governments wore becoming more
and more strained as each insisted with greater vigor on the
unquestioned recognition by the other of their rights to the
same territory.

On the morning of December 6, 1886, the Presi

dent of the Republic communicated a request to the British Min
ister that ho dosired to have an interview with him that same
afternoon.

The discussion at the interview centered around

British violations of the Agreement of 1850 and the determina
tion of Venezuela, in vindication of their rights, to erect a
lighthouse at Barina Point at once. During the course of the
conversation the President of the Republic spread a map on a
table.

After an examination of the map, Mr. qt. John, the

37.
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British Minister, pointed out to those assembled ’’that the dis
puted territory oommenqed at the Amaeura. River, ten miles west
ward of Barima; and in the second place, that even admitting
•*

. ■ -'
•-v'

'
*•

■

'

the neutral line to begin where his Excellency imagined, that
the erection of the lighthouse would still constitute a viola
tion of disputed ground, since the "Point” stood not on the
left, but on the right bank of the Barima River, a fact which
the President denied at first, but was afterwards forced to
'
•
39
admit, on inspecting the map with a magnifying glass.”
Nevertheless, the Venezuelan president declared that if England
would oppose the erection of the lighthouse, relations would
instantly bo broken off• 0
Less than three weeks after this interview, on December
24, 1886, Venezuela appointed a commission "to reorganize the
districts of Amocure, Barima and Guaima, pertaining to the Venazuelan territory of the Delta” , J‘ To counteract this aot by
the Venezuelan government, sir H. Irving of British Guiana pro
posed to dispatch to the frontier a moderate force of police to
maintain order and to provent any further trespass on the ter
ritory, with a view towards allaying ”any uncertainty or uneasi
ness in regards thoir position which the action of the Vene
zuelan Commissioners may have occasioned in the minds of the inhabitants” ,

A few months before the occurrence of these events,

a notice had appeared in the London Gazette, October 21, 1886,_
59!
40.
41.
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apparently released by the British Colonial offiob,‘which de
nied the validity of any errant made by the Venezuelan govern
ment to land or rights affecting land within the territory
claimed by the British g o v e r n m e n t W h e n the Venezuelan Com
missioners had stated the object of their visit to British Guiana
to the Governor of the Colony they were referred to the abovementioned notice and informed that the districts which they men
tioned "wore comprised within the bounds which that notice
established, and formed part of the Colony of British Guiana." *
The findings of the Commission, having confirmed Venezuela's
4&*

Foreign Helations of United states, 1394, p. 826.
notice read as follows:
- . ." ,
Colonial Office, Downing Street,

The

October 21, 1886.

.

44.

Whereas the boundary line between Her Majesty's colony
of British Guiana and the Republic of Venezuela is in dispute
between Her Majesty's Government and the Government of Vene
zuela; and whereas it has come to the knowledge of Her Majes
ty's Government that grants of land within the territory
claimed by Her Majesty's Government as port of the said colo
ny have been made, or purport to have been made, by dr in the
name of the Government of Venezuela; notice is hereby given
that no title to land, or to any right in or even affecting
any land, within the territory claimed by Her Majesty's Gov
ernment an forming part of the colony of British Guiana, pur
porting to be derived from or through the Government of Vene
zuela, or any officer or person authorized by that Govern
ment , will be admit tod or recognized by Her Majesty or by the
Government of British Guiana, and that any person taking pos
session of or exercising any right over any such land under
color of any such title or pretended title will bo liable to
be treated as a trespasser, under the laws of the said colony.
A map showing the boundary between British Guiana, and
Venezuela, claimed by Her Mr jesty's Government, can be seen
in the library of the colonial office, Downing street, or
at the office of the government section, Georgetown, Brit
ish Guiana.
The boundary referred to on the map mentioned in the above
notide is the Sohomburgic lino. (Foreign Relations of
United states. 1894, p. 827.
-------------Ibid., p. 826.
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fears as to the extent of British operations in what was re
garded as disputed territory, the Government of the Republic in
formed the British Minister that evacuation of the "territory
between Orinoco and Pomeroon is required" by February 20, else
46
diplomatic relations would be terminated.
England replied to
this demand by stating that the English government, although
willing to enter into friendly negotiations with Venezuela "for
the settlement of the boundary question" was not prepared to
accede "to tho demand...made by the Venezuelan government..
In reference to the earlier Venezuelan demand relating to Eng
lish accession to the construction of a lighthouse by Venezuela,
the Earl of Iddesleigh had stipulated that the permission of
the English government would.be granted only after Venezuela
should make certain written assurances to Her Majesty's Govern
ment.

This Venezuela refused to do and in her reply insisted

upon evacuation, by the British settlers and miners, and arbi
tration of the territory, else a rupture would ensue.47
Since the British government did.not heed the demands made
upon her by the Venezuelan government, Venezuela carried out
her threat to suspend relations with Her Majesty’s Government.
Consequently, "on the expiration of the indicated time" (Feb.
20) Mr. F. R. St. John was informed by Venezuela of the suspen
sion of diplomatic relations, and of her determination "to pro
test before Her British Majesty's Government, before all oivil45. U . 3 . Com. Report, Vol. V. op, oit.. p, 585.
46 . Loo. oit.
47. ' Ibid .; p. '588. "

”

"

47-

ized nations, anfl before the world in general, against the acts
of spoliation commitod to her detriment by the Government of
Great Britain, which sho at no time and on no account will recog
nize as capable of altering in the least the rights which she
has inherited from Spain, and respecting which she will ever
/O
be willing to submit to the decision of a third power.n
Com
menting on the despatch when he transmitted it to his home Gov
ernment , T/r. TV R. St. John wrote that "there appears little
doubt; that the enclosed Venezuelan note is not intoivaod to
answer our arguments, but to mislead the world generally, and
the Venezuelan public in particular, when it comes to be nublished.M

When the Marquess of Salisbury had been informed

o f the sus pension of diplomatic relations, he addressed a note
to Sir E.Halet, of the Gorman Foreign Office and requested that
the German representative at Caracas be authorized "to take
British subjects end thoir property under his protection
Despite the fact that formal diplomatic relations had been
suspended between Great Britain and Venezuela, the two govern
ments continued to communicate with each other, and the nature
of thoir despatches remained much the same as those that had
been exchanged before February 20, 1887.

The Lieutenant Gover

nor of British Guiana, Charles Bruce, on December 31, 1887,
issued a decree which denied the right of the Venezuelan Govern
ment to grant privileges for constructing a railway to Guaoi4r;
49.
50.
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psti.Gl

This deoroo, which appeared in the Peraerara "Daily

Ohroniolo" •on January 6, 1888, and 'in the "Arprosy" on- January
7, brought forth a protest from the Venezuelan Minister for
Foreign Affairs, who demanded that the deoroo ho either con
firmed or disavowed.

"In consequence of this declaration" the

note concluded, "we shall instruct our consul in your city not
to issue -passports to British functionaries or subjects to
enter our territory by the Kssequibo frontier, or by places
52
or ports not open to foreign commerce
On July 5, 1888, the 'iarquess of Salisbury received a copy
of a letter known as a "Circular to the Diplomatic Body" which
had boon addressed by the Venezuelan Minister for Foreign Af
fairs to the Diplomatic Corps in Caracas.

This circular had

special reference "to a Proclamation of the Governor of British
Guiana, published in the official Gazette of that Colony on
June 2, 1888," relative to the organization of a new district,
to be called the north-",rest district

This district com

prised the territory of. Barima, "against which usurpation"
Venezuela lodged solemn protest.
The .circular further specified that a I?r, B. A. Day had
been appointed as Commissary and had been given ten thousand
E H 'Foreign .Relations of United elates, 1894, pi 830"^
52• U.9. Com» Report.'Yol» V, op» pit., p. 406.
53.
The Circular called the new district to be organized the
. north-vast district. This designation, however, is un
doubtedly on error, for the territory, which was to bo or
ganized by the government of British Guiana lay NorthWest of the colony, although it would bo North-East of
Venezuelan territory.
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dollars by ,th@ legislative Assembly ol the Colony "to defray
the expenses of a permanent pooupalion of that zone, and therein
collect contributions end hold it as undor British juriedio54
tlon",
This Circular, by which Venezuela undoubtedly sought
to gain sympathy for her cause by informing the representatives
of the other nations of the world of the grasping, and gourmandish characteristics of Great Britain, when opposed by a nation
unquestionably weaker, was followed by another Circular on Oc
tober 29, 1888.

This latter circular, like the first, described

in detail the aotivitjes of the British at Berime and added
that "they (British) also occupy Amaoura"

:

It soon became obvious to Venezuela that she had gained
nothing by severing diplomatic relations with Great Britain
and. that, from her viewpoint, the situation had become immeas
urably worse.

Accordingly, Senor !,!. Urbaneja, who had been ap

pointed Venezuelan Minister to thoFrenoh Republic, was also em
powered to negotiate a treaty with the KUglish government for
the renewal of diplomatic relations between the two Governments
On January 10, 1890, Senor Urbaneja informed Lord Salisbury of
his mission, and after receiving a message which expressed
the satisfaction of tlor Majestyfs Government that a renewal of
diplomatic relations appeared in sight, received on February ,
10, 1890, a "pro-memoria" which stated the conditions which the
British government considered necessary for a "satisfactory setM7
56.
56.
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tlemont of the questions pending between the two countries."

57

They constituted an admission by Venezuela of the British title
to all tho territory within the Sehomburgk line— the territory
beyond to be arbitrated; that tho "differential duties...levied
on imposts from British Colonies in violation of Aot IV of the
Commercial Treaty of 1825.. .be repealed"; and that "all out
standing claims on the pert of the subjects of either country
against the Government of the other should be referred to a
Mixed Commission."^®
In answering the "Pro-momorie" drawn up by lord Salis
bury, Sonor Urbaneja not only refused to accept the first con
dition set forth, but in turn insisted that arbitration should
include "all tho territory from the Essequibo", and that England
should evacuate, what he termed "The invaded territory from the
Pomeroon onward in the direction of the Orinoco."

To all of

these conditions England turned a deaf ear and, in addition,
called to the attention of Sonor Urbaneja that a large part of
the territory which the Venezuelan Government had granted to
Mr. Le Mye lay within the Sehomburgk line and was, therefore,
within British territory.

Moreover, a warning was sounded

that any attempt to enforce the concession within that line
would run the risk of collision with the British authorities.^®
His attempt to make any positive gains in his negotiations
with England over the Guiana boundary having proven unsuccess£7 . Ibid .* p. 410;
58 . Loo . olt.
59.
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ful, Senor Urban©ja was replaced on June 20, 1890, by Luoio
Pulido.

Immediately, the new envoy proposed that both Govern

ments should sign a preliminary agreement in which Venezuela
would recognize the jurisdiction of British Guiana over the
Essequibo river and its adjacent lands, while England was to
accord Venezuela a similar recognition of her jurisdiction over
the Orinoco river.

Having signed such an agreement, each Gov

ernment was to choose two engineers who were to constitute a
mixed commission for the purpose of determining the boundary.
Should such a determination not be reached, then the question
was to be submitted to arbitration.

Moreover, while such activi

ties should be in progress, both Governments were to refrain
from exercising jurisdiction over any of the contested area.

60

Those suggestions♦ however, were declined by Lord Salis
bury, with the usual remark that "Great Britain declines to
submit arbitration what she regards as her undisputable ter
ritory."^

■

Senor Pulido, having fared little better than his prede
cessor, returned to Venezuela in September, 1890.

Por another

period of two and a half years the Venezuelan government did
not have a representative in London, and discussions wore again
permitted to lapse.

In 1893, Tomas Kiohelena arrived in Eng

land os the Venezuelan Plenipotentiary, and throe days after his
arrival, he submitted to the Earl of Rosebery a "Pro-memorie,"
60.
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which contained the bases "for the reestablishment of diplomatic
relations and the friendly settlement of questsions now pending"
between the British and Venezuelan g o v e r n m e n t s L o r d Rose
bery, however, rejected the plan on two accounts; namely, that
it involved arbitration, which Great Britain steadily refused;
and because it was "quite impossible that," Her ICajesty's
Government, "should consent to revert to the status quo of 1850
and evacuate what has for some years constituted an integral
portion of British G u i a n a I n

rejecting the .plan of senor

iliohelena, Lord Rosebery suggested, on his part, a frontier which
would have conferred on Great Britain jurisdiction over a great
er area then that which he had once boan willing to conoode to
General Blanco in 1886 and what Lord Salisbury had proposed to
Senor Urbaneja on March 19, 1890.

