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MONROE DOCTRINE

President Cleveland’s Message to
Congress—Protest Against Bri-
tain’s Attitnde in Venezuela.

Lord Salisbury’s Dispatch Repudiat-
ing the Application of the Prin-
ciple to Present Conditions.

WasaiNGTON, Dec. 17.—The Presi-
dent’s mesgage on the Venezuelan ques-
tion occupied the main attention of the
genate during its brief session. Secretary
Cox read the document amid impressive
silence, the senators following every
word with intense interest. The con-
cluding sentence of the message had no
sooner been read than a demonstration
oceurred almost unparalleled in the his-
tory of the upper chamber of congress,
senators on both sides of the chamber
joining in their expressions of approval
by loug-continued hand-clapping, Mr.
Chandler (Rep.) leading in the demon-
stration on the Republican side. It was,
indeed, an innovation to the usual
decorum of the senate, where senators
seldom give vent to their feelings by ap-
plause. The veterans of the senate say
1t was the most spontaneous demonstra-
tion in their recollection. The message
and accompanying documents were re-
ferred to the committee on foreign rela-
tions, and at 1:15 the senate adjourned.

The following is

THE PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE.

In the annual message addressed to
Congress on the 3rd instant, I called at-
tention to the pending boundary contro-
versy between Great Britain and the
republic of Venezuela, and recited the
substance of the representations made
by this government to Her Majesty’s
government, suggesting reasons why
such disputes should be submitted to
arbitration. The answer of the British
government, which was then awaited,
has since been received and is embodied
in two communications.

One of these communications is de-
voted exclusively to observations upon
the Monroe doctrine, and claims that in
the present instance a new and strange
extension and development of this doe-
trine is insisted on by the United States ;
that the reasons justifying an appeal to
the doctrine enunciated by President
Monioe are generally inapplieable to
the state of things in which we live at
the present day, and especially inap-

licable to the controversy involving the

undary line between Great Britain
and Venezuela.

Without attempting to-extend the ar-
gument in reply to these positions it
may not be amiss to suggest that the
doctrine on which we stand is strong and
sound, because its enforcement is impor-
tant to our peace and safety asa nation.
This doctrine was intended to apply to
every stage of our mational life, and it
cannot become obsolete while the repub-
lic endures.

If the balance of power is justly a
cause for jealous anxiety among the gov-
ernments of the old warld, and a subject
for our absolute non-interference, none
the less is the observance of the Monroe
doctrine of vital eoncern to our people
and their government; if a European
power, by the extension of its bound-
aries, takes possession of the territory
of one of our neighbering republics
against its will and in derogation of its
rights, it js difficult to see why to that
extent such European power does not
attempt to extend its system of govern-
ment to that portion of this continent
which is thus taken: This isthe precise
action which President Monroe declared
dangerous to our peace and safety, and
it can make no difference whether the
European system isextended by the ad-
vance of frontier or otherwise.

It is also suggested in the British re-
ply that we should not seek to apply the
Monroe doctrine to the pending dispute,
because it does not embody any princi-
ple of international law which is found-
ed on the general consent of nations;
also that no statesman, however emin-
ent, no nation, however powerful, is
competent to insert in the code of inter-
national law a nowel principle which
was never recognized before, and which
has not since been accepted by the gov-
ernment of any other country. Practic-
ally, the principle for which wegcontend
has a peculiar, if not an exclusive, re-
lation to the United States. It may
not have been admitted in so many
words to the code of intprnational law,
but since the creation of international
councils every nation is entitled to it.

If the enforcement of the Monroe doc-
trine is something we may justly claim,
it has its place in the code of interna-
tional law as certainly and as surely as
if specifically mentioned ; and when the
United States is a suitor before the high
tribunal which administers international
law, the question to be. determined is
whether or not we present claims whieh
the justice of that code of law ean find
to be right and valid. The Monroe doc-
trine recognizes those principles of inter-
national law, which are based upon the
theory that every nation shall have its
rights protected and its just claime en-
foreed. .

