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PREFACE.

Half a century has elapsed since the eonclusion of
the Clayton-Bulwer treaty. Throughout that period it
has been denounced, both in and ont of Congress, as
contrary to the time-honored poliey of the United States,
and a gross betrayal of American interests. So intense
has been the fecling against that instrument that its ab-
rogation has often been urged, and is now eagerly de-
manded by a considerable portion of the American people.
Morcover, it has been the subject of prolonged discussion
between the Governments of Great Britain and the
United States. On more than one occasion the conflict-
ing constructions placed upon it have jeopardised the
peace of the two countries. Nor is it improbable that
its provisionswill again lead to diseussion and perhaps
misunderstanding between them. Yet notwithstanding
these facts the treaty of 1850 has thus far received little
attention from historians.

The present work is the result of an attempt to trace
the history of this hitherto neglected subject. The greater
part of it was prepared as a dissertation for the degree
of Doctor of Philosophy at the University of Michigan.

1 desire to express iy thanks to Professor Andrew
MecLanghlin of that Institution, who has placed me under
very great obligation for many valuable suggestions con-
cerning the preparation of this work and also for assist-
ance in procuring material.

IRA DUDLEY TRAVIS.

Salt Lake OCity, Utah, December, 189¢.
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BRITISH CLAIMS.
CHAPTER 1.

It is the purpose of this work to give the history of
the Clayton-Bulwer treaty. DBut the anomalous eonditions
which led to the conclusion of that instrument were the
result of forces that had long been in operation. Thus
the convention of 1850 is an historieal product, and, like
every product of that nature, is to be understood only in
the light of the causes which brought it forth. For that
reason it has been deemed advisable to note the character
and trace the operation of the forces whieh led to the con-
elusion of that instrument. Among the more potent of
these were the desire of the United States for a ship-canal
across the isthmus, the mutual jealousy of England and
the United States, and the pretentions of Great Britain
to dominion in Central America. The last was the out-
growth of British and Spanish rivalry for dominionin Cen-
tral America, while the other two were the results of the
recent territorial acquisitions by the United States and the
rivalry between her and Great Britain for commercial and
politieal supremancy on this continent. As these in-
fluences and interests were the potent factors in produec-
ing the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, they necessarily determined
the character of that instrument. Ience some know-
ledge of them is essential to an understanding of the con-
vention and its history.

With a view to supplying the material for such
knowledge the first two chapters are devoted to an account
of the origin and development of British claims in Central
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America, and the relations subsisting between Great
Britain and the United States. To this is added a de-
scription of the coundition of affairs in the United States
and Central America at the time the treaty was negoti-
ated. This portion of the work nccessarily includes an
historical sketch of all those parts of Central America
where Great Dritain then either claimed or exercised
dominion; a consideration of the domestic affairs of
the United States and their effect upon her relations with
foreign powers; an examination of the prevailing condi-
tions in Ceutral America, and the relations of Great
Britain and the United States with that country. Thus
the way is prepared for the history of the treaty proper.
That opens with a chapter devoted to the negotiation of
the convention and is followed by a critical discussion of
the controversies to which it gave rise. The remainder
of the work is given np to an account of the methods of
scttlement that were proposed or tried; a sketch of the
treaty’s history from 1860 to the present time and, finally,
a critical discussion of the more important questions to
which the Treaty of 1850 has given rise.

The Bay Islands were discovered, in 1502, by Colum-
bus who took formal possession of them in behalf of
Spain.®  The Spanish slave hunters soon followed and
swept away the large native population.+ Then, owing

*States of Central Ameriea by E. G. Squier, p. 603. Hist. of Guatemala by
Tron Domingo Juurros, p. 318. .

NoTE 1. There seenis to be some reason for believing that these islands
and the adjacent portions of Central America were visited by Europeans
some yeuars previous to this voynge of Columbus. See Fiske's Diseovery of
America. U1, pp. 52-55.

Nore 2 -Mr. E, G. Squier whose works are frequently quoted in these
pages was a writer of distinction on matters relating to Central Ameriea,
whers he spent many years, As U. S, Charge d’Affaires ie had great facilities
for collecting material on the history of Central America. This material he
used with marked ability, though there is reason to believe that he was not
entirely impartial regarding questions involving the interests of his own
country. See H. H. Bancroft’s Hist. of Cent. Am., 1II, pp. 262 & 263. Aiso
Stout’s Nicaragua, p. 142. Dublin Rev. X LII, p. 359.

+.Janrros’ Hist. of Guat., 318, Squier’s States of Cent. Am. 604, Gospel in
Cent. Am. by Frederic Crowe, p. 184.
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to the absence of the precions metals, the Spaniards
turned their attention to more promising fields. In their
neglected and desolate state the islands remained till
near the middle of the seventeenth century, when they
were occupied by the buccaneers, under the leadership of
an Englishman.* The depredations of the freebooters
upon the neighboring coasts, soon became so annoying
that a Spanish expedition was sent against them in 1650.
The pirates were dislodged and the islands again brought
under the control of the Spanish authorities.t

But instead of trying to effect permanent settlements
there the Spaniads removed the natives to the mainland
and left the islands unoccupied.f In this condition they
remained till 1742, when they were seized and fortified
by the English, who were then at war with Spain.§
From that time till the close of the eighteenth century,
the Bay Islands were a bone of contention between Eng-
land and Spain; first one power and then the other held
possession of them. At length, in 1796, the Spanish
authorities suceceded in dislodging the English.| Thence
forward till the indcpendence of her Central American
Colonies, the Bay Islands remained in the undisputed
possession of Spain. Yet the Spaniards did nothing to
develope the resources of the territory or render their
title to it more secure. Only a small military guard was
maintained there, as a symbol of authority.® When the
Spanish Colonies became independent, the Bay Islands

*Jaurros' Hist, of Guat. o‘o Banctotts Hist. of Cent. Am, II, p. 647.
Crowe's Gospel in Cent. Am., p. 1

tJaurros’ Wist. of Gnuat., p. 3’1 Bancroft's Hist. of Cent. Am., II, p. 648,
Squier's States of Cent. Am., p. 615.

tSquier's States of Cent Am., 615. Crowe’s Gospel in Cent. Am., pp.
186 & 198. Jaurros’ History of (xuat D. 5S.

#Lucag’ llirtorical Geograpy of the British Colonles, II, p. 2909. Dem. Rev.
XXXI, p. 546. Bancroft’s Hist. of Cent. Am., 48.

ISquier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 618, ‘I'he Brmsh Settlement of Honduras
by Capt. Geo. Henderson, p. 204,

T1bid., p. 204,
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passed under the control of the Central Ameriean Repub-
lic as a part of the province of Honduras. In 1830 they
were seized by an English foree from DBelize,* a British
dependency on the Bay of Honduras. This act, how-
ever, was disavowed by the Government of Great Britain
and the islands restored to the Republic.t But the Eng-
lish authorities at Delize still eoveted the islands and only
awaited a sunitable opportunity for taking possession of
them again. A pretext for this was not long delayed.
In 1838, a party of liberated slaves from the British
West Indies, settled on Roatan, the most important mem-
ber of the group. Some of the negroes refused to con-
form to the laws of Honduras and appealed to the Super-
intendent of Belize for assistunce in their opposition to
the government of the Republic.? In compliance with
this request, the Superintendent took forcible possession
of the island.§ The British Government soon afterward
assumed all respousibility for this act and refused to re-
store Roatan to the Republic. |

After this the negroes, from the West Indies, con-
tinned to settle there, till the island was pretty well in-
habited by the blacks. At first they had no government;
but circumstanees soon compelled them to establish a
rude one, which answered their purpose for 4 number of
years.®  Meanwhile Honduras repeatedly remonstrated
against this invasion of her territorial rights. But the
Englisli authorities of Belize ignored her protests and
eagerly watched for an opportunity to establish closer

“Baperoft’s Hist. of Cent. Amn., 111, p. 319-note. Crowe's Gospe!l in Cent.
Am., p. 212. Squier's Notes on Cent. Am, . 373,

tCrowe’s Gospel in Cent. Am., v. 212. Travels in Cent, Am. by R. G.
Dunlap, p. 180. Squler’s States ot Cent. Am., p. 619,

T Ibid., p. 620.

§Ibid.. p. 62l. Narrative of a Residence on the Mosquisto Coast by
Thomas Young, p. 147,

IDem. Rev., XXXI, p. 548, Squier’s States of €ent, Am., p. 621

T 1bid., p. 622.
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relations with Roatan. However, it was not till 1849
that they were able to accomplish their purpose. By
that time, some of the inhabitants of the island had be-
come go dissatisfied with their local government that they
requested the Superintendent of Belize,to establish a more
complete and claborate system there.®* His attempt to do
this led to a dispute between the anthorities of Belize and
the inhabitants of Roatan. This resulted in the formal
occupation of the islands in August of the following year,
when they were declared to be an appendage of the
British Crown.t These proceedings called forth a vigor-
ous protest in the name of Honduras but no attention
was paid to it.t The Dritish continued their occupation
and, on March 17, 1852, by Royal Warrant, Roatan and
the neighboring islands were made the British <“Colony
of the Bay Islands.”§ This step was taken more than
two years after the conclusion of the Clayton-Bulwer
treaty, which stipulated that neither Great Britain nor
the United States should ever occupy or colonize any
part of Central Ameriea. For that reason the coloniza-
tion of the Bay Islands was looked upon in the United
States as a flagrant violation of that convention. On
the other hand, Great DBritain stoutly defended her
action. The result was a spirited controversy hetween
two governments which will claim attention at a later
time.

More or less closely connected with the Bay Islands
was Dalize, a British dependeney lying on the border of
Honduras Bay. Originally this dependency was simply

*Dem. Rev., XXXI, p. 549. Squiers States of Cent. Am., p. 622.

*t1Ibid., p. 624. Young’s Narrative, p. 147, Baucroft’s Hist. of Cent. Am.,
IIT, p. 320.

% Ibid., 111, p. 320. Dem. Rev., XXXI, p. 549.

§ Hertslet’'s Commercial and Slave Trade Treaties, X, p. 806. British
Accounts and Papers, for 1856, XL1V, No. 141,
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a piratical station established during the flourishing
period of freebooting in the West Indies.* Many things
combined to make it a favorite rendezvous of the pirates.
Owing to the nnattractive features of the country in the
vicinity the Spaniards had neglected to settle it, and the
dangers of its reef-bound coast made it difficult of access
from the seca. Moreover, it was but a short distance
from some very important lines of sea-borne commerce.
For these and similar reasons, Belize long continued to
be an attractive resort for the freebooters. There in the
seclusion of the primeval forest and the security of their
unknown retreat, they planned their lawless raids.t
Thence they sallied forth to pounce upon the richly laden
galleons of Spain. Thither the red-handed pirates re-
turned to ecelebrate their bloody deeds in drunken revel
and midnight orgy. Such, in brief, is the story of Belize
in the early days of its existence.

But in the course of time a change came over Belize.
Spain’s monopoly over the New World began to fail.
Her galleons became less numerous and were freighted
with less valuable cargoes. The merchantmen of other
nations frequented the West Indian seas and visited the
Spanish Main. With the decline of her exclusive mon-
opoly in America disappeared the motive of Spain’s
rivals for conniving at the depredations of the freebooters
upon her commerce.¥ Moreover as the commerce of
Spain decreased, under the relentless agsaunlts of the buc-
caneers, her rivals, in turn, suffered from the exploits of
the sea-rovers. Therefore, near the close of the seven-

* Bancroft’s Hist. of Cent. Am., I1, p. 62{. British Honduras by A. R.
Gibbs, pp. 21-23. Nicaragua, Past, Present and Future by Peter F. Stout, p.
258. Squier’'s, States of Cent. Ani., p. 55

+ Gibbs’ British Honduras, pp. 21-22, Squier’s Notes on Cent. Am., p. 370.

+ Gibbs’ Brit. Hon., p. 24.

§ English in the West Indies, by J. A. Froude, p. 29.
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teenth century, the leading maritime powers of Europe
found it to their interest to restrain the buccaneers.®
Having been outlawed by the very nations they had
formerly served, the sea-rovers found it necessary to
adopt some occupation that was less objectionable to the
sentiment of the time. Through their connection with
Central America and Yucatan the freebooters had long
since become familiar with the wood-cutting industry, and
acquired some knowledge of the art of contraband trade.
Even before the final suppression of freebooting, the
buecaneers often resorted to wood-cutting and smuggling
in order to supplement the diminishing returns of their
piratical expeditions. Therefore, they naturally took up
these lines of work when it became unsafe for them to

* Gibbs’ Brit. Hon., p. 22, History of the Buccaneers of America by Capt.
James Burney, pp. 58 & 375.