Since Venezuela had found

tho other two proposals unacceptable, this one was even more so,
and in communicating to tho British Secretary the refusal of
his Government, Senor Uioholena again urged that the discussions
54
....
for a preliminary treaty he resumed.
After on interchange of despatches in which senor Michelona protested against a proposed journey of twenty-nine men to
tho Upper Berime for the purpose of expediting tho works of
tho Dixon Company, while Lord Rosebery denied that such an
expedition constituted a violation of tho territorial integrity
6%.
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of Venezuela, tho representative of the Hepublic terminated all
discussions with the British government with a violent out
burst of anger;
"I laJ on Her Britannic Majesty's Government the
entire responsibility of the Incidents that may arise in
the future from the necessity to which Venezuela has been
driven to oppose by all possible means the dispossession
of a part of her territory, for by disregarding her just
representation to put an end to this violent state of af
fairs through the decision of arbiters, Her Majesty's
Government ignores her rights end imposes upon her the
painful, though peremptory, duty of providing for her own
legitimate defense."Go
The dispute had now reached a critical stage,

in taking

this step, Venezuela most certainly must have realized that
physical opposition to Great Britain .was impossible.

One more ^

opportunity for success' was still remaining; namely, to arouse
the sympathy of the United States to the degree where the lat
ter notion would make the dispute her own.

As the following

pages will reveal, this was exactly the course followed by
Venezuela.

With whot good fortune the United States, which hod

superseded Venezuela in the affair, brought the controversy to
a favorable conclusion, will be discussed in the succeeding
chapters.
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Chapter IV
The Participation of the United states in the Dispute
Little did anyone suepest that when the state Department
was informed by the Venezuelan Minister in 1876 of the status
of the Guiana boundary controversy, that twenty years later the
Great American Hepublic would be prepared to fight the "mother
of nations” over the matter.

For more than twenty-five years,

diplomatic negotiations between Venezuela and Great Britain
had been interrupted.

When, in 1876, discussions over the Gui

ana boundary wore resumed, the United States was also notified
of the affair.

At first, although the United states expressed

her sympathy for Venezuela, she refrained from openly espousing
one cause or the other, and adopted a somewhat modified position
of "watchful waiting"•

To the Venezuelan government were sent

expressions of interest in the controversy, and hop® for an ami
cable and speedy settlement.

To the British government were re

layed messages urging arbitration as tho mode of settlement.
For years, American participation did not extend beyond this
phase, and the dominant characteristic of American diplomacy was
moderation. But in the nineties a change became evident.

The

Venezuelan government was given more direct assurances of United
States’ friendliness and favor of her position against England,
The despatches to England became sterner in tone.

Discussions

concerning possible British violations of the Monroe Doctrine

were introduced In the oorreapendenoe•
more frequently and insistently *

Arbitration was urged

In brief, the attitude of

the United states government became challenging and militant,
ana by 1896, war between the United states and Sreat Britain
was not only possible but probable.
The Venezuelan eeanunleation to the United states in 1876
was of singular importance.

Whereas the message addressed to

lord Derby, then Minister for Foreign Affairs, suggested no
other line than the Essequibo as a basis of settlement, tho
note transmitted to the American State Department revealed that
Venezuela was prepared to relax her insistence upon her extreme
boundary claim.

At the time, the United States felt that Vene

zuela was merely trying to arouse her sympathy and so failed
to reply to the despatch,^

Five years lator, the Venezuelan

Minister at Washington again notified the United States of the
difficulties that the unsettled Guiana boundary crested,

in

this message, the Minister informed Secretary of state Everts
that British vessels had appeared in the mouth of the Orinoco
river with supplies with whioh to build a telegraph line.

Since

Venezuela realized that she wes unable to oppose suooessfully
her stronger adversary she urged that the United states not look
'
*
with indifferenoe on what was being done in south America.
Secretary Byarts, who replied almost instantly to the ur
gent appeal voiced by SenorCamaoho, included in his despatch
1.

Oleveland, G., RTho Venezuelan Boundary Oontroversy,M
Century Magazine. July. 1901. p. 406.

2.
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the following-significant statement:
, "In reply I have to inform you that in viov/ of the
deep interest which the Government of the United States
tokos in all transactions tending to attempted encroach
ments of foreign powers upon the territory of any of the
Republics of this continent; this Government could not look
with indifference to the forcible acquisition of suoh
territory by England if the mission of the vessels now at
the mouth of the Orinoco should be found to be for that
end $ This Government awaits, therefore, with natural con
cern the more particular statementa promised by the Govern
ment of Venezuela,which it hopes will not long be delayed."34
.

In this brief quotation is to be found the key to an un

derstanding of the American position during the early years of
the controversy.

While undoubtedly expressing himself favor

ably towards Venezuela and referring only indirectly to the
Monroe Doctrine, which America was prepared to safeguard. Sec
retary Everts refused to commit the United States to any defi
nite policy.

Months later, the Venezuelan president very in

geniously, though unsuccessfully, sought a more definite as
surance of aid from the United States in his dealings with
Great Britain.

During tho course of an interview with the

American Minister, the President concluded his statements with
an affirmation of the clear and indisputable titles of Vene
zuela to the disputed territory but, "he Questioned her ability,
unaided by some friendly nation, to maintain them."*
3.
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4.

Cleveland, G*, op. oit., p. 406.
Throughout the interview with the American Minister, the
Venezuelan President spoke constantly of the value and fer
tility of the disputed region • There seemed to be two view
points as to the exact quality of the territory. One view
point was that the region was of extreme fertility and value

•6f«»

In July, 1S82,vViith Mr. Frelinghuysen occupying the office
of Secretary of State, tho Amerioan Minietor at Oaraoae was
instructed to Inform thp Venezuelan government that if they

■

so desired t the united States would tender a formal proposal to
the British government suggesting that the boundary difficulty
be settled by the arbitrament of a third power,®

writing again

in January, 1883, Mr, Prelinghuysen repeated his earlier instruc
tions to the Amerioan representative, end while denying that the
United States sought to be the arbitrator, added that oho re
garded this question as a distinctly American one and preferred
to have the matter adjusted through an Amerioan rather than
a European power.6

.

In the meantime. General Uusman Blanco, ex-president of

;

^he other viewpoint regarded the territory as worthless
and the climate insufferable, A typical account of the
second attitude was as followsi
"It is generally understood among people Interested in
mining enterprises that Venezuela is extremely unhealthy.
It lies close to the equator and a great portion of it is a
swamp. Proa this swamp region rise miasmatic exhalations,
making it impossible for white men to live there at all,
and even for the natives very dangerous* Every year there
are inundations and overflowings of the rivers and the
swamps beoome a veritable sea of gasos. ITo white man can
work in the mines for three days without taking fever, and •
it is a region no one should desire to ovm, but which every
body should desire to got rid of. I would consider it
criminal to organize a company to work those gold fields.
The men would turn the mines into a vast mausoleum,"
(Quoted from ex-mayor Hewitt of Los Angolas, chairman of
the committee of the Chamber of Commerce on the Venezuelan
matter, Los Angeles Times. January 17, 1896.

6.

Cleveland, G., op, olt., p. 406.
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the Ropublio, was appointed Minister to London#

whllo journey

ing to London, General Blanco stopped off at Washington and
diaouased with Secretary Frolinghuysen the various objects of
his mission to England*

Following his departure, Mr. Freling-

huysen oommunloated to tho Amerioan ambassador to England, Mr.
Lowell, an explanation of General Blanco's mission and Included
the following remarks:
"It will necessarily he somewhat within your discre
tion how far your good offices may be profitably employed
with Her Majesty’s Government to these ends, and at any
rate you may take proper occasion to let Lord Granville
know that we are not without ooneern as to whatever may
aifeot the interests of a sister Republic of the Amerioan
continent and its position in the family of nations.
: "If General Gusman should apply to you for advice or
assistance in realising the purposes of his mission you
will show him proper consideration and without committing
the United States to any determinate political solution
you will endeavor to carry out the views of this instruc
tion
These instructions communicated by Secretary Frelinghuyaen
revealed a continuation of the policy which the United states
had adopted toward the litigants eight years earlier.

The ad

ministration still refused to commit the nation to an active
defense of either contestant, and s ought to maintain its position of impartial observer, although vitally interested in
hastening a settlement of the dispute.
The efforts of General Blanco in London to conclude a
general treaty of arbitration with England were indeed suooessful, for on May 16th, Lord Grnavilie. Chief Secretary of state
for Foreign Affairs assented to the signing of a treaty with the

77
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Venezuelan government,

In the proposed treaty, the two nations

pledged themselves,to sottlo all disputes that might arise be
tween them by diplomatlo negotiations, falling whloh, they would
resort to the arbitration of a third power#®

However, before

Lord Granville could oonolude the final details of the negotia
tions and affix hie signature, hie ministry fell, and Lord
Salisbury had entered upon,the duties of Chief Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs.8
9
,

Shortly alter taking office. Lord Salisbury repudiated

the proposed treaty drawn up by his predecessor, and offered in
8.

Loo,olt.
Article XV of the proposed treaty of amity, commerce and
navigation between Venezuela and Great Britain read as
follows:
"If, as it is to be depreeated, there shall arise between
the United States of Venezuela and the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Ireland any difference whloh can not be
adjusted by the usual means of friendly negotiation, the
two contracting parties agree to submit the decision of
all suoh differences to the arbitration of a third power,
or of several powers in amity with both, without resorting
to war, and that the result of suoh arbitration shall be
binding upon both governments.
"The arbitrating power or powers shall be selected by the
two governments by common consent, failing which, each of
the parties shall nominate an arbitrating power, and the
arbitrators thus appointed shall he requested to select
another power to act as umpire.
"The procedure of the arbitration shall in each oaae be
determined by the contracting parties, failing whloh, the
arbitrating power or powers shall be themselves entitled to
determine it beforehand." (Foreign Relations of the united
States, 1894, p, 819)
~
"
Before Lord Granville gave his assent to the treaty,
slight ohanges were agreed upon. The word "power" was
substituted for ’’arbitrators" end the additional phrase
"the award of tho arbitrators shall be carried out as
speedily as possible in oasos where such av/ard doos not
specifically lay down a date", was added*
9. Ibid., p. 819.

its stead the draft of enothor convention to whieh he-would
agree #

In this substituted treaty, article XV was amended

to read that the two oontraoting parties would agree to sub
mit to arbitration only those disputes which involved an inter
pretation and execution of the present treaty.

.

The proceedings as Lord Salisbury now directed them were
unacceptable to General Blanco, who promptly refused to assent
to the altered document,

Lord Salisbury, in turn, insisted that

the treaty be accepted as he had amended it, and for months they
dickered with each other without reaching a definite agreement.
At the same time that General Blanco suddenly encountered
a change in his fortune, and was meeting unexpected opposition
from Lord Salisbury, the Venezuelan Minister at Washington in
formed Secretary of State Bayard of the increasing strain in
the relations between Great Britain and Venezuela.

Secretary

Bayard thereupon acquainted the American Ambassador to London
of this information, and in addition, made known to the Vene
zuelan Minister that the "President of the United States oould
not entertain a request to act as umpire in any dispute unless
it should oom® ooncurrently from both contestants."^

She

American position in the dispute still continued along the
same path of impartial participation that earlier secretaries
had inaugurated,
On July 19, 1886, Lord Rosebery, the English Foreign secre
tary, addresseds communication to General Blanco in which he
T0*
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set forth the bases on which he v/omM oonslder the points of
aiiferenoo between the governments whloh they represented.
The proposal as to the bonndary was even more unfavorable than ~
those which Venesuela bad already rejected, end so the matter
was Ignored completely by the representative of the Hepublic.^
By December, 1886, so serioas and threatening had the re
lations between Venesuela and Great Britain become as a result
of what Venesuela styled "freeh aggressions on the pert of
Great Britain in the disputed territory" that an open rupture
between the two governments appeared imminent.