Of course this goverrment is entirely
confident that under the sanction of this
doctrine we have clear rights and un-
doubted claims. Nor is this ignored in
the British reply. The British prime
minister, while not admitting that the
Monroe doctrine is applicable to the
present conditions, says: * In declaring
that the United States would resist an
such enterprise, if contemplated, Presi-
dent Monroe adopted a policy which re-
ceived theentire sympathy of the British

overnment of that date.”” He further

eclares: ‘‘Though the language of
President Monroe is directed to the at-
tainment of objects which most English-
men would agree to be salutary, it is im-
possible to admit that they have been
inscribed by any adequate authority in
the code of international law.”’ .

Her Majesty’s government concur with
the view which President Monroe ap-
parently entertained, to the effect that
any disturbance of the existing territor-
ial distribution of this hemisphere by
any fresh acquisition on the part of any
European state would be a hlghly inex-
pedient change. In the belief that the
doctrine for which we contend is clear
and definite, that it is founded upon
substantial considerations and involves
our safety and welfare, is fully applicable
to our present conditions and to the state
of the world’s progress and that it was
directly related to the pending contro-

versy, without any conviction as to the
final merits of the dispute; but anxious
to learn in ‘& gatisfactory, conclusive
manner whether Great Britain sought
under the claim of boundary to extend
her possession an this continent without
right or whether she. merely sought
possession of territory fairly ~included
within her lines of ownership, this gov-
ernment proposed to Great Britain to
resort to arbitration as a proper means
of settling the question.

It will be seen from the correspon-
dence herewith submitted that this pro-
position has been declined by the Brit-
ish government, upon grounds which,
in the circumstances, seem to me to be
far from satisfactory. It is deeply dis-
appointinithat such an appeal, actu-
ated by the most friendly feeling to-
wards both the nations directly con-
cerned, addressed to the sense of justice
and magnanimity of one of the great
powers of the world,, touching its rela-
tions to one comparatively weak and
small, should have produced no better
results. The course to be pursued by
this government, in view of present con-
ditions, does not appear to admit of

serious doubts. Having labored faith-
fully for many years toinduce Great Brit-
ain to submit this dispute to impartial
arbitration, having been now finally ap-
praised of her refusal to do so, nothing
remains but to accept the situation, to
recognize its requirements and deal
with it accordingly. Great Britain’s
proposition not having been regarded as
admissable by Venezuela, though any
adjustment of boundary which that
country may deem for her advantage
and may enter into of her own free will,
cannot of course be objected to bv the
United States.

Assuming, however, that the attitude |

of Venezuela remains unchanged, the
dispute has reached such a stage as to
make it incumbent upon the United
States to take measures to determine
with sufficient certainty for its ratifica-
tion what is the true divisional line be-
tween the republic of Venezuela and
British Guiana. In order that such ex-
amination may be prosecuted in a
thoroughly satisfactory manner, I would
suggest that congress make an adequate
appropriation for the expenses of a com-
mission o be appointed by the executive
whoshall make the necessary investiga-
tion and report upon the matter with
the least possible delay. When such re-
port is made and accepted it will be the
duty of the United States to resist by
every means in its power as a wilful
aggression upon its rights and interests
the appropriation by Great Britain of
any lands or exercise governmental
jurisdiction over any territory which
after investigation we have determined
of right belongs to Venezuela.

In making "these recommendations I
am fully alive to the full responsibility
incurred. I keenly realize all the con-
sequences which may follow. I am,
nevertheless, firm in the conviction that
while it is a grievous thing to contem-

plate the two great English-speaking |

i

peoples of the world as being otherwise
than friendly competitors in the onward

Monroe when he penned his elaborate
message.