NoTE. -As early as October 1670, Sir Thomus Modyfod, Governor of
Jamaiea, used the following language in a letter te Lord Arlington, respect-
ing Belize and the trade in logwood: **There are about a dozen vessels en,
gaged in this trade and make u great profit selling wood at twenty-five to
thirty pounds per ton; they were privateers but will not leave the trade
again. They go to places inhabited by the Indians or void and trespass not
upon the Spaniards, and Ilf encouraged the whole logwood trade will be Eng-
lish.” He then goes on to say that two-thirds of the privateers, as hLe calls
them, will betake themselves to this trade as soon as there is peace with
Spain and urges the importance of enltivating closer relations with them in
order that their assistance might De readily obtained, in case of any future
rupture with Spain. See Calendar of State Papers for Colonial Ameriea and
the West Indles, 1669-74, p. 121,

In 1671, according to Gibbs, Sir Thomas Lyneh, then Governorof Jamacia,
wrote to King Charles IT regarding the British settlement of 1londuras that
it “'increased His Majesty’s eustoms and national commeree more than any
of His Majesty’s colonies. A statement, as the author remarks, not founded
on statistical information, but as the report was called tor by the “Lords in
Council” it proves that the settlement had thus carly attracted otticial notice.
(See Gibbs’ British Honduras, p.28.) A still further proof that the British Gov-
ernment had become interested in the logwood trade is afforded by the corre-
spondence, of 1872, between Lord Arlington and Sir William Godolphin, the
English Minister at Madrid, In which the former asks the opinion ol the lutter
respecting the cutting of logwood in those parts of the Indies not possessed
by the Spaniards. In reply Godolphin stated that the wood which ‘“some
English” cut “on the pretense that the parts where they take (took) the sime
are (were) not inhabited or possessed by the Spaniards, is (wuas) brought
from Jacatan a large provinee of New Spain.” Ile further states that, in his
opinion, the Spaniards would have as good grounds for making use of “our
rivers, mountains and other commons tor not being inhabited ... as we have
1o any benefit of these woods,” Quite lengthy cxeerpts, from this letter
of Godolphin’s, ure given by Mr. Abbot Lawrenee in his aceount of the
British elaims in_Central America. See Sen. EX. Doc. 27, 2nd sess. of 32nd
Cong., pp. 73-98. The letter is given on p. 81
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longer follow their favorite pursuits.* But the change
of occupation did not necessitate the abandonment of
Belize, and it soon became the center of an important
trade in dye-woods and contraband goods.t By the
middle of the eighteenth century this traffic had become
sufticiently important to attract the attention and enlist
the support of the British Government.

Meanwhile, Spain had not been ignorant of, nor in-
different to, the existence of the British establishment at
Belize. Asit grew in importance the Spanish authorities
became more and more anxious for its over-throw. From
time to time the Spaniards made futile attempts to dis-
lodge the settlers.§ The only important result of these
attacks was to embitter the relations of the two nationali-
ties not only in that quarter, but also in other parts of
Central America. The hostility thus engendered was an
important factor in plunging the two nations into war on
more than one occassion in the course of the cighteenth
century; yet prior to the Seven Years” War there was no
material alteration in the status of Belize. It continued
to be a settlement within the dominions of Spain upheld
by the prowess of the woodmen, and the connivance of
the British Government.

* NoTE.— Dampier, a noted buecaneer, who was on the coast of Yucatan
toward the close of the seventeenth century, gives an Interesting account of
the way in which the English pirates first learned the value of logwood.
According to him, the pirates were long accustomed to destroy the Spanish
wood-ships after robbing them of their specie. At length, a buccaneer tound
it expedient to take one of his prizes with its eargo of logwood into Lendon.
There, much to his surprise, he found that the logwood was worth a hundred
pounds per ton. This soon became kKnown to the Eaglish buccaneers of the
West Indies, who immediately began to search for the weod-ships of the
Spaniards. When these began to fail, the buccancers turned their attention
to the wood-cutting districts, where they obtained cargoes by robbing the
Spanish woodmen when they could,-and by cutting timber when other
sources failed them. In this way they became familiar with the localities
where there was a plentiful suppy of wood and were prepared to make per-
manent establishments when it became necessary for them te give up

buccaneering. See Dampier, A New Voyage Around the World, I1, Pt. 2, p.
47. Also Chief Justice Temple, in the Journal of the Society of Arts, V. p. 117,

+ Handbook of British Honduras, for 18:8-9, p. 23. A New Voyage Around
the World, 11, Pt. 2, p. 33. Gibbs' Brit. llonduras, p. 22. Bancroft’s Hist. of
Cent. Am., I1, p. 623.

tIbid., II, p. 628. Gibbs’ Brit. Honduras, p. 28.
§ fquier's States of Cent. Am., 576,
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One result of the Seven Years’ War was to change the
standing of the woodmen of DBelize. They were no
longer to be looked upon as mere trespassers. By the
terms of the treaty of peace, the English seenred the
right to ecut logwood in the vicinity of the Bay of
Honduras. On the other hand, Spain obtained a clear
recognition of her sovéreighty over that region.* Thus
by 1763, it was definitely settled that Spain was the
recognized owner of the territory in that part of the
American continent, and that the English were to enjoy
the right of cutting and exporting a single kind of dye-
wood. This arrangement, however, did not produce a
good understanding in that region, between the two
nationalities. The wood-cutters, having gained the
recognition and support of Great Britain, took a more
defiant attitude toward Spain. Their operations as well
as those of the smugglers assumed larger proportions.+
This was most exasperating to the Spaniards, who eagerly
seized the opportunity afforded by the ontbreak of war
with England, in 1779, for a decent upon the settlement
at Belize. The result was the capture and destruction of
the establishment.

Until 1783, Belize remained desolate and deserted.
But upon the restoration of peace in that year the
English were allowed to return and resume the occupa-
tion of wood-cutting. Under the terms of the treaty of
peace, however, their operations were restricted to a
small tract of country with clearly defined limits. It
was also plainly stipulated that nothing in this arrange-
ment should be construed as derogating from the sover-

* Treaty of Paris, signed Feb. 10, 1763, Art. XVII. Hertslet’'s Commerclil
and Slave-Trade Treatles, Vol. 11, p. 235.

+Bancroft's 1list. of Cent. Am., II, p. 630. Dunn's Hist. of Cent. Am., p. 208,

§ Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 578. Crowe's Gospel in Cent. Am., p. 191.
Journal of the Society of Arts, V., p. 117.
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eign rights of Spain in that region. The treaty was
equally explicit in regulating the affairs of the two powers
in other parts of Central Awmerica.® Bat despite the
earefully preparcd provisions of that instrument, differ-
ences almost immediately arose concerning its execution.
These differences soon became so great as to threaten the
peaceful relations of the two governments. In 1786, a
supplementary convention was concluded between them
for the purpose of removing the causes of misnnderstand-
ing.t DBy the terms of that instrument the territory set
apart for the English wood-cutters was extended so as to
include the region lying between the Belize and Sibun
rivers. The English also secured more privileges than
they enjoyed under the former treaty. On the other
hand, they were not allowed to establish any works of a
permanent character, including plantations and fortifica-
tions. Neither were they at liberty to set up any civil or
military government there.f Finally, the convention of
1786 explicitly acknowledged the Crown of Spain as the
Sovereign of the territory occupied by the English wood-
cutters.§

In order to insure the faithful observance of these
stipulations, the convention provided that a Spanish com-
missioner should make a semi-annual visit to Belize. |
But even the regular appearance of this officer did not
prevent the violation of the treaty provisions. The
woodmen showed but little respect for the restrictions
imposed Dby the convention and the commissioner fre-
quently found it neccessary to use energetic measures to

* Definitive Treaty of Peaee, signed at Versailles Sept. 3, 1753, Art. VI.
b:;'3Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p.580. Bancroft’s Hist. of Cent. Am., 11,
p. 633.
% Convention between Great Britain and Spaln, signed at London July 14,
1786, Arts. 11 & V.

§1bid., Art. I11.
I Thid., Art. IV.
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restrain the settlers from extending their operations be-
yond the preseribed limits.* This caused mueh ill-feel-
ing and upon the outbreak of war in 1796, the Spaniards
made preparations for dislodging the wood-cutters. A
strong force was sent against Belize in 1798; but the
settlers, aided by a British ship-of-war, suceeeded in
beating off the Spaniards after a two days conflict.{ This
was the last organized attempt of the Spaniards to expell
the English from Belize.t

The result of this repulse was to leave the English in
undisputed possession of Belize during the remainder of
the war and the short interval of peace that followed.
This eircumstanee is worthy of note since English states-
men and writers, of more recent times, have generally
held that the defeat of the Spaniards, in 1798, consti-
tuted a conquest of that region.§ Upon this foundation
they base the British title to Belize or British Honduras.
In view of this faet it may be well to examine their
elaims in the light of subscquent events. At the outset
it is to be borne in mind that it may well be doubted
whether the Spanish defeat of 1798, did, in fact, consti-
tute a conquest of Belize. DBut granting that it did, that
is no justification for the elaim that Great Britain is the
rightful sovereign of that region. A brief examination
of the case will establish that fact. Four years after the
so-ealled conquest of Belize, Great Britain entered into
a solemn treaty engagement with Spain to restore, with a
single exeeption, all the territories which she had either
conquered or occupied in the course of the war.| As

* Bancroft’s ITist, of Cent. Am., IT, pp. 634 & 635.

+1bid., IL, p. 635. Crowe’s Gospel in Cent. Am,, pp. 196 &197. Gibbs’ Brit.
Honduras pp. 53-57.

*1bid., p. 57. Bancroft's 1Tist. of Cent. Am., II, p. 635.

§ Luwrence, Essays on International Law, pp. 113 & 114.  Lord Granville in
reply to Mr. Frelinghnysen Sen. Ex. Doe., No. 26, 1st Sess., 48 Cong., p. 6.
Gibbs Brit. Honduras, p. 57.

I Definitive treaty of Pezec, signed at Amiens, Mar. 25, 1802, Art. IIL
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Belize was not excepted it follows that this territory was
legally restored to the Crown of Spain. Kngland there-
by lost all title to it. True Spain did not resume actual
control of it during the short interval of peace that fol-
lowed the treaty of Amiens; but that cannot justly be
construed as a forfeiture of her ownership, or an acknow-
ledgement of British sovereignty. The critical and un-
settled state of her affairs at that time, made it impossible
for Spain to give any particular attention to the small and
comparatively insignificant territory of Belize. Ere the
necessary arrangements could be made for the resnmp-
tion of her rightful authiority in that region, Spain again
became involved in war with Great Britain. This con-
tinued till 1809, when the two countries formed an otfensive
alliance against Napoleon.* At that time it was agreed that
there should be an oblivion of all acts of hostility com-
mitted during the war just ended.t Thus in 1809 the
positions of the two powers respecting Belize were the
same as at the peace of Amiens. That is, Spain was the
acknowledged sovercign of Belize though it was oceupied
by the English. But before the contest with Napoleon
had been fairly brought to a close, Great Britain entered
into treaty engagements with Spain renewing and affirmn-
ing the treaties of 1783 and 1786, thus recognizing the
right of Spain to the sovereignty of Belize. Again in

* Treaty of Allianee, signed at London. Jan. 14, 1809. 1 Bee Annual Register,
Vol. 51, p. 679.

+ Ibid., 679.

tllertslet’s Commereial and Slave Trade Treattes, IT, p. 245-note; XII,
(Index) p. 33-note. XVI, p. 112-note.

Nore.- Many English writers in defending the aetion of the Britlsh
Government respecting the extension of Belize and its subsequnent eoloniza~
tion, eontend that the war of 1796 put an e¢nd to the convention of 1786 and
deny that it was ever renewed by any subsequent treaty. In view of that
faet it is interesting to note the additional article to the treaty July 5,
1814, between Great Britain and Spain, which is as follows: —*‘It is agreed
that .__. Great Britain shall be admitted to trade with Spain npon the same
conditions as those whiel existed previously to the year 1786. Afl the Trea-
tles of Commerce whieh at that period snbsisted between the two nations,
being hereby ratifled and confirmed.” This language would seem to plaee
the faect of renewal beyond all question unless it can be maintained as Prof.
T. J. Lawrenee seems 10 imply, that it required a treaty of politieal nature




[115} RBITISH CLALMS. 13

1817 and 1819, the British Parliament passed acts relating
to Belize in whieh it was described as a settlement for
certain purposes bnt not within the dominions of the
British Crown.* Two years after the last of these acts
was passed, the Spanish authorities of Guatemala ap-
pointed a commissioner to visit Belize regularly and
enforce the rights of the Crown, as provided in the
treaty of 1786.+ Finally in 1326, Great Britain in her
first treaty with Mexico stipulated that the English of
Belize or Dritish Honduras, shonld not be disturbed in
the enjoyment of the rights and privileges secured to
them by the treaty of 1786 with Spain.f Other evidence
of a similar character and tenor might be produced, but
enough has been given to show that, for more than a
quarter of a century after the so-called conquest of 1798,
Belize was looked upon by both Great Britain and Spain
as belonging to the latter.