In reporting

about the state of conditions to his home government, the Ameri
can Minister to Venesuela stated that the Republic either planned
to oppose England with force or else file a solemn protest1

11.

Foreign Relations of Dnibed States. 1894, ppe 820, 821.
The clause dealing with the British Guiana boundary
which Lord Rosebery suggested was as fellows:
"It is proposed that the two governments shall agree
upon considering as territory disputed between the two
countries, the land situated between the two boundary
lines indicated, respectively* in the eleventh paragraph
of Senor Rojas' note of February 21, 1881, and Lord Gran
ville's note of September 16, 1881, and to draw a divid
ing line within the limits of this territory and either by
arbitration or by a mixed commission, on the principle
of equal division of said territory, and indue regard to
natural boundaries. The government of Her Majesty gives
especial importance to the possession of the river Guaima
by British Guiene, and wishes, therefore, to make the stipu
lation that the boundary line la to begin at the ooaet
point, and a proper compensation to be found in any other
part of the disputed territory for this deviation from
the principle of equal division# In connection with.the
boundary there shall be considered the cession of the
island of Patos to Venesuela. The river Orinoco shall
be entirely free to commerce and navigation."

with the government of the United States against British
"aggression" •’*-2
la a direst consequence of the information received from
the American Minister at Caracas * Secretary Bayard Instructed
Mr. Phelps, the American Ambassador to England, to tender the
good offices of the United States to aid in a peaceable settle
ment of the dispute, since he supposed that the dispute rested
upon simple and readily ascertainable historical facts.
Pursuant to his instructions from Secretary Bayard, Mr.
Phelps tendered the good officei of the United states on Feb
ruary 8, 1887.

In doing so , he Included the following remarks .

in his despatch:

■

"Her Majesty's Government will readily understand
that the attitude of the United States government of
friendly neutrality and entire impartiality touching the
merits of the controversy...is entirely consistent and
compatible with the sense of responsibility that rests
upon the United States in relation to the South American
Republics. The doctrines we announced two generations
ago, at the instance and with the cordial support and ap
proval of the British Government, have lost none of their
force or importance in the progress of time, and the Gov
ernments of Great Britain and the United States are equal
ly interested in conserving a status the wisdom of which
has been demonstrated, by the experience of more than a
half a century."13
The significance of this despatch is twofold.

In the

first instance, it represents the abandonment by the United
States of her strictly neutral attitude in viewing the con
troversy.

There was now evident a growing impatience at Eng-1
3
2

12.

Cleveland, G,, op. cit.. p. 406.

13.

U.S. Com. Report. Vol. V, op. cit., p, 1.

land's constant refusal t o ;settle her difficulties with Vene
zuela by arbitration, and peeBibly an awakening fear and dis
trust of her motives.

Secondly, for the first time since the

United States displayed an active interest in the dispute, the
administration openly and forcefully referred to the Monroe
Doctrine and.ita principles, by which they proposed to adhere,\
and force other® to adhere,
fh® offer of good offices made by M r • Phelps was politely
declined by Lord Salisbury; who justified his action on the
ground that the "attitude taken by the president of the Vene
zuelan republic precluded Her Majesty's Government from submit
ting the question at that time to the arbitration of any third
p o w e r M o r e o v e r , he held out the hope that the affair might
bo settled by direct negotiation with Venezuela.
While diplomatic messages were being exchanged among the
three nation® interested in the controversy, many instances of
quarrels and collisions occurred in and near the: disputed ter
ritory.

The most notable instance concerned itself with the

seizure in 1803 by Venezuelan officials of two vessels belong
ing to British subjects.

Whereupon, English officials assessed

damages against the Venezuelan government which, with interest,
amounted in 188f to about §40;000.

On October fth of that

year the Governor of Trinidad addressed a strongly writton mes
sage to the Minister of Foreign.iffairs for Venezuela, in
which h® demanded that the monoy be paid within seven days of1
4
14.

Cleveland. G . , op. cit., p. 407.

~

the delivery of the said letter, else the English naval com
mander in the West Indies would take such measures as would
be necessary to obtain the reparation, and the Venezuelan Gov
ernment would bo held responsible for whatever consequences
that might arise.*1*®
The English demands, made as they were in the nature of
an ultimatum, led the President of the Republic, who felt that
the d e e patoh w ie offensive to the dignity of the nation, to seek
the intervention of the American Minister to aid in securing
a withdrawal of the objection able communication.

Although the

American Minister lent his services end was met in a friendly
spirit by the Sovernor of Trinidad, the government at London
refused to sanction any ohango in the arrangement and Vene
zuela paid the money demanded by England, under protest.16
Beginning with the year 1887, hopes for an amicable settle
ment of the dispute began to grow dimmer as both contestants be
came more uncompromising in their demands,

on February 21,

1887, diplomatic relations were formally suspended by the Vene
zuelan Government when England refused to accede to the demand
that she evacuate all the territory botwoon the Orinoco and
17
Pomeroon... ,
This action quite naturally produced its effect on the
position and attitude of the United States Government in the
affair, for Secretary Bayard, writing to the American Ambasoa16 . Clevelandt 0., op. cit.. p. 407.
16 . ^bid^., p . 409.
17. See above. Chapter III.
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dor at the "Court of St. James" expressed his apprehension
that the British territorial claim "does not follow historical
traditions or evidence, hut is apparently indefinite".

Daring

the following two years, the State Department was concerned
with bringing about a resumption of diplomatic relations be
tween the disputants, and proposed, in 1890, to Lord Salisbury
"that an informal conference be held in Washington or in London
of representatives of the three powers.

The position of the

United States in the affair was defined as one of impartial
friendship to both litigants.

,

.

In replying to this proposal Lord Salisbury included a
very interesting, and what later proved to be a very impor
tant , reservation, in M s

despatch.

He added;

: "I may mention that, insofar,as regards the frontier
between British Cuisna and Venezuela, I have informed
Senor Urbaneja of the willingness of Her Majesty*8 Gov
ernment to abandon certain portions of the claim which they
believe themselves entitled in strict right to make and
to submit other portions to arbitration, reserving only
that territory to which they believe their right s'admit
of no reasonable doubt."19 .
As later events bore out, this reservation made by Lord
Salisbury to submit only a part of the disputed territory to '
arbitration, and to olairr. unqualifiedly for England a certain
area over which he could not admit arbitration, proved to be
the greatest stumbling block to a continuance of the discussion
and the conclusion of an amicable settlement •
For a time, the larger aspects of the boundary dispute be-1
9
8
18.
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tween Venezuela and Great Britain were lost eight of as the
United States and Great Britain quibbled over the responsibility
for a statement that had appeared in the 34th. Bulletin of the
Bureau of Amerioan Republics.

The Rarl of Rosebery, In a de

spatch to Mr. Herbert, had Instructed the latter to inform the
United States Government that "Her Majesty's Government are
unable to admit the correctness of the map of Venezuela which
appears at page 122" of the 34th. Bulletin of the Bureau of
American Republics•

"Hor can they admit as correct either the

description of tho limits of the Republic, or history of the
boundary question between Venezuela and Great Britain, as given
in Chapter I of this Bulletin."*®8

After calling to the atten-

l^a• This report is to be found in the Senate Executive Docu1891-92, Voi. 3. " llTie map remeats. 1 Seas., 62 Cong.,
«
ferred to is located on p. 126 of the some volume.
The limits of the Venezuelan Republic as described in
the Bulletin, to which lord Rosebery was led to object,
are stated as follows:
"The Republic of Venezuela, lying along the northern
limits-of South America has a coast line of 780 miles, but
if we consider its sinuosities of bays, gulfs, and lakes,
it exceeds 1,600 miles, or about 350 miles bn the Atlan
tic Ocean, Gulf of Paria, and 1,200 miles on the Carib
bean Sea• Its geographical position is defined as 1° 40'
and 12° 26’ latitude north and 3° 6 6 1 and 17° 21' longi
tude eqst of Washington. On the north it is bounded by
the Carribbean s@a and the Atlantic Ocean, on the south
by the Republic of Brazil and part of Colombia, on the
east by British Guiana, and on the west by the Republic
of Colombia. Its average length from east to west is
860 miles and its mean width is 600 miles. It contains
697,960 square miles of superficial area os compiled from
official records of the Government, and a territory of
greater extent than that of France, Germany, and the
Netherlands combined; exceeding also the aggregate size
of the States of Texas, Colorado, .Idaho and California•"

tion of the Unitei States government tho objections to the
Bulletin noted by Lord Rosebery, Mr; Herbert, in replying,

,

wrote as follows:
"Although Mr* Poster disclaims any responsibility
for the publications of the Bureau of American Republics,
they are certainly considered to be official documents,
and they ore printed in the United states Government
Printing Office."20
nothing more is ever heard of the matter and it is assumed
that the individuals concerned, realising that they were split
ting hairs over trivialities, were happy to lot the discussion

drOp.

;■

The new attitude adopted by Great Britain whereby she
showed a willingness to arbitrate a part of tho disputed ter
ritory provided her unquestioned right to the remainder be
conceded, served to aggravate a situation that was steadily
growing more serious.

Venesuels now began to make more pointed

appeals to the United States for aid, in the hope that she might
secure a more favorable settlement, and specific reference to
the principle asserted by the United States "that the nations
of the American continent, after having acquired the liberty
and independence which they en joy and maintain, were no t sub
ject to colonization by any European power", appeared more
frequently in her messages to the State Department
The appeal to the Monroe Doctrine by Venezuela introduced
a new element in the controversy.
201
21.

Heretofore,' while the

t?7s."Com. Report. Vol. f, op. oit., p. 4.
Cleveland, G., op. cit.. p. 411.

United Statea appeared to favor the stand of Venezuela arrainst
Great Britain, she refrained from ao.tively expressing her pref
erence •

But, as will be revealed in the following pagea, as

the idea that Great Britain was violating the Monroe Doctrine
and openly flouting in her face the "inviolable and snored prin
ciples," began to take root, the United States became more
critical, vigorous, and hostile in her demands upon the Brit
ish Government that the dispute be settled by arbitration.

A l t h o u g h the V e n e z u e l a n difficulties were briefly referred
to by President Harrison in his message to Congress on December
3, 1889, it waa not u n t i l December 3, 1894, that it occupied a
prominent pleas In a Presidential message before the n a t i o n a l
Legislature.

This fact in itself is indicative of the growing

importance with which the United states had come to regard the
affair.

The message, in which the President expressed that he

would seek to bring about a restoration of diplomatic relations
and to induce the disputants to refer the question to arbitra
tion,22 was given added weight when Congress passed a joint
resolution on February 22, 1896, recommending the president's
pg

suggestion to both parties concerned.
The introduction into the legislative chamber of Bernerare
of o proposition for the construction of a road which was to
unite upper Barima with the O u y u n i or w i t h the T u r u a n , became
the signal for another outburst qf protestations against British
5£.
23.
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"usurpation" of territory,by Venezuela.

To the united states

was addressed a most stirring appeal to act with all the mag
nanimity of purpose and character that the interests endan
gered demanded, and concluded with the following reference to
the Monroe Doctrines
"The subject L a m discussing with your excellency
is almost as serious and important to the great Republic
of the Forth as it is to Venezuela herself. England's
control over the mouth of our great fluvial artery, and
over some of its tributaries, will be the cause of perma
nent danger to industry and commerce throughout a large
portion of the New World, will effectually destroy the
celebrated and beneficent Monroe Doctrine, and will per
petuate measures of usurpation which may in the future, in
the case of certain American countries, render illusory
their political existence as free and independent states."6'
The United States government was now genuinely alarmed as
England persistently refused to have tested by arbitration the
Venezuelan olaim to the disputed territory.

Moreover, the grow

ing conviction among 'those charged with the administration of
the government that the British pretensions would not be justi
fied by the faots and would thereby constitute a violation of
the American principle which denied to European powers the right
to ooionizo any part of the American continent, added to the an
xiety and suspicion of the government, lest by negligence they
should miss the course of, honor and national duty.