The system of which he speaks and
of which he so resolutely deprecates the
application to the American continent,
was the system then adopted by certain

werful states upon the continent of

urope of combining to prevent by force
of armsthe adoption in other countries
of political institutions which they dis-
liked and to uphold by external  pres-
sure those which they ‘approved. Vari-
ous i)ortions of South America had re-
cently declared their independence and
their indegendence had not been recog-
nized by the governments of Spain and
Portugal, to which, with small excep-
tions, the whole of Central and South
America were mainly subject. It was
not an imaginary danger he foresaw if
he feared that the French expedition in-
to Spain might inspire the more power-
ful governments of Euro with the
idea of imposing by force otpearms upon
South American communities, forms of
governments and political connections
which they had thrown off. In declar-
ing that the United States would resist
any such enterprise if it was contem-
plated, President Monroe adopted a poli-
cy which had received the entire sym-
pathy of England’s government at that
time.

The dangers which were apprehended
by President Monroe have no relation
to the state of things in waich we live at
the present day. There is no danger of
any holy alliance imposing ite system
upon any portion of the American con-
tinent, and there is no danger of any
European colonization. It is intelligible
that Mr. Olney should invoke in defence
of the views on which he is now insist-
ing, an authority which enjoys 8o high
popularity with his own fellow country-
men. But the circumstances with which
President Monroe was dealing and those
to which the present American govern-
ment is addressing itself have very few
features in common. .

Great Britain is imposing no ‘‘gys-
tem ”’ upon Venezuela and is not con-
cerning herself in any’ way with the
nature of the political institutions under
which the Venezuelans may preter to
live. But the British Empire and Re-
public of Venezuela are neighbors, 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 practi-
cal concern. It is difficult indeed to
see how it can materially affect any
state or community outside of those
primarily interested, except perhaps
other parts of Her Majesty’s dominions,
such as Trinidad. The disputed fron-
tier of Venezuela has nothing to do
with any question dealt with by Presi-

dent Monroe. It is not a question of
colonization by a European power of
any portion of America. It is not a
question of imposition on the com- |
munities of South-America of any sys-
tem of government devised in Europe.

It is simply the determination of the
frontier of British possession which be-
onged to the throne of England long

march of civilization and strenuous and | before the republic of Venezuela came
worthy rivals in all the arts of peace, | Into exmtyence. But even if the inter-
there is nocalamity which a great na- |€5t8 of Venezuela were so far alike to

tion can invite which equals that which
follows supine submission to wrong and
injustice and the consequent loss of na-
tional seli-respect and honor, beneath
which is shielded and defended a peo-
ple’s safety and greatness.
GROVER CLEVELAND.
Executive Mansién, Washington.

SALISBURY TO PAUNCEFOTE.

The British side of the dispute is em-
bodied in two notes from Lord Salisbury
to Sir Julian Panncefote. Both notes
are dated the same day. The one whi h
the%ambassador is directed to communi-
cate to Secretary Olney is of the highest
importance, as Lord Salisbury goes
broadly into the Monroe doctrine. It is
as follows -

ForeraN OFricE, Nov. 26, 1895,
Sir:—On -April 7 I transmitted to

{ Lord Gough a copy of the despatch from

Mr. Olney which Mr. Bayard had left
with me that day. I informed him at
the time that it could not be answered
until it had been carefully considered by
the law officers of the crown. I have,
therefore, deferred replying to it till
after recess. I take a very different
view from Mr. Olney of the various
matters upon which he touches in one
part of the despatch, but I will defer for
the present all observations upon it as
it concerns matters which are not in
themselves of first rate importance, and
do not directly eoncern the relations be-
tween Great Britain and the United
States. The latter part, however., of
the despatch turning from the question
nf the frontiers of Venezuela, proceeds
to deal with principles of a far wider
character, and to advance doctrines of
international law which are of consider-
able interest to all nations whose domin-
ions include any portion of the western
hemisphere.

The contentions set forth by Mr.
Olney in this part of the dispatch are
represented by him ag being the appli-
cation of political maxims which are
well known in American discussion
under the name of the Monroe doctrine.
As far as I am aware this doctrine has
never been before advanced as the belief
of the United States in any written com-
munication addressed to the government
of another nation, but it has been gen-
erally adopted and assumed as true by
many eminent writers and politicians in
the United States. It is said to have
largely influenced the government of
that country in its conduet of foreign
affairs, though Mr. Clayton, who was
secretary of state under President Tyler,
expressly stated that that administra-
tion had in no way adopted it. But dur-
ing the period which has elapsed since
the message of President Monroe wasg
delivered 1825, the doctrine has under-
gone very notable development and the
aspect which it now presents in the
hands of Mr. Olney differs widely from
its character when first issued from the
pen of its author.