But no matter what the views of the two governments
were regarding the rightful ownership of Belize, the
English settlers left without any restraint, continuned to
occupy more land. They founded plantations and other
works of a permanent character.  Assisted by the British
anthorities they gradually built up a government which
eontained the germs of eivil and religious liberty.§ Such

to renew the convention of 1786. But withont entering into an examination
of that question at this time, it is of importance to note that Lewis Hertslet,
the compilutor of the Commereial and Nlave Trade Treaties, classities the
convention ot 1786 as a commercial treuatv and distinetly states that it was
copfirmed by the first additional article 1o the treaty of July 5, 184, See
Hertslot's as above.

* Englisk Stutues at Large, 57 Geo. IT1, Cap. 53: 59 Geo. 111, Cap. 94.

+ NOTE.—The truth of 1his statement is shown by the faet that the Spanish
authorities frequently remonstrated against the encroachments of the Eng-
llsh upon the territory of Guatemala. But more econclusive evidence is
afforded by their replacing, a8 late as 1817, the boundary marks between
Guatemala and Belize as fixed by the treaties of 1783and 1796, And as late a8
1821, the Governor General of Guatemala sent a commissioner to Belize to
in8ist upon the observance of those treaties. See letter of Juan Galindo to
Secrelary of State Iorsyth, June 10, 1835. Copy found in Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd
Sess. ot 32nd Coung., pp. £ and 10.

3Treaty of Amity, Commerce and Navigation between Great Britaln and
%{fxlcg, su.éue)(} at London, Dec. 26, 1826. Bancrolt’s, Hist. ot Cent, Am., 111, p.
314 and note 22,

§1Ibid., p. 315. Handboeok of Brit, 1{ond. 1888-89, p. 29.
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was the state of affairs at Belize when the successful re-
volt of the Spanish Colonies vested whatever rights the
mother country possessed in the states that were built
upon the rnins of her American Empire. DBut the inde-
pendence of Spanish America was no bar to the encroach-
ments of the English settlers at Belize. Indeed, the
unfortunate condition of that country for many years
after the Spanish yoke was thrown off, was most con-
ducive to foreign aggression. The feeble states
distracted with internal discord and ecivil war, were un-
able to offer effectual resistance to the aggressions of the
English; yet they persistently asserted their right to the
territory in question. Nor was their claim openly dis-
puted by the British Government till many years after the
Central Americans had established their independence.
Even the settlers at Belize did not look nupon Great Britain
as possessed of full sovereignty in the territory they occu-
pied.* During a period covering many years, they re-
peatedly petitioned the home Government to assume full
sovercignty over that region, alleging that such action
was essential for the acquisition of perfect titles to their
lands, and the enjoyment of the same commercial advan-
tages as the British West Indian Colonies. It was not
till after 1841 that these petitions were discontinued.t
Thus it is evident that till well toward the middle of
the present century the inhabitants of Belize themselves
did not look upon Great Britain as possessed of sovereign
rights in that territory.

By 1830, the Republic of Central America had be-
come established and a measurable degree of tranquility
secured. The Government of the Republic then began
to give some attention to Belize. In attempting to en-
force its rights there, it encountered the stubborn opposi-

* 4 Crowe’s Gospel in Cent, Am., p. 206. Gibbs' Brit. Hoaduras, pp. 94-97.
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tion of the authorities and inhabitants. Unable to main-
tain its rights by force, the Republic had no alternative
but submission or an appeal to the more powerful nations
to intercede in its behalf. Choosing the latter course, it
naturally turned first to the United States.  That
Government, however, ignored its appeals.* Therefore,
the English remained in undisturbed possession of the
territory they had thus far occupied. Up to that time,
the British Government had not openly proclaimed its
rights to sovereignty in this region. DBut the action of
the Republic together with the evident indifference of
other nations encouraged the Government of Great
Britain to take a bolder stand.t+ By 1836, the new policy
was definitely adopted and a letter from the Foreign
Office openly announced that the Crown claimed a tract
of country, on the western coast of Honduras Bay, many
times larger than that originally set apart for the English
woodcutters.? In this manner the British Government
assumed the responsibility for the acts of its subjeets in
Jelize and declared its right to the territory they had oec-
cupied. When that announcement was made, the Central
Awmerican Republic was hastening toward its downfall

*Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd sess. of 32nd Cong. pp. 3-12.
+Ibid., pp. 3-10.

¥ Downing St., Nov. 83, 1836.

8ir: -1 am direeted by the Sec. of State to acknowledge the receipt of your
letter of the 17th instant, inquiring, on behalt of the Eastern Coast of Central
America Company, *what are the boundaries elaimed by Her Majesty’'s
Government for British Honduras or Belize.” And T am to aquaint you
in answer, that the territory claimed by the British Crown, as belonging to
the British settlenient in the Bay of Honduras, extends from the River Hondo
on the North tothe River Sarstoon on the South, and as far West as Garbutt's
FFalls on the River Belize, and a line parallel to strike on the River Hondo on
the North and the River Sarstoon on the South. The British Crown elaims
also the waters, islands and caye lying between the coast defined and the
weridian of the easternmost point of Light-honse Reef.

Iam, at the sane time, to warn you that the greater part of the territory
in question has never been the subject of aetual survey, and the parties who
should assnme the topography of the remoter tracts, and espeeially the
eourse of the rivers, upon the authority of maps, would in all probability be
led into error. 1 have ete.,

GEO. GREY.

__ Letter of Sir Geo. Grey is found in British Aecounts and Papers for 1856,
XLIYV, No. 391.
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which ocecured in 1838.% With that unfortunate event
disappeared the last hope of any effective opposition to
the pretensions of the British.

Encouraged by the enfeebled state of Central America
and the bolder attitude of Great Britain, the inhabitants
of Belize petitioned for the establishment of a full
colonial government.t Great Britain, however, did not
at once comply with their request; yet she inaugurated a
course of action which resulted in the establishment of a
colonial government there in 1862.%

Such, in brief, is the story of Belize. «It began,” to
quote a Britisli author, with private adventurers, who
held their own in spite of a strong foreign power and
whose success practically obliged their own government
to afford them some measure of recognition and protec-
tion . . .. The Wood-cutters and settlers in early times
were closely connected with the buccaneers, and here as
clsewhere these nnlicensed freebooters largely helped on
the building up of the DBritish Empire in the West
Indies.”§ But both the wood-cutters and Buccaneers
were connected with Jamaica and through it they were
able to secure support and, finally, the adoption of the
scttlement by the British Government.| Thus by a
gradnal process of development the colony was slowly
evolved form a piratical settlement. ® This immense
transformation was not accomplished without the lapse of
a long period of time during which the British, ever
watchful for an opportunity to extend their influence,
were zealously pursuing an aggressive course against a
decaying power whose narrow and unprogressive policy

*» Bancroft’s 1list. of Cent. Am,, ITI, p. 138.

+ Crowe's Gospel in Cent, Am., p. 206. Gibbs’ Brit. Honduras, p. 97.
F Gibbs® Brit. Hond., p. 13¢

¢ Lucas’ Hist. Geog. of Brit. Colonies, I1, p. 317,

f Ibid., II, p. 317. Ante p.

< Bancroft's Hist. of Cent. Am., II, p. 624,
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had sapped the foundations of its former greatness.
Though the British dominion in British Honduras was
acquired in contravention of the most solemn treaty en-
gagements, it must be adwmitted that the career of Great
Britain at this point has been conducive to the interests
of humanity and the progress of ecivilization. If the
English or some other people more energetic and pro-
gressive than the Spanish had not established themselves
on the coast of Yucatan, it is more than likely that it
would have been left to the savage natives, and remained
in its primitive condition. But under the British, some
effort has been made to develop the resources of the
country, and, a ‘“qualified civilization has been intro-
duced.

The term Mosquito Shore, or Coast, is one of remote
and uncertain origin. At different times it has been
applied to quite distinct portions of the northern and
castern coasts of Central America, but for a century or
more it has been used to designate the eastern coast of
Nicaragua and Honduras, and a portion extending some
distance to the westward of Cape Gracias a’ Dios. This
region was visited by Columbus soon after he tonched at
the Bay Islands in 1502.* He landed at varions points
along the coast and took formal possession of the country
for Spain.  Less than ten years after that event the Crown
granted this whole region to Diego Nicuessa, for purposes
of colonization.t Misfortune attended this enterprise
from the first, and it soon ended in failure. The Crown
then authorized other parties to settle this territory. By
1530, feeble colonies had been established along the
coast but they did not prosper and were finally

*Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 630, Bancroft’s Hist, of Cent. Am., I, pp.
11 &212, I1, p. 59.

t1bid., I., pp, 204-5. T p.593.
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abandoned.* But the Government of Spain did not
despair of ultimate success in colonizing that part of
Central America. During the sixteenth century repeated
attempts were made for that purpose, yet the dawn of
the seventeenth century found no Spanish settlements on
the Mosquito Shore. Nor were the heroic efforts of the
missionaries more successful.  The natives either rejected
their teachings altogether, or soon renounced them for
their own savage rites.f Still the contact of the
Spaniards with the Indians of the Mosquito Shore was
not devoid of result. The domineering spirit of the
Spaniard together with the cruel and perfidious conduct
of the slave-hunter, had planted in the breast of the
Mosqito Indian the enduring hatred for the Spanish race
which he still retains.$ The enmity which the Mosquito
bore the Spaniard was an important factor in determining
the subsequent history of the Coast.

During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
neither the Government nor the people of Spain paid
much attention to the Mosquito Shore. Doubtless the
fierce and warlike character of the natives was an im-
portant factor in determining their attitude. It is not
probable, however, as some writers have claimed, that
the Spanish neglect of the country was due to their in-
ability to subdue the Indians. More likely the situation
was correctly described by an English writer of the
eighteenth century when he said that ««if the Spaniards

* Sqnier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 631. Sen. Ex. Doc. No. 27, 2nd Sess., 32nd
Cong., p. 18.

NoTe.- This doeument _contains the correspondenee relatlye to Central
Ameriea and the claims of Great Britain to the Mosquito Coast, which wus laid
before the Senate in Junuary 1863, Among other things is a brief summary of
the historieal investigation of those claims which was made by Mr.Abbott Law-
enee who was the American Minister to England when the Clayton-Bulwer
treaty was negotiated. See Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd Sess., 32nd Cong., p. 73.

+8quier’s States of Cent. Am., 631,

# Chnrebill’s Voyages, 3rd edition, vol. VI, p. 309, Spanish America by R*
H. Bonnycastle, Vol. 1., p. 171.
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had regarded the country as worth the having they would
have occupied it long before.”*  Unquestionably the
unattractive features of the country, and especially the
absence of gold and silver, made the Spaniards indifter-
ent to this region.t Their neglect produced some very
important results. It was faveruble to foreign interven-
tion in the affairs of the country, and gave color to the
oft-repeated assertion of recent times that the Spaniards
were unable to subdue the Mosquitos and, therefore,
abandoned the Coast.  From this was easily deduced the
theory of Mosquito sovereignty and independence, which,
in turn, became the justification for British interference
in the affairs of Mosquito.} That intervention led to a
long series of international controversies which have
more than once threatened the peaceful relations of
widely separated countries, including the United States
and Great Britain. For that reason a brief consideration
of the matter in this conncction may not be devoid of
interest.

As already indicated the country was discovered by
Columbus while in the service of the Spanish Crown and
formally occupied in the name of his sovereign. In that
way Spain acquired a valid title to the whole region.§
For more than a hundred years thereafter, the Spanish
Government was engaged in schemes for promoting the
colonization of the Mosquito Shore. True these all
ended in failure; but Spain was not the only nation of
the sixteenth century that met with disappointment in the
planting of colonies. It was the common experience of
all European powers that attempted to found permanent

* British Empire in America by John Oldmixon, II, p. 366.
tSquler’s States of Cent. Am., p. 630.
# House Ex. Doe. 75. 1st Sess., 31st Cong., pp. 181 & 184.