In the ad

vanced position of the United states the government felt that
it was impossible to be recreant to the American principle of
the Monroe Doctrine.
24.

And since all the efforts of the United
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States to avoid Invoking the Monroe Dootrine had gone for
naught, there remained little else for the United states to do
hut to attempt to seek a vindication of the Dootrine by openly
championing the cause of Venezuela.

But, it Is to he noted,

that in this new role w h i c h the United states sought to play,
"sympathy for Venezuela and solicitude for her distressed con
dition w e r e no l o n g e r to constitute the motive power" for. h e r
conduct, "but were to give way to the duty and obligation to
protect" the national rights of the United states.^®

; In May, 1896, S e c r e t a r y of State Gresham died and Richard
Olney succeeded to the off i c e early in June.

I m m e d i a t e l y after

aeeuming the s e c r e t a r y s h i p , he began to make active prepara
tions for the d e c i s i v e m o v e which the government felt could no
longer be delayed.

After determining the validity of the facts

In the controversy, it was decided to forward a communication
to the British government, "detailing the progress and inci

dents o f the controversy" as the United states understood them.
In addition, the d e s p a t c h was to contain a detailed explanation
of the origin and nature of the Monroo Doctrine, the interest
of the United states in the present controversy and their exact
relation to the Dootrine, and, finally, a request that Her
Majesty's Government submit the dispute to arbitration.^®

Accord

ingly, the despatch was prepared and forwarded, to the British
government ♦
26.
26.

True to its proposed form, the message began with a
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lengthy aooount of the oontro■rersy, its various stages being
traced In detail.

Then, after stating the conditions as they

existed at the time of writing. Secretary Olney precluded any
discussion of tho facts as he stated them by adding that "the
accuracy of the foregoing analysis of the existing status can
not, it is believed, be challenged."
Continuing with the discussion. Secretary Olney proceeded
to describe in elaborate detail the origin of the Monroe Doc
trine, and in a brusque and ungracious tone added the follow
ing comment$
"To-day the United States is practically sovereign
on this continent, and its fiat is law upon the subjects
to which it confines its i n t e r p o s i t i o n . . T h e r e is, then,
a doctrine of American public law, well founded in prin
ciple and abundantly sanctioned by precedent, which en
titles and requires the United states to treat as an in
jury to itself the forcible assumption by an European power
of political control over an American state. The applica
tion of the doctrine to the boundary dispute between Great
Britain and Venezuela remains to bo made and presents no
real difficulty.... it is not admitted, however, and
therefore oannot be.assumed, that Great Britain is in fact
usurping dominion over Ten®suelan territory, while Vene
zuela chargee such usurpation. Great Britain denies it,
and the United States, until the merits are authoritatively
ascertained, can take sides with neither. But while this
is 8o--while the United States may not, under existing
circumstances at least, take upon itself to say which of
the two parties is right and which is wrong— it is cer
tainly within its rights to demand that the truth shall
bo ascertained.
.
"It being olear, therefore, that the United states
may legitimately insist upon the merits of the boundary
question being determined, it is equally clear that there
is but one feasible mode of let ensiling them, viz., peace
ful arbitration."27
In concluding his lengthy despatch Secretary Olney oom271

#.3. Com. Report, vol. v. op. olt.. p. 7.
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mentad upon the inability of the United States to concede to
England the irreducible minimum claim to certain portions of the
disputed territory which she insisted upon before she would ack
nowledge her consent to arbitration as to the rest.
•The reply to the Olaty communication took the form of two
despatches.

In the first, the contents contained a discussion

of the Monroe Doctrine and of the arguments which Secretary
Olney founded thereon $ the second was devoted to e discussion
of the Venezuelan controversy from the British viewpoint.
In the first despatch, lord Salisbury not only denied the
applicability of the Monroe Doetrlne to the present controversy,
but insisted that Great Britain in no wise intended to inter
fere with the nature of tho Venezuelan political institutions.
"But the British Empire and tho Republic of Venezuela are neigh
bors, n stated lord Salisbury, "and they have differed for some
time past, and continue to differ, as to the line by which
their dominions are separated. It is a controversy with which
■
■
■ ,
■■
:: .
:
.
■
the United States have no apparent practical concern." Return
.

■

.

ing to his disousaion of the Monroe Doctrine, lord Salisbury
remarked:
"I havo argued on the theory that the Monroe Doctrine
itself is sound. I oust not, however, be understood as
expressing any aooeptanoe of it on the pert of Her Majes
ty,'s Government, International law is founded on the gen
eral consent of nations; and no statesman, however eminent,
and no nation, however powerful, are competent to insert
into the cede of international law a novel principle which
was never recognized before, and which has not since been
accepted by the Government of any other country. "2®
28.

U.S. Oom. Report, Vcl. V, op. o i t ., p. IB.
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The seoona aespeteh, whioh Lor8 Salisbury forwaraed simul
taneously with the first, reviewed the various aspeote of the
boundary controversy as the English c o m p r e h e n d e d them.

More

over, it expressed a readiness on the part of Great Britain to
submit to arbitration large tracts of valuable territory over
whioh there w e r e c o n f l i c t i n g claims, but added the following
important reservation ?
’’But they oannot oonsent to entertain, or to submit
to the arbitration of another powor or of foreign jurists,
however eminent, claims baaed o n the extravagant preten
sions of Spanish officials in the last century, and involv
ing the transfer of large numbers of British subjects, who
have for many years enjoyed the settled rule of a British
Colony, to a nation of a different race and l a n g u a g e , whose
political system is subject to frequent disturbance and
whose institutions as yet too often afford very inadequate
p r o t e c t i o n to life and property."29
The effect of this reply on president Cleveland and his
advisors was tremendous.

The president became convinced that

E n g l a n d was f o l l o w i n g a policy of procrastination a n d evasion.
On December 17, 1895, he c o n v e n e d Congress in a special session
and informed that body of the text of L o r d Salisbury's reply.
"If an European power,” President Cleveland stated in
his special message, "by an extension of its boundaries
takes p o s s e s s i o n of the territory of one of our neighbor
ing Republics against its will and in derogation of Its
rights, It is difficult to see why to that extent such
European power does not thereby attempt toiextend its
system of government to that portion of this continent whioh
is thus taken. This is the precise action whioh president
Monroe declared to be 'dangerous to our peso# and s a f e t y ' ,
and it ban make no difference whether the European system
is extended by an advance of frontier or otherwise."
in making reference to Lord Salisbury's statement that
the Monroe Doctrine, "does not embody any principle of inter29.

U.3. Com* Report. Vol. V, op. oit., p. 15.
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nation el law which is founded on the general consent of m tion®,n PreBldent Olerelend expressed himself thus:
"Practically the principle for which we contend has
peculiar, if not exclusive, relation to the United states•
It may not have been admitted in so many word® to the
code of international law. but since in international coun
cils every nation is entitled to the rights belonging to
it, if the enforcement of the Monroe Doctrine is something
we may justly claim it has its place In the code of
international law as certainly and as securely as if it
were specifically mentioned} When the United states is a
suitor before the high tribunal that administers inter
national law the question to be determined is whether or
not we present claims which the justice of that code of
law can find to bo right and valid.
"The Monrce Doctrine finds 1 t@ recognition in those
principles of international law which are based upon the
theory that every nation shall have it@ rights protected
and its just claims enforced."
The address was continued with a statement that "the dis
pute has reached such a stage as to make it now incumbent upon
the United States to take measures to determine with sufficient
certainty for its justification what is the true divisional
line between the Republic of Venezuela and British Guiana."
Whereupon, the President appealed to Congress to make the neces
sary appropriations so that he might appoint a commission to
investigate and report upon the boundary of British Guiana.
"When such a report is made and accepted," the presi
dent concluded, "it will, in my opinion, be the duty of
the United States to resist by every moans in its power,
as a wilful aggression upon its rights and interests,
the appropriation by Great Britain of any lands or the
exercise of governmental jurisdiction over any terri
tory which after investigation we have determined of right
belongs to Venezuela*
. "In making these recommendations I am fully alive to
the responsibility incurred and hereby realize all the con
sequences that may follow."80
86.
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With the utterange of this defiant challenge to England,
and to o leaser degree to all Europe, president Cleveland
placed the United States in a position from which withdrawal
would be embarrassing and difficult.
The Venezuelan boundary dispute had changed almost over
night into an international crisis of the first magnitude.
Public opinion in the United States was fast becoming more
antagonistio and uncontrollable against tho policy of England
towards Venesuela.

The message of the president had loft few

loopholes through which either the United states or England
miRht crawl out, and thus "save face",
added to the other issues at stako.

national honor was now

It seemed as if war alone

would be able to out the Gordian knot whioh entangled Great
Britain, the United States, and Venezuela.
In the foregoing discussion, certain forces and conditions
were revealed whioh need be borne clearly in mind.

American in

tervention in the affair presented two distinct phases.

For

the greater part of two decades, the State Department merely
urged both litigants to the dispute to oome to terms by peace
ful arbitration, and tendered the good offices of the United
States to that end.

However, the suggestions of the United

States were declined by Great Britain, who had altered her po
sition from one of absolute opposition to arbitration, to one
whereby she would consent to arbitrate a part of the contested
area, provided the rest was acknowledged as hers.

The second

phase of American participation was one of active interference.

whioh had bedome conditional to the maintenanoe of national
honor and the preservation of the Monroe Doctrine•

The frame

of mind and attitude of the imerloan administration was re
vealed by the tenor displayed in the documents transmitted to
England .
But how did England reeot to the President ‘a message?
Would she back down in the face of the threatening language
used by the American executive or would she call his hand?
The course of events in tho suedeeding days would surely deoide the issue.

What the decision was, however, and how it

oame about, remains to be discussed in the concluding chapter

Chapter V
Oonelusion - The Settlement of the Dispute
President Cleveland's message of Bee.17,1895,, worst like
a bombshell on the nation•

Jingo writers throughout the land

wildly applauded the action of the President, while the more
paoifistio groups wore equally as vociferous in their denun•
■'
’
i
oiations of the executive, his message, and the motives that
led him to challenge Great Britain*

In England, the address

was viewed more with amazement than with alarm, and immediately
the journals beoamo filled with discussions of the dispute and
the possibility of a war with America.

Fortunately, the more

sober elements in both countries prevailed, and before many
days had pasted, the flush of the early excitement had been

d i s p e l l e d and a more sane viewpoint held sway.

But, exciting

as the situation was that the boundary dispute created, our
interest must bo concerned with the more fundamental issues of
the affair.

Certain questions suggest themselves immediately,

as an analysis of the situation is attempted.

What wore thf

reasons that prompted president Cleveland to risk a war with
■

^

\

England over a boundary dispute that concerned Venezuela and
British Cuiana?

What forces led the United states to take such

an aggressive part in the dispute, or better still, why did the
United States manifest such keen interest in the controversy?

in&( .•qual2:jr:'a8'’:-ib&poirtentt -how might the British attitude and
position throughout the contest he e x p l a i n e d ?
The discussion of the controversy thus far has revealed
that the dispute passed through certain well-defined phases.
At the outset, in 1841, Great Britain displayed a friendly will
ingness to compromise the differences pending at tho time, and
had she been met in a similar spirit by Venezuela, the diffi
culties might have been smoothed over during the early years
of negotiation. After 1844, as a result of & complication of
factors involving the death cf the Venezuelan Minister and the
outbreak of internal revolutions in the Hepublic, diplomatic
diecussions were halted until 1876, with the single exception
of the conclusion of the Agreement of 1860.