Two - propositions which, in effect,
President Monroe laid down were: ““ 1.
That America’can no longer be looked
upon as a field for European colonization.
2. European powers must not attempt
to extend their political gystems to Am-
erica or to control the political condition
of any of the American communities
which recently declared their independ-
ence.’”’ The dangers against which Pres-
ident Monroe thought it right to guard
were not as imaginary as they might
seem at the present day. The formation
of an alliance, ¢he congresses of Laybach
and Verona, the invasion of Spain by
France for the purpose of forcing upon
the Spanish peo{le a form of government
which seemed likely to disappear unless
it was sustained external aid, were

incidents fresh in the mind of President

|

those of the U. 8. as to give the latter a
locus standi in this controversy, their
government apparently have not formed,
and certainly do not express any opin-
ion upon the actual merits of the dis-
pute. The government of the U. 8. do
not sa{z that Great Britain or Venezuela
is in'the right in the matters in issue.
But they lay down the doctrine of Pre-
sident Monroe when he opposed the im-
position of the European systems, cr the
renewal of European colonization, the
right of demanding that when a Europ-
ean power has a frontier difference with
South American communities, the
European power shall consent to refer
that controversy to arbitration, and Mr.
Monroe states unless Her Majesty’s gov-
ernment accedes to this demand, it will
““ greatly embarrass future relations be-
tweeun Great Britain and the U. S.”’

Whatever may be the authority for
the doctrine laid down by President
Monroe, there is nothingin his language
to show that he ever thoaght of claiming
this noevel prerogative for the United
States. It is admitted that he did not
seek to assert a protectorate over Mexico
or the States of Central America or the
South. Buch a claim would have im-
posed upon the United States the duty
of answering for the oconduct of these
states, and eonsequently the responsi-
bility for centrolling if. His sagacious
foresight would have led him energetic-
ally to deprecate additiomal serious bur-
dens oa those which the rulers of the U.
S. heve to bear. It follows of necessity
that if the government of the U. 8. will
not control the coenduct of these commu-
nities neither ean it undertake to pro-
tect them from consequences attaching
to any misconduct of which they may be
guilty towards other nations. If they
violate in any way the rights of .another
state or its subjects the alleged Monroe
doctrine will not assure them the assist-
ance of the U. 8. in escaping from any
reparation to which they may he bound
by international law.

Mr. Olney expressly disclaims such an
inference from prineiples he lays down,
but the eclaim which he founds upon
them is that if any independent Ameri-
can state advances a demand for terri-
tory of whiech its neighbor claims to be
the owner, and the neighbor is a colony
of a European state, the United States
have the right to insist that the Euro-
pean state shall submit the demand and
its own impugned rights to arbitsation.
I will not now enter into a discussion of
the merits of this method of terminatin
international differences. It has pro
itself valuable in many.eases; but it is
not free from defects whieh often operate
as a serious drawback on its value. It
is not always easy to find an arbitrator
who is competent and who at the same
time is wholly’ free from bias, and the
task of insuring compliance with the
award when made is not exempt from
difficulty.

This is a mode of settlement of which
the value varies much according to the
nature of the controversy to which it is
applied and the character of the liti-
gants who appeal to it. Whether inany
particular case it is a suitable method of
procedure generally is a delicate and
difficult question. The only parties who

re competent to decide the question are
the two parties whose rival contentiong
are in issue. The claim of a third nation
wiich is unaffected by the controversy
to impose this particular procedure on
either of two others cannot be reason-
ably justified and has no foundation in
the law of nations.