§ Wharton's Digest, Vol. I, p, 3. IL, pp. 53¢ & 535, Wheaton’s International
Law, Eighth Edition, p. 241, " ° ’
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settlements in the New World.  Yet none of them looked
upon the failure of their colonies as working a forfeiture
of their title to the territory in whieh they were planted.
Moreover it was the common praetice of European nations
of that time to leave the native tribes in undisturbed pos-
session of the soil so long as it was not desired for settle-
ment or some similar purpose. Neither was the inability
of a nation to subdue the natives of its territorial posses-
sions regarded as a forfeiture of its title, mueh less a
proof of tribal sovereignty or independence. Therefore,
according to the customs and usages of the colonizing
powers, even if Spain wus unable to conquer the Indians
she did not thereby lose her title to the Mosquito Coast.*
But it has not yet been proven that Spain was unable to
subdue the Mosquitos. True she was unsuccesstal in her
efforts to found permanent scttlements in that region but
that fact alone is not enough to justify the assertion that
she was unable to conquer the natives. When it is
recollected with what rapidity she overran vast tracts of
the Ameriean Continent and the eomplete sabjection she
imposed upon numerous and powerful nations, it is in-
credible that she was unable to subdue the weak aund de-
graded Mosquito tribes.  Moreover, her failure to colonize
the Mosqnito Shore does not prove her inferior to other
nitions of the time, as a colonizing power. It is quite
probable that Spain was as suceessfnl in eolonizing that
part of Central Awmerica as any other nation of that time
would have been. It must be coneluded, therefore, that,
notwithstanding her apparent negleet of Mosquito terri-
tory, her claim to sovereignty over it was valid.
However, there can be no question that the failare of
Spain to found permanent settlements on the Mosquito

*)Y)haxton’s Digest IT, 53¢ & 535. Sen. Ex, Doc. 27, 2nd Sess., 32nd C‘ong.
Pp. 22-26.
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Shore facilitated the establishment of rival eclaims to it.
The location and natural features of the Coast coupled
with its neglected condition, made it very attractive to
the buccaneers and smugglers of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries. The freebooters early located at difter-
ent points along the coast and soon acquired a controlling
influence over the mongrel population of the Shore.*
The latter not only supplied the buccaneers with food and
shelter but farnished an important contingent for their
expeditions.t Under those circumstances it was but
nataral that the Mosquito Shore should become one of
the favorite haunts of those lawless adventurers.

Owing to the negligent attitude of Spain and their
intimate relations with the Mosquitos, the buccaneers
soon became the virtnal masters of the Coast. By the
time they had acquired that position, the freebooters had
become the more or less fully recognized allies of Eng-
land and other rivals of Spain.} They constituted an
important part of the forces that wrested Jamaica from
Spain in 1655.8 From that time till the suppression of
freebooting, the buccanecrs were closely connected with
the English of Jamaica on the one hand, and the Mos-
quitos on the other.| The pirates thus became a channel
of communication between the Shore and the Island.
In the course of time the English authoritics of Jamaiea
became interested in the Mosquito territory and adopted
measures for extending their influence with the Indians.
Their success is shown by the fact that in 1687 the Chief

*The Mosquito Shore by Thomas Strangeways, p. [36. Bancroft’s Hist, of
Cent. Am., 1T, p. 598. Squier’s States of Cent. Am., pp. 631, 632.

+1Ibid., p. 632.

#Narrative and Critical Hist. of America by Jnstin Winsor, V111, p. 233
Long’s Jawaica, 1, p. 288,

§ Ibid., 300.

IMartin’s British Coloniual Library, 1V, p.18. Squier’s Noteson Cent. Am ,

DP. 363 and 864. Ranerott’s 1list. of Cent. Am., 11, p. 598. Squier’s States of
Cent. Am. p. 633,
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of the Mosquitos informed the Governor of Jamaica that
he desired to place his country under British protection.®
Measures were immediately taken to improve this oppor-
tunity for the extension of English influence. At the
request of the authorities of Jamaica the Chief soon
afterward visited the Island, where he was received with
eonsiderable pomp snd dubbed King under the gover-
nor’s seal.+ Thus before the elose of the seventeenth
century the English had gained mueh influence with the
Mosquitos and secured a pretext for interfering in the
affairs of their conntry. To this resnlt Spanish neglig-
ence had contributed no small share. The outcome
of the first eentury’s negleet was the establishment of a
rival elaim to the territory.

Yet Spain was neither ignorant of, nor entirely indif-
ferent to, the course the English had taken with the Mos-
quitos. She remonstrated with the British Government
but her complaints availed her little or vothing. The
English still maintained their relations with the natives
of the Coast and the Spanish ecommerce and settlements
eontinued to suffer from piratical raids originating in the
country of the Mosquitos.} Nor did the formal suppres-
sion of buceaneering produce any material change in that
respeet- The old piratical stations reinained and were
only so far changed in eharacter that illicit trade became
a more important oecupation than piracy. Traffic in
human chattels also beecame a prominent feature of Mos-
quito industry. In 1720 the authorities of Jamaiea tooka
step which promoted that nefarions trade. They hired
the Mosquitos to assist in the capture and return to Jami-

*Bridge’s Annals of Jamaica, p. 138. Luecas’ llist. Geog. of Brit. Col.,
11, p. 298.

t#Churchill’'s Voyuages VI, p. 302. Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 634. Ban-
croft’s Hlst. of Cent, Am., I1, p. b99.

% 1Ibid., 11, p. 600. Squier's Notes on Cent. Am, p. 371,
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ca slaves who had escaped to the mainland.* In order
to render the Mosquitos eflicient allies in this work a lib-
eral supply of arms and amunition was furnished them.
This employment favored the incursions into the interior
from which both the Spaniards and neighboring Indian
tribes alike suttered.  Owing to their superior equipment
and the assistance of the white ruflians associated with
them, the Mosqnitos were more than a mateh for the
other tribes. Therefore the transition from the capture
and return of fugitive slaves to the hunting of victims for
the market was an easy one. The neighboring tribes
soon began to suffer from the slave expeditions of the
Mosquitos. Unable to meet them on equal terms these
tribes were forced to retire farther into the interior or to
purchase peace at the price of a tribute to the Mosqnito
King. By this means the authority of the latter was
gradually extended over a large tract of country.t

The warlike qualities of the Mosquitos and their sue-
cess in hunting slaves, so favorably impressed the Eng-
lish at Jamaica that when they found themselves unable to
make any substantial progress in putting down the Ba-
roon insurrection, they appealed to the Mosquito King
for assistance. In compliance with this request, a de-
tatchment of warriors went to Jamaica, in 1739, and took
a prominent part in suppressing the rebellion.} Secarcely
had the Mosquitos retarned home, when the ontbreak of
war between England and Spain led the English to seck
their aid in carrying out a long cherished project for
gaining control of a large part of the mainland of Central
America. It was believed by the English that the Mos-

*Bancroft’s Hist. of Cent. Am. II, p. 600.

tChief Justice Temple of Belize, Journal of the Society of Arts, Vol. V, p.
118. Squier’s Notes on Cent. Am., p. 209.

+Hist. of Jamaica by Bryan Edwards, Intro., X1I. Bridees® Anuals of Ja-
maica, p. 140. Dublin University Mag. Vol. XXXIV, p. 177,
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quitos and their white associates could be effectively em-
ployed in exciting a general revolt among the Indians of
the interior, against the Spanish rnle. In this way it
was hoped that a large and important part of Central
America might be wrested from Spain. Inorder to facil-
itate the execution of this scheme, Governor Trelawney,
early in 1740, sent Robert Iodgson to the Mosquito
Coast to engage the services of the Indians, and acquaint
them with the details of the enterprise.* Ilodgson not
only succeeded in enlisting the Mosquitos in the service
of England but ere long induced them to make an abso-
Inte cession of their country to that power.t He next
undertook to secure the co-operation of the interior tribes
in the movement against the Spaniards. But in this he
was disappointed. Few if any, of those tribes were
willing to revolt against the anthority of Spain in the in-
terest of the English and their Mosquito allies. The
signal failure of this part of the plan together with the
defeat of the co-operating naval expeditions, prevented a
formidable invasion of the Spanish provinces. 1

Although the English failed to make any conquest
from Spain in Central America, they materially strength-
ened their hold upon that region. Hodgson was made
superintendent of the Mosquito territory.§ Troops and
artillery were sent there from Jamaica, which enabled the
English to defeat a Spanish expedition against the Mos-
quitos in 1747.| The Spaniards did not repeat the ex-
periment and the peace of Aix-la-Chapelle, the following
year found the English more firmly established on the

*Bancroft’s Hist. of Cent. Am., I1, p. 601.

tSen. Ex, Doc. 194, 1st Sess. 47th Cong. p. 744 Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd Sess. 32nd
Cong. p. 83.

tBancroft’s Hist. of Cent. Am., 11, p. 601.

§Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd Sess. of 32nd Cong., p. &7.

ITbid., p. 87.
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Mosquito Coast than ever before.* Under the terms of
that treaty, however, it was agreed that all conquests
made during the war should be restored.t Ience, if the
English could eclaim to have conquered the territory, by
virtue of the defeat of the Spanish expedition in 1747,
they shonld have restored it in 1748.  Yet they did noth-
ing of the kind. They eontinued their settlements thicre
and in October of the following year, Hodgson was for
mally re-appointed Superintendant by the King of Eng-
land.}

The apparent determination to retain permanent pos-
session of the country aroused the Spanish officials. They
protested for some time and, in 1750, threatened the for-
cible expulsion of the English from the Coast. Alarmed
at the prospect of an armed collision with the Spaniards,
the English tried to pacify them. They represented that
the purpose of maintaining an English superintendent on
the Coast was to prevent Indian depredations.§ The
Spaniards did not aceept this explanation and still insisted
npon the evacuation of the Coast. They also annonnced
that they were about to send a superintendent to that re-
gion. Thereupon, Hodgson informed the Spanish offi-
cials that Spain had no right to interfere in the affairs of
the Mosquito territory. The Indians, he asserted, were
free, never having been conquered by Spain.| The Span-
iards, exasperated by his attitnde, at once began making
preparations to drive out the English. So threatening
was the outlook that both the Governor of Jamaica and
and the settlers on the Coast hastened to make conces-

*1bid., p. 87.

+ Difinitive Treaty of Peace, signed at Aix-la-Chapelle Oct. 18, 1748, Art. V.

4 Sen. Iix. Doe. 27, 2nd Sess. of  32nd Cong., p. 87, Squier’s States of Cent.
An, p. 638.

§ Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 638.

# Sen. Ex. Doe. 27, 2nd Sess. of 32nd Cong,, p. 87.
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sions. The Governor proposed the demolition of all the
fortifications on the Coast, and persuaded the Spaniards to
suspend hostilities till he could hear from the home
government.® Thus the Spanish attack was averted. In
reporting the matter to his government, Governor Know-
les pronounced the settlement on the "Coast a *job” and
declared that «if Hodgson was not checked or reealled
he would involve the nation inserions diftiiculties.”+ Ow-
ing to the good sense and moderation of Knowles, a con-
flict was avoided and a better state of feeling prevailed
throughout the remainder of his administration.

Upon his retirement, however, the old trouble was
renewed. The English became bolder and more active
in their operations on the Coast, and the Spaniards again
complained of them. This state of affairs had not long
continved when the outbreak of the Seven Years’ War
afforded an opportunity to both parties for avenging their
grievances. This struggle continued till 1763, when it
was brought to a close by the Treaty of Paris. Among
other things that instrument provided that Great Britain
should demolish all the fortifications which her subjects
had erceted in the vicinity of Honduras Bay and other
places in the territory of Spain in that part of the world.}
In compliance with this agreement all the fortifications
on the Mosquito Coast were demolished and the DBritish
troops withdrawn.§ However, a majority of the settlers
remained for the purpose of cutting logwood and carrying
on trade. Some of them began to make permanent es-
tablishments there, apparently in the expectation that
Great Britain would still continue to maintain some con-

*Ibid , p. 88. Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 638.

+Tbid., p. 638, Sen.Ex.Doec. 27, 2nd Sess. of 32nd Oong., p. 88. Sen. Ex. Doc.
194, 1st Sess. of 47th Cong., p. 7.

+Treaty ol Peace, signed at Parls Feb. 10, 1763, Art. XV1I.

# Young’s Residence on the Mosquito Shore, p. 159.
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trol over the region.* In that they were not disappoint-
ed. English superintendents were still sent to the Mos-
quito Coast. Robert Iodgson, son the first superinten-
dent, was appointed to that position in 1767 and remained
in office till 1775, when he was recalled in order that a
more claborate system of government might be put in
operation.t Under the new regime the government was
in the hands of a superintendent and an elective council
of twelve members. Subject to the approval of the
governor and council of Jamaica, it conld make all police
regulations for that country.f This system continued in
operation for a number of years.