When diplomatic

relations were resumed in 1876, a new element was present,
namely, the United States*

However, for fully fifteen years,

the United States did not interfere in the controversy be
yond the point of urging Groat Britain to submit the question
to arbitration, or else offering her good offices to that end.
But, in the Interval that had elapsed when tho affair was at
a standstill, the British had undergone a change of heart
and refused to arbitrate the dispute, whereas Venezuela, who
had formerly insisted upon her absolute right to all of the
contested territory, now showed a disposition to relax her ex
treme claims and favored arbitration as the mode of settlement*
As the controversy continued to drag on indefinitely, and Great
Britain became more insistent upon her Indisputable claim to

all the territory within the so-called SohOBhnrgk lino, the
United statea displayed on increasing impatience and suspi
cion of the metises of Great Britain, which was finally cli
maxed by President Cleveland's special message to Congress in
December, 1896#

The events that followed this surprising out

burst by the Chief Executive shall now be examined.
Four days after the President's message to Congress had
created such a profound sensation in the country, his,recommen
dations were acted uponr and on December 21, 1896, a law was
passed which authorised him to appoint a commission for the pur
pose of investigating and rep o r t i n g u pon "the true divisional
line between the Republic of Venezuela and British Galana."*
Information pertaining to the appointment of the President’s
commission was forwarded to the British g o v e r n m e n t , which in
turn cordially expressed a willingness to place at the disposal
of the commission any information at their, command.2

However,

hopes.for settling the dispute by a.mutual agreement;to-arbi
trate were not, entirely abandoned, for late in February, 1896,
Lord Salisbury r e c e i v e d a request from the American Ambass a d o r ,

Mr. Bayard, "that Her Majesty’s Ambassador at V a a h l n g t o n should
be e m p o w e r e d to d i s c u s s the question at that capital with the

S e c r e t a r y of State#"**
5 L o r d Salisbury, in reply, e x p r e s s e d a
I # ' Cleveland ^■G •, op. c i t p» 4:17» ■ " ■
-- The Commission was composed of the following five men:
Justice David J. Brewer, Richard H . Alvey, Andrew D. White,
Frederic 3. Oondert, and Daniel 0. Gilman,
fApolotons’
Annual Cyclopaedia, Third Series. Vol. IV, 18UF7T
”
2. U.si Cora. Report, Vol. V, op* cit,.. -p. 7.
S. Foreign Relations of the United States, 1896, p. 240.
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willingness to oon@nr in the suggestion that negotiations he
opened at Washington to bring the differences between Her
Majesty's Government and the Bepahlie o£ Venezuela to ah ami
cable settlement.

In oonsequence thereof, Sir Julian Paunoe-

fote was empowered "to discuss the question either with the
representative of Venezuela or with the Government of the
United States acting as the friend of Venezuela.
Meanwhile, the Oewlsalon @ on t i m e d its labors, taking
much testimony and conducting its investigation of the contro
versy.

On May 6, 1896, Secretary Olnoy was' informed by Mr.

Justice Brewer that many of the findings did not c o i n c i d e with
certain claims that wore stated in the British Blue Book.

He

requested, therefore, that Secretary Olney uso his office to
ask of the British g o v e r n m e n t that they furnish, for the use
of the Commission^ a reference to the documents upon which the
statements of the Blue look were b a s e d T h i s

request was in

turn forwarded to lord Salisbury who expressed, in his reply,
an eagerness to aid the Commission in whatever way possible, and
forwarded, in addition, a memorandum that had been prepared by
Her Majesty's Attorney-General which' contained "some further
information and observations on the points raised in M r . J u s 
tice Brewer's letter".&

: :

-

On June 3, 1896, Lord Salisbury proposed to the state De
partment a very interesting plan which should constitute a

Tl
6.
6.

Foreign Beiatlonaof the United States. 1896. p. &41.
Ibid .. p. 242.
Ibid., p. 244.
Mr. Justice B r e w e r was particularly anxious to learn
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■basis of settlement of the boundary dispute•

He recommended

that the United States and Great Britain should jointly create
a commission of four members, consisting of two citizens of
the United States and two British subjects#

This commission

was to investigate and examine only two questions of fact,
namelyi the facts which affected "the rights of the United
Netherlands and of Spain, respectively, at the date of the ac
quisition of British Guiana by Great Britain.”

A majority de

cision of the commission upon the two questions was to be bind
ing upon both governments.

After the above facts had been de

termined the British and Tenesuelan governments were to attempt
to agree to a boundary line on the basis of such a report.
In the event of failure of the two governments to agree, a
tribunal was to be set up oonslsting of three members, one
nominated by Great Britain, the sebond by Venezuela and the
third by the two already selected.

To this tribunal was to be

submitted the report of the commission and every other matter
which either government desired to present, and the boundary
line fixed by the tribunal was to be binding upon Great Brit
ain and Venezuela.

To this extent, the proposal made by Lord

Salisbury would undoubtedly h a v e been acceptable to both the
United States and Venezuela, had he not Insisted that in fixing
suoh a line, any territory which had been occupied by British
"

Whether or not there ever had been any actual Dutch settlament west of the Pomeroon and especially at or near
Bar iota Point, To aid the commission in its work Professor
G. L. Burr had been sent to Holland to make a thorough
examination of the Dutch archives.

gubjeota on January 1, 1887, was beyond the power of the ooomission to include as part of Venezuela,
"Great Britain is prepared to a o o e p t c o n c l u d e d
lord Salisbury, "the decision of an arbitral tribunal
with regard to the ownership of all portions of the dis
puted territory which are not under settlement by British
subjects or Venesuelan citizens. If the decision of the
Commission shall affect any territory which is so set
tled, it will be in the power of either Government to de
cline to aooept the decision so arrived at, so far as
it affects the territory alleged to be settled.’1”
This proposal made by Lord Salisbury did not represent
such a radical departure from the former British position ae
may at first appear, for it actually limited arbitration to
the relatively unimportant regions of the disputed territory.
For more than a score of years, Great Britain had insistod
upon her right to the territory within the Sohomburgk line,
but was prepared to arbitrate the territory beyond that line,
which, in effect, was unoccupied territory.

Since the arbitra

tion proposed by Lord Salisbury would thus be confined to the
unoooupied areas, the English claim to the rest of the contest
ed territory, located within the Sohomburgk line, would there
by be upheld.
In rejecting the above suggestion. Secretary Olney found
particular objection to the proviso which would limit the jur
isdiction of the tribunal of three not to include territory
bona fide occupied by British subjects or Venezuelan citizens
on January 1, 1887 *

He proposed that it either be stricken

out altogether or else amended to read, that in fixing such a7
7.

Foreign Relations of the United States. 1896, p. 248 •

line, where euoh oondltlone existed, they should be given Sue
weight as reason* jastlae and the ruloo of International law
would require#®
Lord Salisbury's reply to Secretary Olnoy hastened to
allay the fears of the Secretary of state that ouoh districts
which were bona fide occupied by British subjects would in
every Instance be deflected, without further evidence, so as
to make such territory o part of British Guiana,

‘That the

British Secretary originally meant was that the tribunal was
Inadequate to decide the ownership of the settled regions, al
though it was perfectly competent to deal with the unsettled
areas,

"The settled districts which were shown to be In dis

pute by the subsequent inquiries of the Commission, wore to
be,disposed of by subsequent negotiation,”^
This explanation was thoroughly unsatisfactory to Secre
tary Olnoy who, in his answer, sarcastically conceded to the
British Minister the privilege of making hie position clear
if he had not done so in his first despatch of May EE,

Than,

after an examination of Lord Salisbury's conclusion to submit
only the unsettled territory to arbitration, ho added;
"Oen it be assumed that Her Majesty's Government
would submit to unrestricted arbitration the whole of the
territory in dispute provided it be a rule of the arbi
tration, embodied in tho arbitral agreement, that terri
tory which has been in the exclusive, notorious, and
actual use and occupation of either party for even two
generations, or say for sixty years, shall be held by the
arbitrators to be the territory of ouch party? In other
words, will Her Majesty's Government assent to unro31
9.

Foreign Relations of the United States. 1B96, p,~251.
Ibid., p. E62.

‘~

"strlotea.‘arbitration of all the territory in controversy
with the period for tho acquisition of title by prescrip
tion fixed by agreement of the parties in advance at six
ty yeare?"10
This attempt by Lord Salisbury to find a formula that
could serve as the basis for a settlement of the dispute repre
sented the last suggestion to come from the other side of the
Atlantic,

\7ith its rejection by Secretary Olney, the discus

sions were directed by the American state Department, until,
on the 12th of November, the United states and Great Britain
reached an agreement as t® the provisions of a proposed treaty
to be concluded between Great Britain and Venezuela.

Im

mediately thereafter,'Secretary olney ordered a suspension of
the work of the United states Commission.H
The treaty to arbitrate the Guiana boundary was signed on
February 2, 1897, at Washington, by the representatives of
Great Britain and Venezuela.12

A significant feature of the

10. ^Foreign Halations of the United States. 1896. p. 263^
11. Cleveland. Q., op. clt.. p. 418.
~
12.
Some confusion and misunderstanding has been perpetuated
by historians concerning the details that.surround the
conclusion of this treaty. Compare, for example, R. G.
Adams, "History of the Foreign Policy of the United
States," p. 245; J. B. Moore, "The principles of American
Diplomacy," p. 250; L. B. Shippee, "Recent American His
tory," p. 234; 0. R. Fish, "American Dlplomaoy," p. 393;
P. L. Haworth, "Tba RB&tcd States in Our Own Times,"
p. 221; A. E. Martin, "History of the United States," >
Vol. II, p. 325; J. S. Bassett, "A Short History of the
United States," p. 780; W, A. Dunning, "The British Em
pire and the United States," p. 516.
On March 5, 1896, there began an interchange of cor
respondence between the governments of Great Britain and
the United states directed toward tho consummation of a
general arbitration treaty between the two nations. This
proposed treaty v/as to hind the signatories to submit to
arbitration, in accordance with the.terms as set forth.

treaty was that no part of the territory in dispute was re
served from the arbitration it created, and the provisions
distinctly provided for the determination of the boundaryline between the Gelony of British Guiana and the United
states of Veneeuela;-*
*-^

•

.

any.dispute that might arise between them, and which they
should fail to adjust by direct negotiation. It should
be olearly understood that a settlement of the Venezuelan
controversy, pending between Great Britain and Venezuela,
was definitely excluded by the terms of this treaty; and
although lord Salisbury acknowledged that the principles
of the treaty would be applicable, with modifications of
detail, to the dispute, this treaty oonoerned only dis
putes that should arise in the future between Great
• ' Britain and the United States, The treaty was signed by
representatives of both governments and on January 11,
: 1897, was submitted by the President to the Senate for
approval, which was never forthcoming.
At the seme time that those negotiations wore in
progress, lord Salisbury and Secretary olney were also
corresponding with each other over the details of a pro
posed treaty to be signed by the British and Venezuelan
governments for the settlement of the boundary contro
versy . This treaty was distinct and separate from the
above-mentioned agreement and was not to constitute a
part of the general arbitration treaty that was being
negotiated between Great Britain and the United states.
The one was to be a general arbitration treaty to which
the United States and Great Britain would be the signa
tories. The other, although negotiated by the United.
States in behalf of Venezuela, Involved only Great Britain
and Venezuela as tho parties to the treaty, and was con
cerned wholly with a settlement of the boundary dispute.
On November 18, 1896, the United states and Greet Brit
ain reached an accord as to the provisions of a treaty
to which the Venezuelan and British governments would ac
cede, and on February 2, 1897, it was formally signed by
the representatives of the boundary litigants.
13, Ibid.« p . 4 1 8 ,
- .-; *
....
Commenting on the treaty in 1901, during the course
of a lecture at Princeton University, Kx-President Cleve
land made the following statement:
"The fact must not bo overlooked that, notwithstanding
this treaty was promoted and negotiated by the officers
of our Government, the parties to it were Great Britain
and Venezuela, This was a fortunate circumstance, inas-

On January 26, 1899, the arbitration t r l b a n a ^ mot at
Paris to a@siae the boundary line of British Guiana.

By the

terms of the treaty signed two years earlier, the tribunal was
to consist of two m@m nominated by the judges of the United
States Supreme Court, two men n o m i n a t e d by the judges of the
British supreme court of justice, and a fifth juror to bo se
lected by the four persons so nominated*

In the event of dis

agreement as to the fifth juror, the King of Swe d e n and Wor-

w a y was to ohoose the fifth man, who was also to aot as presi
dent of the tribunal.I*

The arbitrators so chosen were chief-

Justioe Melville \7. Fuller and Justice Da via B r e w e r of the
United States Supreme Court, and Lord Hersohell and Justice
Sir Richard H i n r y Collins, British jurists.