—e,—

Tae old Presbyterian church at the
corner of Gordon and Coux't.ena¥l streets,
was sold yesterday to Mr. Archer Mar-
tin, through Flint & Prossor, who also
report several other sales of realty,

SAUSBURY’ﬂ)ESPATCH.

The British Premier Admits the
Monroe Doctrine is Entitled to
Respectful Consideration.

Will Not Agree That the U. S. Are
Interested in Every Fron-
tier Dispute.

WasuiNGToN, Dec. 18.—The following
is the concluding portion of Lord Salis-
bury’s dispatch of November 10:

“In the remarks which I have made,
I have argued on the theory that the
Monroe doctrine in itself is sound. I
must not, however, be understood as ex-
pressing any acceptance of it on the part
of Her Majesty’s government. It must
always be mentioned ‘with respect, on
account of the distinguished statesman
to whom it wasdue, and the great nation
which has adopted it. But international
law is founded on the general consent of
nations, and no statesman, however
eminent, and no nation, however power-
ful, are competent to insert into the code
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.
The United States have a right, like any
other nation, to interpose in any contro-
versy by which their own interests are
affected, and they are the judges whether
those interests are touched, and in what
measure they should be sustained. But
their rights are in no way strength-
ened or extended by the fact that
the controversy affects some territory
which is called America. Mr. Olney
quotes the case of the recent Chilean
war, in which the United States declined
to join with France and England in an
effort to bring hostilities to a close on ac-
count of the Monroe doctrine. The
United States were entirely in the right
in declining to join in an attempt at
pacification if they thought fit, but Mr.
Olney’s principle, that ¢ American ques-
tions are for American decision,’ even if
it received any countenance from the
language of President Monroe, which it
does not, cannot be sustained by any
reasoning drawn from the law of nations.
The government of the United Sta es
is not entitled to affirm as a universal
proposition, with reference to a number

of independent states for whose conduct |

it assumes no responsibility, that itsin-
terests are necessarily concerned in
whatever may befall those states simply
becouse they are situated in the western
hemisphere. It may well be said that
the interests of the United States are
affected by something that happens to
Chili or Peru and the circumstances
may give them the right of interference,
but such a contingency may equally
happen in the case of China or Japan,
and the right of interference is not more
extensive or more assured in the one
case than in the other.

““Though the language of President
Monroe is directed to the attainment
of objects which most Englishmen would
agree to be salutary, it is impossible to
adniit that they have been inscribed by
any adequate authority in the code of
international law, and the danger which
such admission would involve is suf-
ficiently exhibited, both by the strong
development which the doctrine has re.
ceived at Mr. Olney’s hands and the
arguments from which it is supported in
the lespatch under reply. In defence
of it he says: ‘That the distance of
3,000 miles of intervening ocean makes
any permanent political union between
a European and an American state un-
natural and inexpedient will hardly be
denied. But physical and geographical
considerations are the least of the ob-
jections to such a union. Euroepe has a
set of primary interests which are
peculiar to herself. America is not in-
terested in them, and ought not to be
vexed or complicated with them.” And
again: ‘ Thus far in our history we have
been spared the burdens and evils of im-

mense standing armies and all the other

accessories of huge warlike establigh-

ments, and the exemption bhashighly con-

tributed to our national greatness and
wealth, as well as to the happiness of
every citizen. But with the powers of
Europe camped on Ameriean soil the

ideal conditions we have thus far en-:
joyed cannot be expected to continue.”:

The necessary meaning of these words is;
that the union between Great Britain
and Canada ; between Great Britain and,