The course of the English in maintaining their settle-
ments on the Mosqunito Coast was no more acceptable to
the Spaniards that their actions had formerly been. They
protested as of old, and upon occasion resorted to sterner
measures for the vindication of their rights.§ The ill-
feeling thus engendered was one of the factors which in-
duced Spain to declare war against Great DBritain, in
1779. Upon the outbreak of hostilities the Spaniards
sent a force against the English settlements on the
Mosquito Shore.  For a time circumstances favored
them. The English, intent on earrying out the long
cherished project of gaining possession of the San Juan
River, Lake Nicaragua and the adjoining territory, had
gone on an expedition to the interior. In order to pro-
vide the necessary forces they had drawn off nearly all the
able-bodied men, including the Indiaus, from the Coast.
In their defenseless condition the scttlements fell an easy

* Bancroft's Hist. Cent. Am., 11, p. 602.

t British Accounts and Papers, for 1828, XX VI, No. 522, p. 4.
t1bid., p. 4. Bancroft’'s Hist. of Cent. Am., 11, 602.

I Bancroft's Hist. of Am., I, p. 604.

§ Ibid., T1, p. 604,
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prey to the Spaniards, in 1780.% The English settle-
ments having been destroyed, the Spaniarls stationed a
few small garrisons in that region and withdrew. Bat
their good fortune lasted only a short time. The English
and Indians soon returned and casily made themselves
masters of the conntry, which they held till the close of
the war in 1783.

Upon the restoration of peace it was agreed that all
the English scttlements on the Spanish Continent shouid
be abandoned.+ This agreement, which was formally
incorporated into the treaty of peace, was most distaste-
tul to the British Ministry. At length, however, the
Ministry reluctantly voted for the ratification of the con-
vention. Charles James Fox, in informing the King of
this decision, justified the action of the Ministry on the
ground that it would still be within the power of the
British Government to pnt its own interpretation upon
the term Spanish Continent ¢¢and to determine upon
prudential considerations whether the Mosquito Coast
comes (came) under that designation or not.”f Acting
on the adviece of his Ministers, the King signed the
treaty § and the Government made no effort to remove
the settlements from the Mosquito Shore. Spain natu-
ally complained of this violation of the treaty engage-
ments. The British Government, on the other hand,
denied that its course was in any sense contrary to its
engagements, since the Mosquito Coast did not constitute
a part of the «“Spanish Continent’ bnt of the «“American
Continent.” |

*Ibid., IT, p. 604.

+ Definitive Treaty of Peace between Great Britain and Spain, signed at
Versailles Sept. 3, 1783, Art. V1.

# Lord John Russell’s Mem. and Corr. of Chas. James Fox, 11, p. 132,
§1bid., I1, p. 133,
I Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 643.
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The Spanish Government was justly indignant at this
evasion of its treaty engagements by the British Govern-
ment. A long and heated diplomatic discussion followed
whieh resulted in the conclusion of the snpplementary
convention of 1786, between Great Britain and Spain.*
The provisions of that instrument were much more cow-
prehensive and stringent than those of the former treaty.
In order to avoid the possibility of future misunderstand-
ing or evasion regarding the evacnation of the Spanish
territories, it was stipulated that the Engiish should
evacuate the Mosquito country and also *‘the continent in
general and the islands audjacent thereto withont excep-
tion.”’  Spain on her part agreed that she would not
treat the Mosquitos with severity because of their former
relations with the English.}

Owing to the provision for the evacuation of the Mos-
quito Shore, the treaty of 1786 was very distasteful to the
English people generally.§  This is proven by the fact
that an attempt was made in the House of Lords to cen-
sure the Government for negotiating that convention.
The discussion which followed shows that, in the opinion
of the Lords, England either gave up all the rights which
she had acquired in the Mosquito country, or else that
neither she nor the Mosquitos, ever had any claim to the
territory. In either case, the House was unanimous in
the opinion that after the conclusion of the convention of
1786, Great Britain had no valid claim to the Mosquito
conntry. By an overwhelming majority the House voted
to approve the action of the Ministry in negotiating the

*1bid., p. 640,

tTreaty between Great Britain and Spain, signed at London, July 14,
1786. Art. 1,
+1bid., Art. XIV.

§ Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 630.
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treaty,® thus virtually recognizing Spain as the real sover-
eign of that region. Accordingly, the English settlers
were obliged to evacuate the Coast or remain at their own
risk.t A few chose the latter course but the majority
obeyed the summons of their government and withdrew.
But, contrary to the expectations of the Spaniards, the
formal evacuation of that region by the English did not
put an end to British influence in that quarter.  With the
assistance of the few Englishinen who remained there, the
British Government easily contrived to preserve, and even
strengthen its influence with the natives.t This connec-
tion between the English and the Indians produced some
important consequences at a later time, as we shall see pre-
sently. Soon after the evacunation of the Coast the Span-
ish authorities tried to establish settlements there. Bnt
they met with so much resistance from the residents and
natives of the Coast, that the enterprise was abandoned
after the Mosquitos had captured their last settlement in
1796.8  Such was the ontcome of the second century of
Spanish negligence respecting the Moquito conntry.
From that time till the final overthrow of her authori-
ty on the continent, Spain was unable to give any partic-
ular attention to this region. Nor were the newly es-
tablished states of Central America more able to resist
the British encroachments. England took advantage of
this state of affairs and cultivated closer relations with her
former allies of the Coast. The Mosquito Kings were

*NoTE—Secretary of State Marey to Buchanan, July 2, 1853. This instrune-
tion is fonnd in House Ex. Doe. I, 1st cess. of 34th Cong., pp. 42—48. A large
part of this commuuication is devoted to an account of the debate of 1786 in
the House of Lords, on the motion of Lord Rawdon to condemn the conven-
of 1786 respecting the Mosquitos. Mr. Mavey does not limit himselt to a mere
account ol the discussion, but gives quite lengthy excerpts from the different
speeches as well. Ile also states that the debate is not found in lansard’s
collection.

1+British Accounts and Papers, for 1828, XX V1, No. 522, p. 6. Bonnycastle's
Spanish Am., I, p. 171. Whig Rev., XTI, p. 19\

$Gibbs’ Brit. Honduras, p. 81.

§Bancroft’s Hist. of Cent. Am., IT, p. 607.
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still crowned at Belize or Jamaica. English officials an-
nually visited the Coast and distributed presents among
the natives.® Progressively the British Government as-
sumed more and more authority in the management of the
affairs of the Mosquitos. To what extent this was car-
ried is well illustrated by one or two events that oceured
between 1825 and 1830. One of the Mosquito Kings re-
turning from his coronation at Belize, began to make
grants of his territories with truly princely munificence. +
Such a course was far from pleasing to the British author-
ities who took immediately took measures for preventing
such indiscretions in the future. A ship-of-war was sent
to the Coast for the purpose of taking the King into cus-
tody. e was soon captured and taken to Belize, where
he was kept in charge of British officials during the
remainder of his life § Not long after this the British
used almost equally harsh means for the suppression of
the traffic in Indian slaves.§  Thus it is evident that by
1830 Great Britain had assumed practical control of that
region.

In order to understand the remaining portion of the
Mosquito narrative it will be necessary to panse at this
point long enough to note the general condition of Cen-
tral America after the downfall of Spanish authority
there. It is well known to all, who have given any at-
tention to the matter, that Spain maintained a narrow and
despotic paternalism in the government of all her colonies.
Under that regime her colonies originated and attained
their development. | They were, therefore, wholly desti-
tute of all preparation for self-government when they

*Henderson’s Honduras, p. 123.

*Squier’s States of Cent. Am,, p. 643.

+1Ibid,, p. 613.

§ Brit. Aceounts and Papers, for 1828, XX VI, No. 522, p. 3.

I De la Colonisatiou Chez les Peuples Moderns par, Paul Leroy-Beaulieu,
pDp- 21 and 23.
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came to assume the station and responsibilities of inde-
pendent states. Morcover, the people were not agreed
as to the form of government that should be adopted. A
part of them, and in some respects the most influential por-
tion, desired a monarchy, while the remainder favored a
republie.®  The first class comprised the clergy, officials
and nobility, so far as there was one. In course of time
this party gained the support of the lower classes, includ-
ing many of the Indians.t The party which inclined to-
ward republicanism comprised the merchants. artisans
and professional classes, exclusive of the clergy.t The
difference between the two parties was much greater than
appears at first glance. This follows from the fact that
they were so constitnted as to reflect and intensify class
spirit and prejudice.  Moreover, there was a decided
tendency toward sectionalism in their composition.§

But it must be remembered that in addition to a re
pressive political tyranny, the Central Americans had been
rearcd under an eccresiastical despotism whose bigoted
intolerence was, if possible, more extreme than that of
the government.| The same influences which caused
the political revolution, were largely instrumental in pro-
ducing a revolt against ecclesiastical domination. This
naturally followed from the close relationship which had
always subsisted between church and state.¥ For that
reason a revolt against one could hardly fail of being a
revolt against the other also. The party which favored
republicanism in government was practically identical

*Dunn’s 1ist. of Cent. Am., p. 179. Froebel’s Seven Years in Cent. Am., p.
141. Squier’s Nicaragua. I1, p. 374. Bancroft’s Hist. of Cent. A1, 111, p. 69,

+1bid., TII, p. 85. Crowe’s Gospel in Cent. Am., p. 126,
1 Crowo?’s Gospel in Cent. Am., 124, Dunn’s Hist. of Cent. Am., pp.92 and 93.

& Froebel’s Seven Years in Cent. Am., pp. 142 and 143. Dunn’s Hist. of
Cent. Am, pp. 178, 179 and 185.

I De la Colonisation Chez les Penples Moderns par Leroy-Beaulieu, p. 22,
9 Dubliu Rev., XLIII, p. 357,
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with the one opposed to priestly domination.® Nothing
more is necessary to reveal the almost insurmonntable
difliculties that stood in the way of establishing any
efficient and stable system of self-government.  But per-
haps the most formidable obstacle in the way of estab-
lishing a liberal government was the spirit of intolerance
whieh almost universally prevailed.t For generations
both chureh and government had so directed their ener-
gies as to foster the growth of that spirit. Under those
circumstances there is no occasion for surprise at the sad
sequel to the heroie, but ill-advised attempts of the Span-
ish Americans to establish civil and religious liberty.
Thoroughly trained to intolerence of the narrowest kind,
neither party was cither willing or capable of treating its
opponent with fairness. Moreover, neither party had
developed enough of true patriotism to prevent its plac-
ing itself in the most abject subservienecy to any influ-
ence, whether domestic or foreign, which promised to
promote the interests of the party or injure its opponent.
For that reason Central America soon became and long
eontinued to be, one of the most fruitful fields for
foreign influenee and intrigne.  With these facts in mind
we may now take a glance at the course of events in that
country after it became independent.

Soon after throwing off the Spanish yoke, the Central
Americans founded a republie, comprising the five states
lying between Mexico and New Grenada or Columbia.
It is needless to say that the Liberals or republicans first
came into power.} Being unskilled in the art of self-
government and intoxicated with their new liberty, the
republicans were not wise enough to concede anything to

*Ibid., XLIII, p. 357.
*Squier’s Nicaragua, 11, 863, 366. Whig Rev., XII, p. 337.
t Dublin Rev., XLIIL, p. 357. Bancroft Hist. of Cent, Am., 111, pp. 82-3,
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the wishes or prejudices of their opponents. Neither
did they, or their rivals understand that the people were
incapable of creating or appreciating a free government.
The people generally were likewise unable to comprehend
the fact that no government, no matter how well disposed
and patriotic it might be, could, in a few months or
years, remedy all the evils which generations of oppres-
sion and misrule had brought upon them. Consequently
they were ready to turn against the party in power and
even the government as soon as it became apparent that
all their visionary anticipations were not be be realized
at once. Of course the Serviles or Monarchial party
took advantage of this dissatisfaetion to promote its own
interests. Intrigne was used for the overthrow of its
oppouents. This led to retaliation and increased the
bitterness of partisan feeling. This policy once adopted,
was pursued with ever-inereasing zeal till both parties
had fathomed the utmost depths of intrigue that party
hatred and religious bigotry could devise. Nor did
either party stop in its mad eareer till it had called into
requisition foreign assistance.*®

Such a course, however, only enhanced the difficulties
of the case. DMatters speedily passed beyond the sphere
of intrigne to that of armed conflict. The clash of arms
eontinued with but short and infrequent intervals, till the
downfall of the Republic in 1838.4 During this period
of civil strife first, one party and then the other was in pos-
session of the government. Both alike were guilty of the
most inhuman treatment of their opponents whenever an
opportunity offered.f So bitter was the partisan strife
that foreign aggressions of the most flagrant character were
Squ’:e\x\zll&zlptxl&ﬁg‘llﬁgpaﬁ-_ﬁh@ Froebel’s Seven Years in Cent. Am., p. 142.