The four jurists

selected Professor Frederick de Martens, of the Russian M i n 
istry of Foreign Affairs .as the fifth juror.
On the appointed date, the tribunal mot at Paris, but im
mediately separated to meet ago in on June 16.

lord Hersohell

having died. Lord Russell of Killowen, the Lord Chief Justice
of England, w»® ohesen to take his place.*
151
4
1
6

The award

as handed down by the Tribunal on October 3,

1890, satisfied neither Great Britain nor Venezuela, though
both abided by the decision.

14.
16.
16.

The boundary line was to start

much as the work accomplished was thus saved from the risk
of customary disfigurement at the hands of the United
States Senate.”
Foreign Relations of the United states, 1896, p. 254.
Appleton#* j K u a l Cyolopaedlo, Third Series. Vol. IV,
1899, p, 845.
The counsel for Venezuela had argued before the tribunal
that the Dutch had no valid claim to any territory in

87

at a point known a® Punta Playa, looatod about thirty-flvo
miles east of Punta Bariraa and thus reserving to Venezuela com
plete control of the mouth of the Orinoco.

For the most port

the line followed that laid down by Robert gchomburgk in 1841.
"England lost Barima Point... and also a tract of unsurveyed
savannah— shaped somewhat like a lopsided pear— lying between
the Wenamu and the Cuyuni, the oeurse•of the latter river,
from its source end round the sharp bend at tfruan, forming the
outline of one side of the pear, and tho Wenaau, from its
western spring to its junction with the Cuyuni— about twentyfive miles east of Urban— that of tho other a i d e T h u s ,
*

Suiana except the island of Eykoveral, because by the
' Treaty of Munster, signed between Spain and the Netherlands
on January 30, 1648, they fHutoh) wore restricted to the
territory.they then held, and were forbidden to make fresh
acquisitions in territory claimed by the Spaniards, but
held by aborigines* The English counsel, in turn, con
tested this interpretation of the treaty. The particular
clause of the Treaty, (Artiolo V) provided for the pos
session by the Spaniards and Butch, respectively, not only
of "such lordshipsi cities, castles, fortresses, commerce,
and countries in tho East and Vest Indies, but also in
Brazil and on the coasts of Asia, Africa, and America,
respectively, as the said Lords, tho King and the states
respectively, hold and possess," but also, "comprehending
therein particularly the places and forts which the Por
tuguese have, taken from the Lords, the states, since the
year 1641; as also tho forts and the places.which the
said Lords, the States, shall chance to acquire and pos
sess after this, without infraction of the present Treaty."
In a following article the Butch are granted the privi
lege of reconquering any territory held by the Portu
guese which the latter took from them and have hold since
1641. ■ ■
The samo problem of whether the Dutch had the right to
extend their holdings in Guiana by conquest and trade
and not solely by settlement was faced by the United states
OoBttisaion that president Ole ye lend had appointed. In
order to determine whether the privilege of conquest
granted to the Butch applied only to the lands held by
the Portuguese, but was also applicable to territory
claimed by the Spaniards, but held by aborigines. Pro
fessor Burr was delegated by the United States Commission

tho dispute of more than half a century’s duration was termi
nated,.

.

The immediate problem nov; at hand is to determine why
President Cleveland worded his special message to Congress so
as to constitute a threat of war to Great Britain.

Could it

Toe said, as many writers later claimed, that the president,
at the time, was making a bid for a third time in office?

17.

An

to study the question. His conclusions wore as follbwa;
1, "It la improbable that, in the intent of its framers
and its ratifiors, the Treaty of Itunstor conceded to the
Dutch a right to win from the natives lands claimed by
Spain.
"It does not appear that it was over interpreted in this
sense by either Spain or the Dutch." Senate Documents,
no. 91. op. olt.. Pt, 1, pp. 73-91.
whstes, ii'., "The Venezuelan Award," The Fortnightly Re
view* November, 1899, p. 793.The boundary lino between the oolony of British Gui
ana and the United states of Venezuela as was determined
by the unanimous award of the arbitrators was as follows:
"Starting from the coast at point Playa, the.line of
boundary shall run in a straight line to the river Barima
at its junction with, the river llureme, and thenoe along
the mid-stream of the latter river to its source, and
from that point to the junction of the.river Haiowa with
the Amaoure, and thenoe along the mid-stream of the Amaoura to its sonrea in tho lastaea ridge, and thenoe in a
southwesterly direction along the highest ridge on the
spur of the imataoo mountains opposite to the source of
the Barima, and thenoe along tho summit of the main ridge
of the laataoa mountains in a southeasterly direction to
the source of the Aoarabisl, and thence along the mid
stream of the Aoarabisl to the Cuynni, and thenoe along
the northern bank of the river Cuyuni westward to its
junction with the Wena*u. thenoe following the mid-stream
of the v/enamu to its westernmost souroe, and thenoe in a
direct line to the summit of Mount Horeima, and from
Mount Horaimo to the source of the Catinga and along the
mid-stream of that river to its junction with tho Takutu,
and theme# along the mid-stream of tho Takutu to its
souroe, thence in a straight lino to tho westernmost point
of the Akerai mountains, and thence along the ridge of
the Akorai mountains to the souroe of the Corentin, celled
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•xaminatton of the offoot produced by the mossago should not

be without v alue*
If wo may take the sentiment expressed in the ’’Los An
gelos Times" as indicative of that which prevailed throughout
the country and typical of the news published by a majority of
the news papers e then it might bo said that the nation was
keyed up to the pitch where it was ready to fight at the "drop
TA
of the hat."
The President was both applauded and denounced,
praised for his courage, and attacked as a "be s o t t e d tyrant"

- - " a gigantic, failure"•

C o n g r o s a a s n ITewlands from Wevada, a

member of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, declared
himself in favor of war with or without:cause for it would re
sult in the settlement of the monetary q u e s t i o n .*9

Sunday

editions of the paper published full page accounts of the
American ooast defenses, explaining thoir effectiveness, ur
ging the need of newer and larger guns, and speculating on
the ease with which a British bombardment could crush the de- *18

18.

*9 "

the dutori rivor.
(Appletons' Annual cyclopaedia. Third
Series, Vol. IV, 189?, p. ufgj
-----A l t h o u g h I had access only to the "lea Angeles Times"
and the "Ids Angeles Express,1’ the sentiment expressed
in these papers was very much the same. However, I did
examine excerpts from papers published throughout the
country, which were printed in the "Public opinion" and
"literary Digest" magazines, and found that the general
tone of the articles followed similar lines to those which
appeared in the "loe Angeles Times". It is for this rea
son that I have quoted from the "loe Angeles Times" as
a representative paper.
los Angelos Daily Times, January 3, 1896,

to\

fenseee20

Patriotic songs were written;21 cartoons depicting

Uncle Sam holding a sorry, looking English lion by the tail
were printed; a special course of instruction on the Monroe
Doctrine was offered by the University of California; while the
ex-Secretary of the Venezuelan legation at Washington sent hun
dreds of thousands of buttons bearing a likeness of ex-Presi
dent Monroe end the words "America for Americans; one coun
try, one flag, one God", to Venezuela, where they sold for
twenty-five cents apiece.

In a lengthy editorial that summed

up the attitude of most of the American Press, the following
words appeared:
"ife want no war with Great Britain. But oar con
tention, as sot forth by President Cleveland and Beore-

20 .
21.

Ibid.. January 6, 1896•
Ibid.. January 12.
•
fEo song was entitled "The Spirit of '96". Words and
music by Hans von Dunkerfoodle (George W. Hereee)
(Dedicated to the "Times Hagle")v ,
"I am the emblem of a race
That, on tho scroll of fame.
When woke the Spirit of *76
Carved deep its nation's name.
; "And oh, the tales of noble deeds
Still make the pulses thrill.
At Concord and at Lexington,
And Glorious Bunker Hill.
Chorus s
"Americans of *96
Sons of brave sires are ye
Uphold the cause your fathers won.
And I'll abide with thoe.
Hear ye, all notions of the earth
Mark well the words I say—
lands offl Touch-not tho Stars and Stripes.
That flag is up to stay."

tary Olnoy, is right— everlastingly right— and will be
maintained to the last extremity."22
Yet despite this clamorous expression of support from
many quarters, opposition to the president was not lacking.
The message had been sent to Congress b n a Tuesday, and on
Friday the stock market reached the verge of panic, with the
result that Wall Street and certain: large business interests
condemned the message in no uncertain terms,

ifor

aid

the

clergy display the tolerance of their teachings, for on Sunday
they vigorously attacked the President and the message.2®
From many sources, particularly "The nation " the executive
was accused of truckling to tho demands of his party managers,
who had urged the course on him in an effort to put' the Demo
cratic party back on its foot, by diverting the attention of
the great mass of people from the chaotic state of the nation’s
finances to a foreign problem.

This opinion, that the Presi

dent merely acted to further his own political career and to
aid his party was particularly widespread among the foreign
press.

"The Freeman’s Journal," for example, a Dublin pub

lication, wrote that "there is no doubt that the president
wrote with an eye to the elections...

g@rr Richter, the

leader of the German People's party was quoted as saying:
"I suppose it is an election trick of President Cleveland.
But it is doubtful if England will back down."26
%.
23.
24;

Los Angelos Dally Times. January 12. 1896.
Rhodes, "0le veland *a Adralnis trations." Scribner's Maga
zine, Hovomber, 1911v p. 608, Part II.
'
Public Opinion, Vo1. 19. no. 19.
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Whatever may be the basis for snob statements, nowhere
are there to be found the foots whieh would support such an
hypothesis.

A man who possessed the bluff honesty of Grover

Cleveland, who had "a courageous sense of justice which Im
pelled him to fight valiantly for a eause that he deemed
right, however unimportant or hopeless the cause might be...
a blunt directness in freeing his mind about wrong of every
kind," would not selfishly imperil the country whose destiny
he guided/4 Wor was he without his faults.

"Sure of himself

and of the right of his position, he had the impatience of an
unimaginative man with any other point of view; he was intransigeaht, unyielding,‘rarely giving way a step even to take
two forwarde"2*

Of such a man, it could hardly be said that

he would wilfully make an unprovoked attack open another na
tion and saorifioe thereby countless lives, and millions in
money, merely to further his own vein'ambitions, or to bolster
his party.

Moreover, he had earlier in the year demonstrated

his moral courage when he sought the aid of J. p. Morgan on a
financial issue in the face of strong opposition from his par
ty group, thereby placing the welfare of the country above
his personal political career.
James Ford Rhodes suggested another possible explanation
for Cleveland's message.

He stated that for a long time Cleve

land felt that England was procrastinating and evasive in her2
7
6
26.

Lingley, Since She Civil War, p. 276. .

27.

Loo. oit.
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relations with Venezuela ana "to he knavishly enoroaohing upon
and oppresoing" the Hepuhlio.

"This idea being in his mind,

Salisbury's cool reply was sufficient to produce an explo
sion."28

Although this explanation appears to be tenable, I

do not believe it to be adequate.

It fails to sift all of

the issues involved or to scratch beneath the surface•
Two likely solutions remain to be considered; namely, to
what extent did the Monroe Doctrine, as a symbol of political
autonomy on the American continent, influence and modify the
behavior of the United States in the dispute; and secondly,
how much influence did economic forces exert in shaping the
course American participation took in the affair.
When the Jingolets in the United states lot fly their
barrage of vituperative expletives against Great Britain, one
of the most widely accepted beliefs was that the Monroe Doc
trine had been outrageously violated by the English.

Even

preceding the President's message by six months, Henry Cabot
Lodge, who was regarded as one of America's prominent citizens
at the time, expressed the views of many with the following
words:

•

"The practical result of England's aggressions in
Venezuela is plain enough. They are all directed to secur
ing the control of the Orinoco, the great river system of
Northern South America, and also of the rich mining dis
trict of Turuarl. All that England has done has been a
direct violation of the Monroe Doctrine, and she has in
creased and quickened her aggressions in proportion as
the United states have appeared indifferent. The time has
come for decisive notion. The United states must either
maintain the Monroe Doctrine and treat its infringement
28.