Jamaica and Trinidad; between Great

Britain and British Hondurss or British
Guiana, is ¢ inexpedient and mnnatural.’.
President Monroe diselaims any such,
inference from his doetrine; but in this,
as in other respects, Mr. Qlney deve-
lops it. He lays down that the inex-
pedient and unnatural character of the
union between a European and .an Amer-
ican state is 8o obvious that ‘it will hard-
ly be denied.” Her Majesty’s govern-
ment is prepared emphatically to deny
it on behalf of both the British and
American people who are subject to her
crown. They maintain that the union
between Great Britain and her territor-
ies in the Western Hemisphere is both
natural and expedient. ’Fhey fully con-
cur with the view which President Mon-
roe apparently entertained, that amy
disturgadmy of the existing territorial
distributien in that hemisphere by
any fresi acquisitions on the part
of any European  state would
be a  highly inexpedient change.
But they are not repared
to admit that the recognition of that ex-
pediency- is clothed with the sanction
which belongs to the doctrine of interna-
tional law. They are not prepared to
admit that the interests of the United
States are necessarily concerned in every
frontier dispute which may arise be-
tween any two of the states who possess
dominion in the Western hemisphere,
and still less can they accept the doc-
trine that the United States is entitled
to claim that the process of arbitration
shall be applied to any demand for the
surrender of territory which one of those
states may make against another.

““I bave commented in the above re-
marks only upon the general aspect of
Mr. Olney’s doctrines, apart from the
special considerations which attach to
the controversy between the United
Kingdom and Venezuela in its present
phase. This controversy has undoubt-
edly been made more difficult by the in-
considerate action of the Venezuelan
government in breaking off relations
with Her Majesty’s government, and its

settlement has been correspondingly de-
layed, but Her Majesty’s government

has not surrendered the hope that it
will be adjusted by a reasonable ar-
rangement at an early date. I request
that you will read the substance of the
above dispatch to Mr. Olney, and leave

im a copy it he desires it.”

In his closing note Lord Salisbury
rapidly traces the history of negotiations
down to 1887, when the situation had
become 80 acute, owing 10 the Venezue-
lan demands for an evacuation of the
disputed territory by Great Britain that
the British representative at Caracas re-
ceived his passports and diplomatic rela-
tions were declared by Venezuela to be
suspended. Great Britain has from the
first held to the same view as to the ex-
tent of her territory. She is willing to
arbitrate a portion of her claims. Asre-
gards the rest, within the Schomberg
line,"they do not consider that the rights
of Great Britain are open to question.
If the concessions which Great Britain
has been willing to make from time to
time have diminished it has been be-
cause she is unwilling to surrender to
foreign rule control over her subjects
who have gradually colonized ~the
country.

In conclusion, Lord Salisbury says:
‘“ Although the negotiations in 1890,
1891 and 1893 did not lead to any result,
Her Majesty’s government has not
abandoned the hope that they may be
resumed with better success. Her
Majesty’s government are sincerely de-
girous of being on friendly relations
with Venezuela, and have no desire to
seize territory that properly belongs to
her, or' forcibly to extend sovereignty
over any portion of her population.
They have, on the contrary, regeatedly
expressed their readiness to submit to
arbitration the conflicting claims of
Great Britain and Venezuela to large
tracts of territory, which from their
auriferous nature are known to be
of almost untold value. But they can-
not consent to submit to the arbitration
of any power, or any foreign jurists,
however eminent, claims based on the
extravagant pretensions of Spanish offi-
cials involving the transfer of large num-
bers of British subjects, who have for
yearsenjoyed the settled rule of the Brit-
1sh colony, to a nation of different race
and language whose political system is
subject to frequent disturbances and
whose institutions too often afford very
inadequate protection to life and proper-
ty. No issue of this description has ever
been involved in the questions which
Great Britain and the United States
have consented to submit to arbitration,
and her Majesty’s government are con-
vinced that in similar circumstances the
government of the United States would
be equally firm in declining to entertain
proposals of such a nature.

CLEVELANB_@ POLICY.

The ‘‘Times” Corsiders That He
Has Adopted an Aggressive
Course With Levity.

Is He Mad, or Has He Been Hypno-
tized by Olney?—Significant
Comments.