+ Ban. Hist. of Cent. Am., 111, p, 138.
¥Squier's Nic. 11, pp. 365-6. Whiyg Rev., XII, p, 342,



[237] BRITISH CLAIMS. 35

not sufficient to indnce the combatants to unite in defend-
ing their common country.  As might have been expect-
ed Great Dritain was the most active and successful in
profiting by the mistakes and follies of the Central
Americans. Undoubtedly her success was due, in part, to
her aggressive policy; but to a much greater extent, it is to
be attributed to the position she had already acquired in
the country and her familiarity with the Spanish Ameri-
can character.  Unquestionably her agents or represen-
tatives in Central America, often resorted to unserupulous
methods in order to further their own, or their country’s
interests; but there is no good reason for believing that
they were, on the whole, more reprehensible in their con-
duct than the representatives of other nations would have
been under similar circumstances. Finally, it is to be
remembered that however mueh the Central Americans
may have suffered from DBritish aggressions, they were
themselves largely to blame for it. By their own acts
they had prepared the way for foreign intervention, even
if they had not openly invited it. If they suffered more
from Great Britain than from other powers it was due to
the fact that she was in a position to act with more
promptness than any other nation.

Unfortunately the downfall of the Republic did not
put an end to the bloody and desolating struggles from
which the country suffered.* For many years thereafter
the revolutionary movements and inter-state conflicts
continued. Thus the encroachments of the foreigners
were favored. Great Britain took precautionary measures
for the protection of the interests which she claimed to
have acquired, and sought to increase her influence and
power.t Such was the condition of affairs in Central Ameri-

* Ban. of Cent. Am., I1I, pp, 186-210,
*t8Squier’s Nicaragua, I1, p. 419,
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ca from the fall of the Republie to 1848, when, owing to
the results of the Mexican War, the United States came
to take an active interest in that country.

With these facts before us we are prepared to take up
again the thread of the Mosquito narrative. It will be
remembered that the British took the Mosquito King to
Belize soon after his coronation in 1825.% There he was
retained in custody till his death in 1840. During that
long period there is little to be said of Mosquito history.
Owing to the unfortunate condition of Central America,
little or no attention was given to the Mosquito country.
Through theirinfluence with the Indians and the presence
of some representatives on the Shore, the Dritish were
the virtual rulers of the Coast.+ The death of the King
in 1840 opened the way for the English to take a bolder
attitude regarding the Mosquito Coast.  Sometime before
his death, the King was persuaded to aflix his eross to a
<will,” appointing Superintendent MeDonald of Belize
regent during the minority of his heirs.} MecDonald en-
trusted his private secretary, Patrick Walker, with the
immediate supervision of Mosquito affairs. Walker took
up his residence at Bluefields, on’the Coast, and at once
entered upon the task of ereating the state of ¢ Mos-
quitia.”’§  He began by appointing a couneil to assist
himi. He next proceeded to determine the territorial
limits of his new state.| The arrogance of his manner
was so marked, and his claims were so extravagant that,
despite the eritical condition of Central Ameriea, he
speedily became involved in bitter controversies with

* Ante. p.
GI’JDuinn University Mag., XXXIV, p. 174. Squier’s States of Cent. Am.,
p. 643,

F Mosquito Corr. App. C.
§ Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 644.
2II3Duhh'u University Mag., XXXIV, p. 195, Crowe’s Gospel in Cent, Am.,
p. 213.
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some of the adjoining states. They not only resented
his arrogance but denied the right of the Mosquitos to
any territory whatever. They contended, upon both
legal and historical grounds, that the states of Central
America possessed the undoubted right of sovercignty
over the Mosquito territory.® DBut their arguments,
unsupported by force, availed them nothing and the en-
croachments of Walker went steadily on. He early en-
listed both the Dritish civil and military authorities in
Central America, in support of his enterprise. The im-
portance of this is well illustrated by the following
incident.

In August 1841, Superintendent McDonald of Belize
in company with his ward, the Mosqgnito King, went to
San Juan del Norte, in a DBritish ship-of-war. As they
were about to enter the harbor a second armed vessel,
flying the so-called Mosquito flag, appeared. The ships
entcred the harbor together and anchored.t A few days
later, the Nicaragnan commandant of the post was noti-
ficd that he must acknowledge the Mosquito King.}
This the Commundant, Colonel Qnijano, promptly re-
fused to do. Some days were spent in parleying
when Quijano was forcibly seized and carried on bouard
the British ship.§ Thereapon, she sailed for Belize;
but before she reached her destination, Quijano was
coerced into signing a paper in which the validity of the
Mosquito claim to San Juan and the Coast was acknow-
ledged. Then the unfortunate Quijano was placed on a
desolate part of the Coast and left to his fate.| Although
more than one British writer has characterized the treat-

*Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 645. Whig Rev., XI, pp. 243-244.
+ Gibbs’ Brit. Honduras, p. 98. Squier’s Nicaragua, 11, p. 449.

¥ Bancroft’s 1list. of Cent. Am., 111, p. 260,

§ Ban. Hist. of Cent. Am,, [11, pp. 250, 251.

I Squier’s Nic., TL, p. 440,
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ment of Quijano as ‘‘infamons,”” the British Government
did not disavow it. On the contrary, the British Consul
General in Central Awmerica entered into an elaborate
argument in defense of McDonald’s action.® The Cen-
tral Americans did not quietly submit to that outrage.
All the states save one, united in protesting against it.
The only state that sanctioned the act of MeDonald,
was Honduras.t Her attitude in this instance affords an ex-
cellent illustration of the extent to whieh the Central Am-
ericans would go in order to gain their partisan ends. The
Government of that state was in the hands of the Serville
element which was eager to secure a British protector-
ate. In the hope of attaining that end, it openly
acknowledged the independence of Mosquito.} How-
ever, the course of Honduras did not aflect the atti-
tude of Nicaragna. She still continned to contest the
British pretentions but it availed her nothing. In her
desperation, she determined to appeal to the opinion of the
civilized world, in the hope that some pressnre in her favor
might be plaeed upon the British Government. Accord-
ingly in 1844, the Niearaguan Minister at Brussels set
forth the gricvanees of his country, in a eircular letter to
the various governments of Europe and America. His
letter, however, failed of its purpose. Even the United
States gave it no particular attention.§ I’robably the only
noticeable effect of that letter was to encourage Great Brit-
ain to take higher ground than ever in defense of Mos-
quito sovereignty and independence. But while Nicara-
gua was vainly appealing to the great powers ot the world
for assistanee in her unequal contest with Great Britain,
circumstances were already beginning to make in her

*House Ex. Doc. 75, 1st Sess. of 31st Cong. pp. 24—26.
t+Bancroft’s Hist. of Cent. Am , I1I, pp. 251.

+Ibid., 11I., p. 251.

§ House Ex. Doe. 75, 1st Sess. of 31st Cong., p. 43.
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favor. When her appeal was sent forth from Brussels,
the United States was fully committed to a poliey that
gooner or later would lead that power to take an active
part in the defence of Niearaguan elaims.

It is needless to say that reference is here made to the
long course of events and intrigue that finally brought
cn the war with Mexico. The eontliet between the two
republies had not continued long before it became moral-
ly certain that California must fall to the United States.
At the same time, it was equally clear that the long co-
veted territory would be of little use to the United States
withont a more direct communication with it, than then
existed. But according to the generally accepted opinion
of the time, the most, if not the only feasible commnni-
cation between the Atlantic and Pacific Ocecans was a
ship-canal across Central Ameriea. This was as well
understood in England as in the United States. Under
those circumstances it seemed certain that the United States
would, ere long, endeavor to secure the construetion of
the desired waterway. Moreover, judging from the policy
she was then pursuning with regard to Spanish America,
it was impossible to escape the conviction that the United
States would attempt to aequire an exclusive control over
it. Once in possession of such a highway, the United
States would almost inevitably employ it for the advauce-
ment of her own interests at the expense of Great Britain,
Snch was the prospeet, viewed from the British standpoint,
toward the close of 1846.

Already jealous of the growing power and influence of
the United States and fearful of her commercial rivalry,
Great Britain was quite unwilling that her American
competitor should acquire an exclusive mouopoly of any
ship-eanal across the isthimuns.* Of this there can be no

*Hansard’s Parlimentary Debates, OXI,, p. 408.
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question.  Neither ean there be any doubt that Great
Britain was prepared to take energetie measares, if neees-
sary, to prevent the establishment of so dangerous a
monopoly. DBut while that is true, there appears to be no
good gronnd for holding, as many contemporary Ameri-
ean writers asserted, that the British aggressions in Cent-
ral America, and especially those on the Mosquito Shore,
were inangunrated for the express purpose of preventing an
exelusively Ameriean monopoly of the isthmian transit.
As we have already seen, those enroaehments were for the
most part, begun long before the United States had any
existenee as a nation. Some of the efforts to get posses-
sion of the transit route by the San Juan Kiver and Lake
Nicarauga date back to 1780, at least.* Even Patrick
Walker’s attempt to get possession of San Juan was but
a step in promoting his secheme for the establishment of
the Mosqnito State. Nevertheless it is true that the
position on the Mosgnito Coast enabled her to dictate the
terms upon whieh a transit by the Nicaragua route might
be opened. Doubtless this, together with the fear of an
American monopoly of the isthmian canal hastened the
development of the British poliey respecting the Mos-
quito Coast. 1t is also quite probable that suspicion of
Ameriean designs had something to do with determining
the nature and direction of future DBritish enroachments
in that quarter, but that is the most that ean be justly
said of the conrse pursned by Great Britian at that time.

Whatever may be said concerning the motives which
prompted British intervention in the affairs of the Mos-
quito Coast, it is certain that by the beginning of 1847,
Her Majesty’s Government had determined to take a bold
stand in asserting and maintaining Mosquito rights. The
evidenee of this is found in the eourse pursued by Lord

* Ante p. 23.
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Palmerston at that time. On Janunary 30, he directed the
British diplomatic and consular agents in Central Ameri-
ea to colleet what information they could concerning the
boundarics elaimed by the Mosquito King.* Desides
this, he required a statement of the grounds on which
those claims might be defended or attacked. In conclu-
sion he ordered them to state what in their opinion was
the boundary “that Ier Majesty’s Goverument shoald
insist upon maintaining as essential for the secarity and
well-being of the Mosquito State.”t

In obedience to these orders both Consul-General
Chatfield and .Patrick Walker entered upon the task of
collecting the required information. Neither of them
succeeded in getting much through official channels.
But relying upon such evidence as they could collect
from other sources, both of those gentlemen, in the conrse
of the following Spring, reported in favor of very liberal
claims for the Mosquito King. In general they agreed
that Her Majesty’s Government should elaim for Mos-
quito all the territory along the Coast from the Roman
river on the north, to the San Juan on the south. In
their opinion, Mosquito sovereignty should be asserted
throughout that region.t They also urged the right of
the Mosquito King to the territory on the south of the
San Juan as far as New Grenada; but Mr. Chatficld
favored lolding this claim in reserve for future con-
tingences.§ The reason for this may be gathered from
his words in reference to the matter. ¢ Moreover,” he
said, **looking at the probable future of these countries,
considerable advantages might accrue in after times by
reserving for future settlement with the Central Ameri-

* Mosquito Corr., p. 1.

+1bid., p. 1.

+1bid., pp. 5, 39 and 40.

