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(rrtti oo the Galana boaadarr dispute—Aj

dl»po.{t)ün on tho pan of the Hritigl. govemment
o 8ubmIt lt8 Ji,p,¡te witl, Venezuela to Trbl

tration, I mi,detit Clevelanü took tlie subject in
hand, and ajldreaecd to Cüngresa, on tLe ÍTth of

led the world by thc pcrcmptorlne» of Its
tone, In my annuul niessage addreswd to the
CongreBs on the 8.1 InHtant.'^he «,id. "I califa
attcntlon to the pending boundarv controveray
between Great Hritaln and the Itepiiblic of Ven-
ezuela and reciliKi the «ubstancc of a repifwnta-
tlnn nnuie hv th.s Oovcrnnient to llcr ¿ritannlc
JUk'9 V 8 tion-mment siiggestfng reaaons why
Buch dispute «hould be siibndtted to arbitratioí
f..r settlenunt luid inqulring whether it wculd
be so sulmltti^. The answer of the BritUhOovernment which waa then awalted, lias sincc
been received, and. together w)tl> th¿ dispatch

i^nL f""
" '.' trñ- '» '"^"'" «PPonded. 8uchreply s emlHKÜai in two coiumunicationg ad.rej«d by the British prime m"n^te ?,. 8^rJulián Paunccfote, thc firltiali ambaiwador atthU capital It will iK. «.*n tba? onHf °he«Communications iadevotod excluaively to observatoM upon the Monroe doctrine, and c"«^.

that In the preaent inatancc a new and straigeextengion and development of tblg doctrine U
ins,st«l on by thc Unit.^ StatesT that^hc ^8<.n8iu8tlfying «n «ppcal to the doctrine e"^catc^ by PrcsidentMonroeare peSiyInap l¡:

1 e present day,' and e»pecially inapplicable to a

.piyTs;Lpr.,a^rr/^„,»ífs
!^

Mipgest that the doctrine upon which we standN strcmg and gound. bwnuse its enforecment is
Imnortant to our in-ace and safety as a nation
and l8 csacntial to the Integrify of our fiee Insti-
lutions and the tranquil mainU'nancc of our dls-
mctive form of goTemment. It was inUndcd

to apply u> cvery atage of our national Ufe and
can not bicoine ol)soletc whllc our R<public
endures. If ¡he balance of powcr I» juilly »cause for tealou» anxiety among the Govírn
nien s „f tl,e Ohl World Md a subject for our
absolute non intcrf.rence, none the leas is an
obnenrancc .,f the Monroe doctrine of vital con'rcm to our p<'()plc and tlicir Government Assuming. therefore, that we mav pronerlv inai»
"|K,n this doctrine without regLWtífe stou'o Ihmgs in wbleh we Uve ' nr «nv dianged con-
itions hero or .Isowhere -, not appaiínt whv

It» npplication n.ay not 1 .„ked in the pn.«;nt

si.iri of its Imundari.s t^,, . posseaalon of the
t. rritory of onc^ of our iKi>rlil>.iring Hepublicsnsmm its will and in derogatl,,,, of its riglit» It
'.liffleult tosoc- why to that extenf su.h Euro-
.an power do<.s not tliereby attcmpt tn cxUnd

"-sy-lem of govcrnmeut to tliat portion of this
crntuient wh ch is thus taken. This h the pre-
is,- «etion which IVsident Monnx" declared to'« (langerous t.) our peace and snfetv.' and it

faii niake no dlfference whether thc huronean

rtluTwise
"'*'"''''' ^^ " "'*'^*""' "' '™°"^'' "'

ít ir. a!5o suggfstcd tn ll„. Hrillsii replv that

t« thc iK-nding dispute U-caugc it does not em
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í^i ""í principie of International law which

ín'df'.ifH'','"^''
'" -''^-"gni'raand which has not slnce been acíentcd Inf tí!

he principie for which we conteSd ¡.«^"uHar
It inay not huve been 8.lmitted in so many wori.o the codeof International law, but sinee iñ

íeri.". uT'.~:!?^"'"^^y">-
""'""^ '« ™t ?lc^ to

eMfñrn,^^'"".?^"'^,"'"' " "" «"íorcement ofthe Munroe doctrine is somethlng we may iustiv

la« 8 certamly and as secureiy as if it werc sneíciflcally mention.^: an,i when the Unit^ 8t^?^
í.« .„,"" '«/""•."• ''fsh tribunal that adminiS^

^.sfTh's^'rrttv^^^^^

.h^J*"!?'"'";"*
doctrine flnds its recognltion Inthost. prin. iples of international law Wh ch aS««d uiK,n ,l,e theory that cvery "aUonslSÍ

fon.eH
<;?'"" P"'";'''^ «nditsfustcaimren

Í^T¡- .
..' •'""'T ""' Kovemmínt is entlrelr^.nfld.nt that under the sanction of this docÜS

Ñor rn.^'r ''^.'"/ '""^ "ndoubte^i cWm?ISor is tlis ignorcd in the British reply. The
tfnn,;;

'"."''?!,"'• ?''"•-• "" '«Iniitting'^tl at thl

«ons 'stale,'""'/* T'"^'!''"'
'" ?'-«*« "ndltlons States: In dechnng that the UnitedStates would rcsist any such euterprise if it wia

conteniplated, ITísi.lent Monroe «.lípiSl a poHcywhich receiv«i the entire sympathy of the Eníílish Governnieut of that date.
' *

-^He furtlier dccUres
:

• Though the laniruaireof PresHlent Monrw is directed tt ti e Ltta°nmentof objecta whleh most Knglishmen wouW aw«o b,. salutary. It is impossihie to admit ü at t^^bave b..en instrilicd by .- y adeouSe authorifí
In the code of internationalW'^ «uthority

"Again he aays: 'They (Her Malestv'a Oot
Sd.'.|,l

^»","^' """^^ *"" the ifeV whlc¿l^esident Monroe apparently entcrtained that

I buíiorin^SM"."'''"'.^"'''.'"»
t^n^^ri^Ji tríbutlon in that lienuspherc by any fr«ah acauisi-lons on the part of any Euíopán StateS

I

be a highly incxpe<lient change^^
•In the Mief that the doctrine for whichvve contend was clear an.I definitc, that it wm

CUt ,
"•'"" ;<''>8tant¡al consideratlons, und

f,U nli?'";.'"''*^ "'"^ '""<^- tl^at It WM
lnl].> applicable to our present conditlons and to

d ixctlj rclat.-,l to the iH-n.ling controversy, and«ithoutany conviction as to the Hnal meVÍts of
II.' dispu ... but anxious to learn in a satLsfactoryand .•oticlusive manner whether Great Britidnsought underaclaim of l«,„ndary to™ tendí .?
pos«es,,l„„, „„ ,|.|a eontlnent without r ght. owhether she men-ly sought pos.«.ssio„ „? t¿rri

M- 'f'r'y
'"''•"''^ wlthln her unes of owner

slifp. this Government pr.)posi<i t.) the Oovem
incnt of Great Hritain a it!sort to arbitrat^on M
, ,,' i ITT''

""'""? "^ *"""? ""^ qiiestion. to the

,í * ''?"'""» bo'míary dispute N'tween

^„. Jí^'
standing and relation in n.spect to thecontroversy might be made clear. It will besecn from the correspondcnce heiewlth submitted