Loxpox, Dec. 18.—The Times says in
an editorial remarking upon the Ameri-
can legal and lay opinion which is
already denouncing President Cleveland
says: ‘‘ A curious evidence of the levity
with which Mr, Clevetand has adopted
an aggressive po'icy is found in the faet
that he actually reduces the Monroe
doctrine to a nullity by admitting that
America cannot object to any boundary
adjustment that Venezuela chooses
to make of her own free will.
England might possibly effect
some very remarkable adjustments
by offering  Venezuela  one-half
the money Senator Chandler proposes
for war purposes, in which case, accord-
ing to President Cleveland, the U.S.
would have nothing to say to the great
extension of Euronean influence én the
American continent. When the matter
comes to be weighed the American people
are not likely to place uunlimited confi-
dence in a man showing o little genuine
appreciation of a doctrine of which he
has made temporary capital, and when
they re;lize the monstrous and insulting
character of the demand preferred in
their name they will recognize our atti-
tude as the only attitude that men of
their blood could possibly adopt, or that
they could see us adopt, without a
blush”

The Pall Mall Gazette ridicules the
whole matter, saying ‘it flashed across
us at first that President Cleveland was
mad, and second, that he was hypno-
tized by Mr. Olney, who was hypno-
tized by Mr. Lodge. But it is only an
election address and we advise Mr.
Cleveland to appeal to the country im-
mediately, before the Americans have
time to study the Olney doctrine. But
we fear that even now it is too late for
the world has already given the word,
‘ Bugaboo,’ alas! ¢ Bugaboo.’ ”’

The Globe remarks: ‘“No self-re-
specting nation would for a moment en-
tertain such pretensions, and no one
dowbts that President Cleveland’s:
heroics are due to politics. His Sack-
ville action shows the lengths to which
he is prepared to go in the sacred cause
of spread-eagleism. Exceedingl inop-
portune is the tune of bluff and %lust.er
when the strongest ministry of modern
times ie in office. The mere possibility
of war between the two great nations,
with eommon ancestry and interests
is too dreadful to contemplate; but it
would not be wise for American states-
men to eonfide too much in the amiable
sentiment that blood is thicker than wa-
ter or to imagie thet England can be
intimidated. “President Cleveland must
also reckon with FKrance if he insists
upon carrying out his modern construc-
tion of the Monroe doctrine in its en-
tirety.”

The Evening Standard states that
“It seems impossible for any public
man to issue a document in such offen-
sive terms. It is a fresh attempt for the
Irish vote and the tag-rag of the large
towng.”’

Paris, Dec. 18.—La Republique Fran-
caise says;
affair which has fallen into Lord Salis.
bury’s hand. They would not be sorry
in London to draw the United States in-
to a quarrel in view of our frontier
troubles with Brazil. But they must
not imagine that we shall hasten to
play upon this occasion the game of
diplomacy of Great Britain, who is
isolated in the east and far east. We
shall be curious and amused to see what
steps she will take respecting ill-
tempered brother Jonathan, in view of

her policy of independent action,”’

It is in every way a big |

BOTH ARE MINISTERS,

Mr. Wood as Well as Col. Prior
Made a Member of the Dom-
inion Cabinet.

About the Lieutenant-Governor’s In-
terest—He Simply Performed
8 Friendly Service.

What a  Cabinet ”” Is by Establish-
ed Practice—The Premier’s
Freedom of Choice.

(From Our Own Correspondent.)

Otrawa, Dec. 18.—Premier Bowell in-
formed your correspondent to-day that
both Hon. John F. Wood and Hon. E,
G. Prior will be members of the Cabinet.
Statements to a contrary effect which
were sent out with the first intimation
of the government’s action in the matter
were the result of a misunderstanding.
Under the statute creating the office of
Controller, it is not necesgary that it
shall be held by a member of
the cabinet, but neither is there
anything to prevent a cabinet
minister becoming as Controller the
parliamentary heaﬁ of the customs or
the inland revenue service. It is said
to be probable that at the coming
session there will be legislation re-

establishing the independent depart-
ments of Customs and Inland Revenue.

THE LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR’S POSITION,

Considerable comment was made by
citizens of Victoria last evening on what
seemed to be generally regarded as un-
seemly attacks upon Lieutenant Gover-
nor Dewdney in the editorial and cor-
respondence of the Times, These attacks
were based upon Premier Bowell’s
message read at the Liberal-Conserva-
tive meeting the previous evening and
published in the CoLox1sT of yesterday.