§1bid., p. 6 and 38. Whig Rev., XI, p. 241.
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cans the rights of Mosquito beyond the San Juan.”* Yet
at the same time he urged the propriety of an carly asser-
tion of Mosquito sovereignty to the territory on the north
of that stream since ¢‘considerable benefit wonld result
to Dritish interests’ from such a course.t The explana-
tion of this distinction between the territory on the two
sides of the San Juan river, is found in the different re-
lations Great Britain sustained to Nicaragua and Costa
Rica. For a long time, Nicaragua had strenuously re-
sisted the English encroachments on the Mosquito Shore.
On the other hand,Costa Rica was so completely subserv-
ient to British influence that it was unnecessary for Great
Britain  to assert Mosquito sovereignty over that
region to control it. Dut in order to guard against any
curtailment of British inflnence, through a change of
attitude on the part of Costa Rica, it was deemed ad-
visable to leave the way open for the assertion of
Mosquito claims to her territory. }

An investigation into the claims of Mosquito had also
been instituted by the Foreign Office.  The result was a
determination to assert the right of Mosquito to the
whole coast from the Roman river to the San Juan. This
decision was communicated to the British agents in Cen-
tral America, on June 30, 184
tions to make it known to the states of that country.
They were also directed to inform the Central Americans
that the British Government would tolerate no encroach-
ments upon the rights of Mosquito within the territory
described.§ This inforination was conveyed to the states
interested, in September of that year, by Mr. Chatfield.
But not content with fulfilling the letter of his instrue-

rr
iy

together with instruc.

* Mosquito Corr., p. 6.
+1bid., p. 6.

¥ Whig Rev., XI, 250.

§ Mo=q. Corr., pp. 53 and 56.
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tions, Chatfield took the precantion to state that those
claims were to be muintained ¢‘without prejudice to the
right of the Mosqguito King to any territory to the South
of the San Juan river.”* Thus by September 1847,
Great Britain had openly proelaimed her purpose to pro-
teet the Mosquito King in his pretensions to the whole
coast from the Roman river to the San Juan. Once
assured of British support, the Mosquito Government,
under the direction of Walker, lost little time in taking
advantage of the opportunity thus afforded. Hardly
more than a month had clapsed after the announcement
of the Mosquito protectorate, before Nicaragua was nati-
fied to withdraw from the port of San Juan. Foreible
expulsion was threatened in case the place was not
evacuated by Jan. 1, 1848.¢

This demand natnrally aroused the resentment of the
states affeeted by the Mosqnito claims.  Both Honduras
and Niearagua at once entered vigorous protests against
British interference in the affuirs of Central Ameriea.
They dwelt npon the injustice of the course taken by the
British Government in setting up its own opinion as final
in a matter to which it was an interested party. The
proud but feeble, states declared their purpose to resist
the British aggressions with all the means in their power.
But neither their appeals to the British sense of justice
nor their threats of resistance availed them anything.
Perceiving this, the Government of Niearagua early
turned to the United States for assistance. On Nov. 12,
the Secretary of State, in a letter to Mr. Buchannan,
gave an aecount of the British aggressions against his
country. Ile declared that the purpose of Great Britain
in seizing San Jnan was to get possession of the Nieara-

*Ibid., p. 56.
+Ibid., p. 7.
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gua route for a ship-canal between the two seas.™ e
nrged the United States to intervene, and prevent the
consumation of British designs. But despite the nrgency
of this appeal, Mr. Buchannan did not even take the
trouble to reply to it.+ A few days later, the Supreme
Director of Nicaragua sent a direct and pathetic entreaty
to President Polk to interpose in behalf of Nicaragna.
But he was no more fortunate than his Seeretary of State
had been in securing the assistanee of the United States.}
Despairing of help from her powerful northern neighbor,
Nicaraguna next applied to the Republic of Guatemala to act
as mediator between her and Great Britain and, if possi-
ble secure a suspension of hostile eperations pending the
adjustment of the matter by an impartial arbitration.§
Guatemala complied with the request and urged Chat-
field to accept the offer of arbitration. This he refnsed
on the ground that he had no anthority to act in the

matter. |

Meanwhile Niearagua had kept up a lively diplomatic
contest with Great Britain in defense of her rights.  She
also stubbornly maintained her position at San Juan.
Such was the condition of affairs at the expiration of the
time allowed for Nicaragna to withdraw from that port.
Under those circumstances Great Britain must ecither
abandon her pretensions or resort to force. Accordingly,
before the expiration of the month of January, two
British ships-of-war entered the harbor of San Juan and
compelled the Nicaraguan officials to give place to
Englishmen, who were said to be in the service o the
Mosqnito King.9 Their mission finished, the ships with-

* House Ex. Doc. 75, 1st, Sess. of 31st Cong., pp. 13 14.
+ Ibid., pp. 4 and 84.

* Ibid, pp. 79 aud 80.

§ Mosq. Corr., p. 83.

I'1bid., pp. 87 and 92.

< Bancroft’s Hist, of Cent. Am., III, p. 251.
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drew. Shortly afterward a small detachment ot Nicara-
guan troops took possession of the place and made pris-
oners of the English officials they found there. There-
upon the British forces returned.*  The Nicaraguans
retreated some distange up the San Juan, where they
erccted fortifications in order to resist the advance of the
English. The latter, however, defeated them with con-
siderable logs in March, 1848.4 The British followed up
their success till the Nicaraguans sued for a suspension
of hostilities. This was finally granted on the condition
that the Nicaragnans should not attempt to re-occupy
San Juan pending the final settlement of the difliculties
between the two powers, and that all further negotiations
for that purpose shonld be conducted at Loundon.} Al-
most innuediately after the truce was agreed upon, a
Jritish  cousnl-general was appointed to the Mosquito
Shore.§ That official took up his residence at San Juan,
where he assumed and exercised the usual governmental
functions without any apparent regard for the rights of
the Mosquito Sovereign. |

Even when Nicaragua saw her troops driven out of
San Joan, she did not despair.  Once more she appealed
to the United States.q  But although her direct and fer-
vent petition was reinforced by the warning of the
American consul at San Juan that Great Britain was
abont to obtain control of the most feasible canal route,
it brought no assistance. Therefore Nicaragna must
cither submit to the demands of Great Britain or obtain
such concessions as she could throngh direct negotiations.

*Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p 647.

+Squier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 647,

4 House Ex. Doe. 75, 1st sess. of 318t Cong., p. 4.
§8quier’s States of Cent. Am., p. 648.

I Whig Rev., X1, p. 249.

‘' House Ex. Doec. 75, 1st sess. ol 31st Cong., pp. 80 84,
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Aceordingly, in the autnmn of 1848, she sent Mr. Castel-
lon to England for the purpose of negotiating a settlement
with the DBritish Government.* Immediately after his
avrival in London, Mr. Castellon undertook to effect an
arrangement that would be less humiliating to his country
than the retention of the port of San Juan as a eonquest.
Although he persisted in the undertaking till the middle
of the following summer, the attempt ended in failure.
By July 1849, he was convinced that further stay in
England was useless and made preparations for his
departure to Ameriea. While thus engaged, he was
informed by Palmerston that no further discussion eould
be had concerning the Mosquito country and San Juan.t
His Lordship also warned him that Nicaragua must not
place any reliance on the United States, for it was a mat-
ter of no consequence to Her Majesty’s Government what
view that power might take of British policy in Central
Amerieca. }

A few days subsequent to that Palmerston sent Cas-
tellon o written statement of the British position respect-
ing the Mosquito country and San Juan.  In that com-
munication he took the ground that the Mosquito country
had never belonged to Spain.  But supposing that it had,
he denied that Nicaragua had derived any title to it from
that power.  This followed from the fact that Spain had
never recognized Nicaragna as an independent state.
Having disposed of that phase of the question to his own
satisfaction, Palmerston went on to show that Nicaragua
had never acquired a title to the ecountry either by cession
or conquest. According to his view of the situation, all
the Nicaragnans had gained by their successful revolt

*Whig Rev., XI, p. 251.
+1Ibld., 252.
$1Ibid., 252, House Ex. Doc, 75, Ist sess, 318t Cong., p. 172.
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against Spanish rule was the right of sclf-government
within the territory actually oceupied by them at the time
they threw off the Spanish yoke. The possession of that
right did not anthorize them to impose their yoke upon
the Mosquitos. e also argued at some length to show
that the treaties of 1783 and 1786, which required the
absolute abandoument of the Mosquito Shore, did not
destroy the British protectorate. ¢ But,”” he continued,
«-gupposing that it did, what was that to Nicaragua ?”
Not satistied with that conclusive argument, Palmerston
reiterated the usual statements of British writers to show
that Mosquito was an independent kingdom, which had
long been i alliance with Great Britain.*

Such was the condition of affairs in July, 1849. Great
Britain had taken forcible possession of San Juan more
than a yeur before and still maintained her position there
by foree of arms. Furthermore, she had hanghtily re-
fused to discuss the question whether Niearagua had any
rights to that port or the adjoining country. DBut even
this does not tell the whole story of British domination.
In the conrse of the summer of 1848, Mr. Christy, who
became the British agent at San Juan in the spring of
that year, took measures for increasing the area of the
Mosquito Kingdom. By successive steps he laid claim
to practically all the territory on the northern bank of the
San Juan from its mouth to Lake Nicaragua.t So long
as those claims were maintained, the Republic was virto
ally shat oft’ from the river. In a word, Great Britain,
through Ler econnection with the Mosquitos and her ag-
gressive policy, made herself master of a vast territory
occupying the eastern part of Central America. The
control of that territory and Belize, together with the

* House Ex. Doc. 75, 1t sess. 31st, Cong., pp. 180-185.
+Whig Rev., XI, pp. 249-250.
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ocenpation of the Bay Islands, gave her control of the
whole eastern coast of Central America from Yueatan to
the San Juan. It is to be remembered also that she held
in reserve claims to the coast on the south of the San
Jnan that might be proclaimed at any moment. Thus
through her possessions and claims along the coast she
held the keys to any means of communication that might
be opened across the isthmos.  This condition of affairs
was reached at the time when the United States first be-
came vitally interested in the opening of a ship-canal
across the isthmus.

A brief retrospect in this connection may not be de-
void of interest.  As pointed out in the preceding pages,
this whole region, including the Bay Islands, was dis-
covered and formally ocenpied in behalf of Spain. Under
the auspices of the Spanish Crown ecarly, thongh unsne-
cessful attempts were made to colonize the newly dis-
covered lands.  Kager to reap the entire benefit from her
recently acquired territories, Spain songht to establish an
exclusive monopoly overthem, that was most irritating to
her own subjects as well as those of other maritime
powers.  One consequence of this was a great develop
ment of freebooting, in which the English bore a con-
spicuons part. Through the depredations of the pirates
and the rivalry of other maritime nations, the power of
Spain was so far weakened that her competitors were able
to establish themselves at various points in the West
Indies and on the mainland. When that had bcen ac-
complished, bnecancering was placed under the ban of
of the different powers interested in the Indies. Then
the freebooters turned their attention to woodeutting;
many an old piratical station was converted into a settle-
ment for cutting and shipping timber. Commerce soon
sprang up between the woodmen and the English. As
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time passed this trade beecame more and more important
till it attracted the attention and enlisted the support of
the British Government, about the middle of the eigh-
teenth century. The presence of the English wood-
cutters within the dominions of Spain was a constant
source of irritation to that power. Frequent attempts
were made to dislodge them. This produeced much ill-
feeling between the two powers and was one of the causes
of the frequent wars between England and Spain during
the eighteenth century. Toward the close of that period,
it was agreed that England should abandon the settle-
ments within the Spanish dominions with the exception
of the one at Belize, where they were to enjoy the right
of cutting timber under certain restrictions. Yet in spite
of this agreement, the English never wholly abandoned
the region specified. On the eontrary, they continued
to occupy the Mosquito Shore and the DBritish Govern-
ment maintained very intimate relations with the natives
and finally took them under its protection.

During the period of the Napoleonic wars and the
revolt of the Spanish Colonies, the English made good
use of Belize and the Mosquito protectorate for the ex-
tension of their influenee in Central America. After the
colonies became independent they suffered from eivil war
and internal discord to such an extent as to make them
impotent to check foreign aggressions. The English
promptly took advantage of these favoring circumstances
and zealously extended the sphere of their influence in
that region. The limits of Belize were extended and in
the early forties a government under the control of the
English was established on the Mosquito Shore. Finally
the Mosquito dominions were declared to include the
port and river San Juan. Claims to a considerable tract
of country on the south of that river were set up in be-
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half of the Mosquito King. Thus by the middle of this
century England had control of practically all the eastern
coast of Central America. Therefore she was in a posi-
tion to prevent the opening of any means of communica-
tion across the isthmus.



CONTEMPORARY CONDITIONS.

CHAPTER II.

In the preceding chapter we have seen that Great
Britain had secured a more or less complete control over
a large portion of Central America. Within that region,
which included the greater part of the eastern coast, she
exercised dominion either in her own name or that of the
Mosquito Kivg. DBut in order to get an adequate eon-
ception of the extent to which her influence prevailed in
Central America, it will be necessary to give some atten-
tion to those portions of the country where Great Britain
made no pretense to dominion. However, before taking
up that subject, it will be well to recall some of the more
salient features of the political conditions that had pre-
vailed since the downfall of Spanish dominion.