Rhodes, J.P., op. elt., p; 609,
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as an act of hostility or abandon it ... It is not too
late to peacefully but firmly put an end to these terri
torial aggreaeione of Great Britain and to enforce the
Monroe Doetrine so that no other power will be dis
posed to infringe upon it.... The supremacy of the Mon
roe Doctrine should be established and at once— peace
fully if we can, forcibly if we m u s t ."89
,The sentiments and thoughts expressed in Mr. Lodge's
highly emotional article were echoed and reechoed by other
men of prominence.

The historian, professor John Bach Mo-

Master was equally as vigorous in his belief that the Monroe
Dootrine, or the "American D o c t r i n e a s he chose to call it,
"should either be enforced or abandoned."*5®
Acknowledgement of the principles of tho Monroe Doctrine
and its application to tho American continent was not neces
sarily confined to Americans.

H. S. Somerset, writing in the

"Nineteenth Century" magazine a month before president Cleve
land's message to Congress stated that:
"The Monroe Doctrine is a perfectly fair expression
of tho national feeling of the country. The United States
has always been courteous in bringing it forward, and the2
0
3
9
29.

30.

lodge, H. C », "England, Venezuela, and the Monroe Doc
trine," Worth Arnerioan Heview, July, 1896, p. 667.
While the controversy was at its height, Mr, Roose
velt had declared himself to Mr. lodge in a similar tone.
He added:
"I most earnestly hope that our people won't weaken in
any way on the Venezuelan matter. The antios of the bank
ers, brokers, and anglomanlaos generally are humiliat
ing to a degree..,. Aa for the editors of tho Evening
Post and World-it would give me great pleasure to have
them put Tri prison the minute hostilities began.... per
sonally I rather hope the fight will oomo soon. The
clamor of the peace faction has convinced me that the
country needs a war." Beard, 0. A., The Navy; Defence
or Portent?, p. 53$
," •
""
Public Opinion. Vol. 19, no. 19, p. 840.
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behavior of thoir government oontraate very favorably
with the outrageous honsenoe talked by their press and
by some of thoir politicians."81
For the moat part, however, this viewpoint wae not held
very extensively by British writers on the subject, many of
whom, if they spoke of the Doctrine at all, denied that it
was applicable to the Venezuelan dispute,
A particularly pointed criticism launched by English
critics against the insistence of the United States upon the
Monroe Doctrine, had to do with the unreasonableness of the
American position in refusing to assume responsibility for
the actions of the South American states, while at the seme
time objecting to any European attempt to enforce its will on
the unstable and unscrupulous governments prevailing there.32
A few scattered cries of protest and oritioism against
the administration for Invoking the Monroe Doctrine and becoming implicated in a serious controversy wero hoard through
out the country*

Er-Congressman Abram S, Hewitt, a New York

Democrat aptly voiced the opinions of the opposition when he
remarked as follows:
.
"According to the President our grievance origi
nates in the refusal of Great Britain to submit a question
of boundary to arbitration. There is nothing in inter
national law which requires disputed boundary questions
to be submitted to arbitration, and there is nothing in
the Monroe Doctrine which requires this government to in
sist upon arbitration when either of the parties to the
dispute declines to accept this mode of settlement ,"83
31«:
32.
33.

S. Somerset, "Great Britain, Venezuela and the United
States," Nineteenth Century, November. 1895^ p, 765.
Forster, A,, *^ur True foreign policy," Nineteenth Cen
tury. February. 1896. p. Eli.
— --fuSTic Opinion. Vol. 19, no. 19, p. 840.

But, whatever may he sold for or against the Monroe Doetrine, no matter how.it may be ignored or ridiculed in Europe,
it cannot be denied that it exerts a great moral force in
America.

Ever since Louis Napoleon'beat an ignoainous retreat

from Mexico, after being ordered out of that country by the
United States, an American protective foreign policy over
the Central and South American states has played a vital part
in directing the diplomacy of the nation.

The Amorioan atti

tude in respect to the Tenesuelan boundary was taken in de
fense of a principle, though it might have been far stretched
--"and taken under a quixotic impulse#"^
Throughout the last quarter of the nineteenth century.
Imperialism was;given a great forward push*

The scramble of

European nations for control of areas that might yield raw
materials or else serve as a market for manufactured products,
produced a situation in which almost every nation on the conti
nent was quarrelling with every other nation*

Amidst such

feverish activity it does not seen likely that America could
stand by without being affected or euooumbing to the contagious
fever that raged on the Suropean continent.

Moreover, the

,

last-frontier in the United States had disappeared and a few
restless souls were already looking beyond the shores of the
nation.

Although at the time, the American nation was able

to absorb all of its surplus capital in developing its own re-3
4
34.

This conclusion is here used by special permission of professor 0. L. Jones of the University of Wisconsin, who
had very kindly corresponded with me, and offered to me
the results of his own investigations of this controversy.

eouroee, a few men posaeeeed of broader viaion and amoh money,
undoubtedly saw the day when the United states would bo unable
to provide auoh an outlet, and it would become necessary to
extend their activities to foreign lands.

Furthermore, Ameri

can# regarded the whole American sentiment as peculiarly
their own* to be exploited by them and guarded against foreign
domination*

Just how much of this attitude found its basis in

the expression of a defense of the Monroe Doctrine merely as a
political issue, and what percentage of it could bo attributed
to the "masters of capital" who some day hoped to extend their
interests to the southern half of the continent, cannot be said .
The important fact is that suoh a feeling of guardianship of
the American continent did prevail in the United states*
In.the case of Venesuela, it has been difficult to determ
ine whether or not American economic interests had penetrated
sufficiently deep at the time of the disturbance with England
to warrant their exerting an influence on the government, one
way or the other,

Hor has it been able to be determined just

exactly what enterprises operated in Venesuela, and especially
in the disputed territory, and tho extent of their investments.
But whether or not the Americans were actually operating conces
sions at tho time, they most surely anticipated doing so in
the future, and viewed with distrust and alarm British pene
tration of the region*

Particularly, were they, and the United

States government too, concerned with the possible effects of
British control of the Orinoco River, both politically and

eoonomleally.

The numerous writers who had dleoneeel the sub

ject were entirely in accord in their conviction that the
Orinoco is the great commercial artery of South America^
running ito course not only through Venezuela but also through
Brazil and other countries, and that whoever would control the
mouth of the Orinoco would possess a stranglehold on the com
merce of the continents

In the case of Groat Britain's control

ling the mouth of the Orinoco, it was also feared that politi
cal domination over almost the whole of South America would
soon follow in the wake of commercial control#

one commentator

on this aspect of the controversy held forth the viewpoint
that the true objoot of the clamor for war with "England was to
oheok England's growing South American trade, whio h , unless
checked, would in time exclude American trade#

In fact, the

true purpose was to secure the complete monopoly of that trade
to the exclusion of England and all other p o w e r s T h i s

view

point la bolstered in the form of a similar expression of opin
ion advanced by G# H# D# Gossip, who, writing in the "Port-*
nightly Review" for December 1, 1896, stated the situation in
the following light:
"The United states will not rush into war for the
sole object of vindicating a theory; for, so far as the
danger against which the Monroe Doctrine was direoted,
that monarohial institutions were likely to bo estab36.

Rice, I. L., "The Duty of Congress," The Forum, February,
1896, p. 729.
---- ---Unfortunately, the author failed to oite oithor authori
ties or facts to support his contention and so tho state
ments cannot be given more weight than as being a mere
conjecture by the author#

XishedinAmarloa, is ottnoerned, it does not exist. But,
on the other hand, the oommeroial interests of the United
States ha*® t® he considered by the directors of the fu
ture destinies of that country. It is to its advantage
to cultivate friendly relations with the weaker South
American States, because of the commercial inducements
which they offer on the PanrAmerican plan. These induce
ments, unfortunately, appear sufficient to justify it,
in the eyes of the American people, press, in giving
military aid to Venezuela.

**### * *** ****
MApart altogether from the Monroe Doctrine, the
United States have a tangible commercial interest in this
Venezuelan question. For if Great Britain absorbs or an
nexes a good portion of Venezuela, it is certain that the
people of the United States would make less out of the
territory thus definitely acquired than they would, should
it remain under Venezuelan jurisdiction,"36
The first American concession made by Venezuela of which
any record could be found was in 1868.

This was not a purely

American venture, for the grant, made to Dr. H. IT. price and
others, resulted in the organization of a company that was
known as the "American, English anA Venezuelan Trading Com
mercial Company".

This concession was made with a view to se

cure the colonization of all vacant lands in the State of
Guyuana and the district of Amazon.

The terms:granted were

exceedingly liberal.. Uot only was the company to enjoy the
right to all mineral and vegetable products found on the land
but was,also to be exempt from important import and export
duties by which salt, iron, machinery were to be taken in
free, and cotton and tobacco exported free of duty,

in addi

tion, the company had the privilege of building a fort and of
36.

Gossip, G. H. D., "England In Ulouaragua and Venezuela
from an American Point of View," Fortnightly Review,
p. 840, December 1, 1895.
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oonatrnoting railroad and telegraph oommuniaationa
The oonoeaeion which had been made to Messers• Fitz
gerald and Turnbull, American citizens, by Venezuela in 1884,
has already been discussed.

This grant, which was to be uti

lized by an American company fThe Monoa Company) was eventually
withdrawn by Venezuela beoaaee of vigorous British protest,3®
What appeared to be an exceptionally important concession
was made by the Venezuelan government early in April, 1896, to
an American syndicate which included the Messrs. Grant, Fisher,
and Bowman— all prominent American citizens.

This grant, which

covered an area of 16,000,000 acres, was located at the mouth
of the Orinoco, on the border of British Guiana, extending
126 miles south and from 15 to 60 miles east.

It was believed

at the time that the lands were enormously rich in minerals,
mahogany, rosewood, and dyewoods.

As far as oould bo deter

mined, the above-named members of the syndicate wore some of
the wealthiest persons in the United States,

Mr. Grant was a

wealthy contractor of Faribault, Minnesota, while Fisher had
been a manager of the Duluth and Winnipeg Hallway Company, and
Bowman a Grand Rapids hanker.

In addition to the concession

on the mainland Which the syndicate secured, they also ob
tained the right to mine asphalt on a small island near Trini
dad.

Over the whole of this grant the President of Venezuela

guaranteed the syndicate absolute control.
The fact that this concession was situated in the heart
S7T
38.

American Annual Cyclopaedia, 1866, Vol. VIII. p. 767.
See above, p. 36.
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of the disputed territory and that the termo of the grant, by
which the Americans acquired control over the region indicated,
were so favorable, would lead one to suspect the motives of the
Venezuelan government in parcelling out such vast areas.

It

is impossible, of course, to make on absolute assertion on this
point.

But, it should be noted, that it was intimated at the

time, that in tho event of a conflict, the United states would
• •
find herself obligated to render assistance to Venezuela if
the Monroe Doctrine were to remain in force, and the millions
of dollars that the concession represented, end which were in
the hands of American citizens, were to be safeguarded.

Mere

ly by granting this concession, Venezuela had hoped to inter
weave her interests with those of the United states and thus
greatly increase the responsibilities of the American govern
ment
Further evidence relating to Amer i c a n investments in Vene
zuela was brought to light in an article that was written by
W . Yates Perot, a former resi d e n t of British Guiana, in the
"Los Angeles Times" for February 2, 1896,

Discussing the in

security of life and property u n d e r the Venezuelan rule, the
author went on to say:4®
"I would mention a oase of Y. Morris Perot of Phila
delphia,... who was president of a gold mine In Vene
zuela, which was entirely subscribed to by Philadelphia
eapital# Tho mine was a paying one and there was a sur
plus of $150,000 lying to their credit at their bankers
in Philadelphia• The directors decided to increase their3
0
4
9
39, ! Gossip, G, H. D ., op, oit,, p. 833.
40, Los Angelos Times. February 2, 1896.
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plant, and ©riered 80 stamps to be shipped to the mine.
In the meantime Gusman Blanoo east onvious eyes on the
property and made severel offers for it, which were de
clined • Their superintendent was next got at, with the
result that the 80 stamps wore dumped into the Orinoco
Elver, whore they lay for six months before they oould
be taken out. At great expense the stamps were finally
put in place, when the whole mine caved In on them....
During Mr. Perot’s absence from Venezuela, General pulgar, acting for Gusman Blanoo, bought in the mine at a
forced sale on some fictitious ground. Mr. Perut, an
American citizen, at once wont to Venezuela and protested
again®t this high-handed action and was thrown into prison
from which he was only released by the good offices of
the English consul, and was glad to get out of the coun
try with bis life.”
With the exception of the few instances cited, no other
evidence pertaining to American economic activity in Venezuela
or the disputed region oould be ascertained.