A gentleman whose statement may be
implicitly accepted discussed this mat-
ter last evening. “The Lieutenant-
Governor’s position,’’ he said, ‘ makes
it out of the question for him to enter
into a controversy in the press, or I have
no doubt he would spee(f)ily set himself
right, His Honor has, in fact, made in
private intercourse an explanation which
should clear him from any imputation of
political interference in any offensive
sense. The facts as I gathered them,
and as I feel free to state without impro-
priety, are very simple :

‘“The first announcement of Col.
Prior’s appointment was made rather
ambiguously, no doubt because without
the full explanations which came later
it was not understood how he was to be
a Controller and yet a Cabinet Minister.
Mr. Dewdney being a Privy Councillor
of long stauding was naturally appealed
to for information by many of those with
whom he came in contact on Monday
and Tuesday; and when he saw the con-
flict of statements in the press he tele-
grapbed to his old colleague Sir Mae-
kenzie Bowell to find out- if the
view. he had taken and freely expressed
was the correct one.

*‘ The reply received from Sir Macken-
zie Bowell was in accordance with the
opinion already expressed by Mr. Dewd-
ney, and d% the Premier thought proper
to wire also to his new colleague, the fact
of the correspondence thus became pub-
lic in & manner not contemplated by the
Lieutenant-Governor, whose sole idea
was to use the information for the bene-
fit of all concerned. He did not for a
moment suppose that any exception
would be taken to his effort to obtain an
explanation which he thought would be
welcomed by both sides to the contro-
versy. ’

WHAT A ““ CABINET "’ 18. ¢

‘‘ Acquaintance with the constitutional
qualification for cabinet office,”” con-
tinued this gentleman, ‘“ would have.
saved the Times from the exposure it
has made of itself in three suceessive.
issues. The term ‘cabinet’ is applied
to those members of the privy coun-
cil who may be summoned by
the Governor General to advise him..
in the government of the Dominion. In.
Canada *“ cabinet ”’ and ¢ ministry ’’ are-
synonymous terms. When Col. Prior
was called to the Privy Council, he be-
came eligible for membership in the
cabinet or ministry, and was without.
delay added to the list of those who with
and without the charge of departments
now constitute the advisers of His Ex-
cellency.”’

€«

EX-MANAGER SERGEANT.

MonTrEAL, Dec. 18.—About three hun-
dred and twenty-five people comprising
prominent people of this and other
cities, and a large number of leading
Canadian and United States railway men

were present last night at the banquet
to Mr. Sergeant, retiring general man-
ager of the Grand Trunk. The govern-
ment was represented. by Sir Mackenzie
Rowell, Sir Agolphe Caron, Hon. Messrs.
Costigan, Ives, Ouimet and Wood. Lieut.
Governor Chapleau was resent, but
Hon. Mr. Laurier was unable to attend.
Thechairman was Si, Alexander Lacoste.
Mr. Sergeant’s speech in reply to the
toast of “ Our Guest’” was a splendid
effort. Sir Mackenzie Boweil and others
made happy addresses, eulogizing the
guest of the evening.
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Break Up a Cold in Time

BY USING

PYNY- PECTORAL

The Quick Cure for COUGHS,
COLDS, CROUP, BRON-
CHITIS, HOARSENESS, etc.

Mrs. Josepr Norwick, ;
of 68 Sorauren Ave., Toronto, writes :

. -Pectoral has r fafled to cure
myl:gl{lnn of croup r a few doses. It -
cured myself of a rstan: cough
el eey MU RIEL 1 e

ved an e en T

&nﬂ&m 1 ;welerx it to any other medicine
for croup or hoarseness,”

H. O. Bagsour,

of Little Rocher, N.B., writes :
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Large Bottle, 85 Cts.

.DAVIS & LAWRENCE CO., Lzb.
Proprietors, Monzazal