Even if other

interests were present, it would remain to prove that the pro
tection of suoh interests was responsible for the belligerent
attitude assumed by the United states towards Great Britain.
An exact estimate of the value of the American Investments is
also difficult to determine.

It is not unlikely "that the com

panies that were operating in the region were fly-by-night or
small undertakings operating without concessions and not mak
ing claim to title in the l a n d s . T h i s ,

however, fails to

adequately explain tho situation, for the three instances
noted, if authentic, reveal that the claims had a legal basis
and involved.millions of dollars.

Furthermore, it had been

claimed by one author that in order to strengthen their claims
for protection upon the United states, the Central and south
American states have pursued the policy of entangling their
517

Professor d . L . J o n o s , op. oit.

interests with those of the great Republic, so as to make it a
matter of deep 00B@@rn to the people of the United States
should any European- power attack them.

(This movement is car

ried out through the medium of granting concessions to Ameri
can corporations, whose security might be threatened by Ruro40
■
pean domination*
Granted, however, that such be the case,
there is no evidence to prove that American concession holders
operating in Venezuela or the d i s p u t e d region sought the aid of
their government to prevent England from assuming control of
the mouth of the Orinoco and the adjacent territory.

In the

United States, the sentiment and feeling as expressed, seemed
to point to the fact that economic interests were unalterably
opposed to the President’s position.

The effect of the mes

sage on Wall Street has already been noted.

Grover Cleveland,

himself, in commenting on the patriotism of the people during
the height of the controversy deliberately stated that oppo
sition to hie assertion of the Monroe Doctrine came from "the
timid ones who feared personal financial loss"•

An interest

ing, common tary on the matter is furnished by the "nation",
which quoted from a circular that had been drawn up by Dow,
Jones and Co. and which read in part;
"Some of the people who have been quoted as favoring
war measures, say privately that it does not do to appear
unpatriotic, but they personally think 0 great mistake
has been made. At the Union League Club last night, a
gentleman who made inquiries found the sentiment almost
universal that a greet mistake had been made, and that the
language used by the President was entirely out of keep
ing with the subject."***
3
4
4&.
43.

Gossip, G. H. D>. op. oit., p. 8&0.
Ration. D e c e m b e r 26, 16^5, p. 459,
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Thna, a n y ovaluation of the Amorloan attitude towards
the c o n t r o v e r s y oannot lay too much emphasis, if any, on the
desire of the A m e r i o a n g o v e r n m e n t to safeguard Amerioan invest
ments in Venezuela, for the evidence has not been available
which would permit of such an assertion#
Disregarding the great mass of jingo writers who u r g e d a
war with Great B r i t a i n m e r e l y beea u s e they were so constituted,
mentally, it is folt that the motives underlying Cleveland's
message were entirely honorable and idealistic.

There does

not seem to be a n y doubt in my mind but what president Cleve
land , at the time, felt that he was upholding the "sacred"
principles of the Monroe Doctrine.

That his utterances may

have been colored by a growing suspicion and fear of European
imperialistic activity— with which the period was eaturated-does not in any way detract from the singleness of purpose

that prompted his declaration.

He, in his own mind, was con

vinced of the righteousness and justice of his position, and
he was prepared to oarry out his decision.

It was the belief,

then, that Aaeriea must safeguard her Monroe Doctrine that
underlay the diplomatic position assumed by the administration.
The English position throughout the controversy also fell
into two distinct phases.

At the outset, the willingness to

compromise was a oharaotoristlo of tho policy followed by the
English Foreign Office, which, unfortunately, was not shared
at tho time b y the Venezuelan officials•

But, beginning with

1876, the English suddenly became dogmatic in their refusal
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to submit the question to arbitration,
been s o , it is difficult to say.44

why this should have

Surely it oannot be olalraed

that the extension of British economic interests in tho dis
puted region mould be responsible for euoh a ohangod attitude.
In the first place, it was not until ton years later, at the
least, that British proapeotors and capital began to pene
trate into the Yuruari and Ouyuni regions •

Secondly, even

after penetration had taken place, the extent could not ac
curately be ascertained, but it is doubtful if it ever assumed
immense proportions•
Certain British enterprises did, however, operate in the
disputed region.

Since the rupture with Venezuela, in 1887,

British miners advanced up the Ouyuni river "beyond the gohomburgk line until they have reached the district of the Callao
mine, owned in great part by the English firm of Rothschild,
which has long been worked, producing $30,000,000, by a company
that holds its concession from and pays royalties to the Vene
zuelan government."45
44,

The changed British attitude at this time, I believe,
was due to the following cause. Prior to 1876 the Brit
ish foreign policy was not strongly imperialistic.
While it is true that England had extended the scope of
her influence and increased the number of her possessions,
it had oomo about mainly through the activities of indi
viduals and the penetration of capital in foreign terri
tories, without government encouragement. After those ole
dents had established themselves in various regions, the
British government would follow.. There had been no con
scious policy of expansion that the British government had
pursued. In 1874 Benjamin Disraeli became Prime Minister.
It is in tho activities and policies of this one man that
the key to the whole situation is to be found• Before he
resigned from his office he had committed England to a
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It was not until March 19, 1889, however, that the Brit
ish Government ventured to errant assurance to the holders of
land and mining concessions in the contested areas, that their
title to their grants would be upheld.

At the time, Viscount

Gormans.ton, the Governor of British Guiana, openly declared
that no doubt need exist as to security so far as the territory
within the Sohomburgk line was concerned.
probably the richest of the gold fields and the one in
which the British had expended the most capital, was in the
Berime region.

This district was made accessible to the

colonists of British Guiana by the establishment of regular
steamship service, which connected it with Georgetown•

Two

railroad projects were under construction which were to run
directly to the site of the mining operations, whore crushing
machinery had been installed to treat the quartz deposits.;
Capital to exploit the region was not floated in the colony
but many companies were organized and financed wholly in Eng
land.46

:

■

':

. .

Further we'st, in the Yurneri district which borders on
settled Venezuelan territory, English mining claims have also
been established end have practically covered the whole re-

46.
46.

vigorous imperialistic policy that future prime ministera
have continued. Be was in office at the time, when, in
1876, England revealed her changed attitude toward the
Venezuelan dispute. And as a result of his influence
7
England remained intractable throughout the controversy. '
Appletons1 Annual Cyclopaedia, 1896, New series, Vol. XX,
p. H 6 .
'
'
Appletons' Annual Cyclopaedia, 1896, Third Series, Vol. I,
p • 800 •
- ■
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gion.474
8
Opposed to such glowing accounts of wealth and develops
ment are the statements of a host of writers whose views were
identical to those expressed by Mr. P. Comyn in the nineteenth
Century aagesine for March, 1896.

With the aid of statistics,

he attempted to prove that mining in Guiana was unprofitable
because the quartz failed to yield a sufficient qnantlty of
payable gold.

In addition, the sugar Industry of Guiana had

been rained by the ascendancy of beet sugar, and that the woods
of the region, of greater specific gravity than water, could
not be

-rafted, and formed "tacoubas”, or fixed snags, in the

rivers,4®
On the basis of this fragmentary data, it seems more
plausible to conclude that prior to 1896 the English attitude
was determined, not so much by the weight of investments already
made in the Guiana territory, but by the anticipation of an
increased value of the contested region some time in the future.
Nor was this attitude startlingly different from the tradi
tional viewpoint whloh Great Britain always held towards her
47.

Appletons1 Annual Cyclopaedia, 1896. Vol. XX. op. oit,.
p. 746. ,
;
48. Comyn, F., "The Seamy Side of British Guiana,M Nineteenth
Century. March, 1896, p. 397.
'
A s late as September, 1895, Mr. Chamberlain sought tp
interest British capitalists to invest in the north-west
regions of British Guiana, where gold might be worked to
the best advantage. Wot only did he fail to interest
' capitalists in Guiana in the project but even after a
provisional board of directors was formed for the purpose
of organizing a company, the small sum of 100,000 pounds
could not be raised, Mates, H., "The Venezuelan Award,"
Fortnightly Review; November. 1899, p. 801.
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It oan readily be seen to be the aamo as tho policy

which »he pureaod In India centarloa earlier and which ehe now
upheld, not only In Venezuela but also in south Africa and
Persia,

The British Government was anxious to support the

claims of the Britishers in Guiana because it conformed to
the traditional Imperialistic policy that had always charac
terised her relations with other nations; and because, in this
instance, it would have meant an extension of her territorial
holdings.

This imperialistic tendency was manifested in many

ways throughout the controversy; chiefly, however, by the in
creased. pretensions to territory that appeared on the various
maps that were issued, and by her strenuous insistence upon
her unquestioned Jurisdiction over great areas of the contest
ed territory.

To what extent economic forces within Outana

and Great Britain influenced the action of the government can
not be definitely stated, though, it is indeed easy to over
estimate. their importance.

In relation to the Venezuelan dis

pute, it is my strong belief that the British position through
out the latter years of the controversy, especially, is to be
explained on no other basis than as being a continuation of
a doctrinaire policy traditionally followed by the British
government.
The question might here he posed;

"Why did Rngland con

sent to arbitration in 1896 after vigorously resisting for
twenty years any attempt to settle the dispute by suoh means?"
While the political events on the European continent, and

.
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throughont the rest of the world, at the time, must be seri
ously considered, ani the feet that sngland began to realize
her diplomatic isolation is not without importance, these con
ditions, by themselves, are insufficient to explain the sudden
willingness of England to arbitrate her Venezuelan controver
sy.

Instead, the answer is to be found in the doctrinaire

policy which had been developing for many years that no matter
what might happen a war with the United States must be avoided
at all costs •
Briefly, this was the situation that confronted the Brit
ish government in 1896•

Throughout the last twenty years of

the controversy the English position was unalterably opposed
to arbitrating the dispute.

Even though the United states was

now an active participant in the affair, the British stand re
mained unchanged.

But as the controversy approached the fate

ful year of 1896 and the attitude of the United states became
more menacing and unfriendly, the English relaxed, somewhat,
their opposition to arbitration#

Finally, when her relations

with the United States had almost reached the breaking point,
England consented to arbitration.

The British government had

insisted upon their claims in Guiana and stressed their view
point of the affair until suoh time when continued opposition
to the stand adopted by the United States would have meant a
war with the latter nation.

Then, having failed to achieve

that for which they contended., they yielded to the pressure of
the United States rather than become involved in a war, even
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though it might mean the abandonment of the position they had
maintained in the controversy for two decades.
The order to demarcate the boundary as laid down by the
Paris Tribunal was executed in 1904 when Venezuelan and Brit
ish representatives met for that express purpose• TTo diffi
culties wore encountered until it was discovered that Mount
Roraima, which had been decided upon as a boundary mark, had
many peaks, so that ah astronomical calculation had to be made
by the survey party in order to decide which would be the
right one,

Several years later, a surveyor showed that the

wrong summit had been chosen; it having been put in the South
west instead of the Southeast.

As a result, another commis

sion was appointed in 1952, and this time it included a repre
sentative from Brazil to see that none of her territory should
be accidentally lost.

Finally, after an elaborate calculation,

a site was agreed upon and a pillar six feet high on a concrete
foundation was set upon the determined spot.
All that remains now is for the British Parliament and
the Venezuelan Congress to formally ratify the agreement about
the location of the pillar, and the century of argument which
caused a tri-partite international crisis will pass into his-

49.

New.York Times. March 12, 1933.
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