As already pointed out the people of that country had
been reared under civil and ecclesiastical despotisms of
the most radical kind.* Owing to that fact, they were
without the necessary training for self-government and
wanting in sclf-reliance. Moreover, they were proud
and intolerant in the highest degree. DBut in addition to
these unfortunate features, there was a strong tendency
toward sectionalisin in the formation of the political
parties.t And here it may be well to remark that the
term party as used in this eonnection, does not signify
anything like the compact and efficient political organi-
zations which we designate by that term in this country.

*Ante pp. 31-32. DeBow’s Rev,, 1, p. 123.
t8quier's Nicaragua, II, p. 447. Froebel’s Seven Years in Cent, Am., p,
143. Whig Rev, X11, p. 342-343. :
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The so-called parties of Central America were little more
than a loose and shifting combination of hostile factions,
held together by nothing stronger than a fierce though
vague opposition to a similar group of factions. True,
there was a division upon the question whether a repub-
Hean or monarchical form of government should be
adopted. But it is equally true that the line of division
was determined by motives of selfishness or a blind sub-
servienece to the sentiment of the time. It is also to be
remembered that elass spirit and religions fanaticism had
much to do in determining the composition of the so-
called parties of Central Ameriea.*

In view of these facts it is not surprising that civil
war soou followed the founding of the Central American
Republie, and lasted till its downfall. Moreover, the
very eomposition of the parties was such as to make
factional strife inevitable the moment either one of them
gecured control in any particular state. Ilence those
little republics were from the first, the victims of almost
constant turmoil and bloodshed. A generation had
passed since this unfortunate condition of affairs began,
and the country had been brought to the very verge of
anarchy. Under those circumnstances Central America
presented an inviting field for foreign intrigue and ag-
gression.

Naturally the English were the first to take advantage
of this opportunity. Their knowledge of the Spanish-
Ameriean eharacter and familiarity with the boundiess
resourees of the country enabled them to profit from the
mistakes and follies of the Central Americans. The
English engaged in commerce, and a variety of industrial
pursuits with characteristic enterprise and success. But
owing to the peculiarities of the Spanish-Americans they

tAnte p. 52.
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often found it difficult to obtain the concessions neecssary
for carrying on these occupations. Under those circum-
stanees they made use of factional strife and hatred to
secure their ends. As time passed the bitterness en-
gendered by these internal conflicts became so intense
that either party was ready to sacrifice the interests of its
conntry in order to win assistance.* DBy intriguing first
with one party, and then with the other the English gen-
erally managed to secure what they desired. Gradually
the course of events led them into eloser relations with
the Servile or Monarehieal party than with the Liberal
or Republican party.t Thus the English came to be re-
garded as friends or foes of the government aceording as
one party or the other was in power. Therefore, they
were alternately the recipients of valuable favors or the
objects of perseeution. This persecution often became
the ground of complaint against the state with claims for
damages. The enforeement of such eclaims led to fre-
quent controversies between the state government and
that of Great Britain.t In many instances suech claims
were apparently allowed to remain unadjusted till eircum-
stances were favorable for the promotion of British in-
fluenee in that quarter. Operations between English
eapitalists and the state governments of Central Anierica
also afforded grounds for DBritish intervention in the
affairs of that eountry.

A notable instance of this kind oeeured in 1849, and
so well does it illustrate the British method of dealing
with the Central American governments that we will
give a brief account of it. Some time before the down-
fall of the Central American Republie in 1838, its govern-

*Froebel’s Seven Years in Cent. Am., p. 142.

+1bid., p. 142.

t8Sen. Ex. Dogc, 43, 2nd Sess., 318t Cong., p. 3. YHouse Ex. Doec. 75. 1st Sess.,
318t Cong., pp. 314-318.
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ment had made an arrangement with a London banking
house to float a eertain amount of the Republic’s bonds.
The proceeds were to be remitted at stated intervals.
After several installments had been paid, the honse failed
without fulfilling its part of the contract. Owing to this
failure the government suffered considerable embarrass-
ment. After some delay another firm undertock to com-
plete the contract but was hardly more suceessful than
the first.*

But npon the failure of the states to meet their obli-
gations punctually, the British Consul-General, Frederick
Chatfield, interfered in a most arbitrary manner. In the
first place it is charged that he apportioned the debt
among the several states in an arbitrary and unjust
manner.t Ie then proceeded to enforce the payment of
these claims by the most drastic means. In the case of
San Salvador a peremptory demand for the payment of
the debt was made and but twenty-four hours allowed for
a reply. These terms being rejeeted as unjust, he
ordered a strict blockade of her entire coast.} The cor-
responding claim against Honduras was made a pretext
for seizing Tigre Island, which eommanded the Gulf of
Fonseca at the western terminus of the proposed ship-
eanal across the isthmus. This seizure took place on
Oct. 16, 1849, and led to some complications between
the United States and Great Britain whieh will claim at-
tention at a later time.§ DBut the eoercive measures of
the Britislt against that state did not stop with the seizure
of Tigre Island. Almost at the same time they took
possession of Omoa and Truxillo, its chief ports on

¢ llonge Ex. Doe. 75, 18t Sess., of 31st Cong., p. 285.
+Ibid., pp. 283-287. Sen. Ex. Doec. 43, 2nd Sess. of 31st Cong., p. 25.
+1Ibld., p. b5.

$ House Ex. Doc. 75. 1st Sess. of 3ist Cong., p.220. Sen. Ex. Doec, 43, 2nd
Sess. of 32nd Cong., p. 5.
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Honduras Bay.* Thus the claims growing out of a
single transaction beecame the grounds for serious con-
troversies with three states, and were made a pretext for
seizing important points on their coasts.

But even this does not give a complete account of the
extent to which British influence had been carried by the
close of 1849. Costa Rica was then under the control
of the Servile element, and consequently on more friendly
terms with the English than any other Central American
state, save Guatemala where the Serviles were also in
power.t It will be remembered that in their reports of
1847, the British officials did not urge their government
to assert Mosquito sovereignty over the coast line to the
south of the San Juan river.t Doubtless this was owing
to their belief that the English possessed a dominant in-
fluence in the councils of Costa Rica. That this opinion
was well founded is proven by subsequent events.

Scarcely a week after the scizure of San Juan an
arrangement was made by which Great Britain became
the virtual protector of Costa Rica.§ Then, Costa Rica
revived an old and obsolete claim to that portion of
Nicaragna lying to the south of the San Juan river.|
The establishment of her title to that territory would
place her in command of the most feasible route for a
ship-canal between the two oceans. Nicaragua very
naturally refused to recognize the Costa Rican claim. A
warm discussion between the two governments followed
but Costa Rica would not relinguish her hold upon that
region. ¥ Having failed to secure a recognition of her

*1bid., I., pp. 3 and 46.

t Whig Rev., XI, p. 249.

¥ Ante p. 41. Mosq. Corr., p. 6.
§ Whig Rev., XTI, p. 452.

¥ Thid., X1, p. 250.

T1bid., XTI, p. 452,
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rights through diplomacy, Nicaragua at length decided
upon an appeal to arms. When this became known to
Lord Palmerston, he informed the Niearaguan Minister
at London that Iler Majesty’s Government could not
permit an attack upon Costa Riea, because of the close
and intimate relations existing between Great Britain
and that state.* About the same time, Mr. Chatfield
notified the Nicaragnan Government that the diftienlties
with Costa Riea must be settled peaceably, sinee Great
Britain would not permit the use of force.+ Under
those eircumstances Nicaragna was powerless to secure
any redress and was obliged to leave her insolent neigh-
bor in possession of a large tract of her territory.

The significanee of these proceedings on the part of
the British and Costa Ricans is shown by one or two
events that occurred a few months later. Early in the
following year, the Costa Rican Minister at London
granted to an English company a coneession for con-
structing a ship-canal from ocean to ocean, by way of
San Juan River, Lake Niearagua and Sapoa River.}
Thus Great Britain, through her influence with the little
state of Costa Rica and the peeuliar relations subsisting
between it and Nicaragua, had at last gained control of
the Nicaraguna route to the Pacific. DBut that is not all.
By bringing Costa Rica under their control, the British
became practically the masters of the whole eastern eoast
of Central America and more than one-third of its terri-
tory.§ They had also secured some commanding posi-
tions on the Pacific and, as we have already seen, were
making vigorous efforts to extend their influence in that

*Ibid., X1, p. 251. XII, p. 454.

1t Bancroft’'s Hist. of Cent. Am., III, p. 251. Note. House Ex. Doc. 75, 1st
Sess. of 318t Cong., p. 172.

+Whig Rev., XII, p. 455.
§ Whig Rev., XI1, p. 455.
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quarter.* Moreover, England was pressing claims against
the three states which had thns far offered the greatest
opposition to herinfluence.+ As these states were unable
to meet her demands, there was great danger that Great
Britain would oceupy more or less of their territory and
thus make herself dominant in the affairs of Central
America. It was at this junecture that the United States
began to take an active interest in that country. As some
knowledge of the relations of the United States to Central
America is essential to an understanding of the British
proceedings on the western coast, we will examine them
briefly.

Yor a long time after the Spanish-American Colonies
became independent, Great Britain was the only foreign
power that maintained extensive relations with them.
But toward the middle of the present century other mari-
time powers, and especially the United States, began to
cultivate more intimate relations with the Central Ameri-
cans. So far as the United States was concerned, this
change of attitude was in part due to the altered condition
of her own internal affairs, but more largely to her grow-
ing maritime and commercial interests. However, it
must not be inferred from this that the people of the
United States had never taken a warm interest in Central
American affairs. During the struggle of the Spanish
Colonies for independence and for some time thereafter,
the people of the United States felt a deep sympathy for
the people of Central America.; But as time passed, it
became more and more apparent that the Spanish-Ameri-
cans were incapable of establishing and maintaining free
and stable governments. This, together with the constant
tarmoil and bloodshed that prevailed so long in that

* Ante p. 54.
*Wharton’s Digest, TIT, p. 17.
I Ante p. 54.
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country, gradually destroyed our sympathy for the Cen-
tral Americans and made us indifferent to their fate.*
This attitude was maintained till well toward the middle
of this century, when self-interest led the United States
to cultivate more intimate relations with the Republies of
that region. The first step in that direction was the ap-
pointment of a diplomatic agent.

In the Spring of 1848, Mr. Elijah Hise was sent out
as Charge d’Affaires with instructions to use his influence
in establishing more friendly relations with that country.
He was also directed to employ every suitable means in
his power to induce the states of Central America to unite
under a single government. The avowed object of the
United States in desiring such a union among those states
was that they might be able to resist snccessfully the ag-
gressions of foreign powers. The importance which the
United States attached to preventing foreign intervention
in the affairs of Central America was further shown by
the instructions for Mr. Hise. Among the duties with
which he was specially charged was that of collecting all
available information regarding the British encroach-
ments on the Mosquito Shore. Coupled with this injune-
tion was the intimation that the United States would not
acquiesce in those pretensions on the part of Great Britain.
But perhaps the most important of his duties was to
negotiate treaties of amity and commerce with those
states which had already established their right to be re-
garded as independent powers. It was affirmed that the
United States was ready to enter into treaty relations
with all of the states as soon as they should demonstrate
their ability to maintain an independent existence.?

Mr. Hise reached his post in the Autumn of 1848.%

*Schouler’s Hist. U. S., IV., p. 245.
+House Ex. Doc. 75, 1st Sess. of 31st Cong., pp. 92 9.
FIbid., p. 100.
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He soon became convineced that the British were trying
to secure possession of all the ports on both coasts of the
eountry that might become the terminals of an inter-
oceanic canal.* In his opinion, the aequisition of Cali-
fornia by the United States had led the DBritish to take
that course, in order to prevent the econtrol of such a
transit by that Republie. Anxious to promote the inter-
ests of his country, Mr. Hise urged upon his government
the importance of treating with all the Central American
states for transit routes through their territories. With-
out waiting for the necessary authority, he proceeded to
open negotiations with the state governments looking to
that end. His first step was to conclude treaties of com-
meree and friendship with Honduras and Nicaragua. No
sooner had that been accomplished, than he began to ne-
gotiate with the latter for the right to open a maritime
canal through her dominions.t His efforts were soon
crowned with success. On June 21, 1849, a treaty with
Nicaragna was signed at Guatemala, which secured to the
United States the perpetnal right-of-way for all American
vessels through any canal that might be opened through
Nicaraguan territory. It was also stipulated that the
United States should enjoy the privilege of transporting
troops, munitions of war, mails and public agents over
any other means of transit whether by land or water be-
tween the two seas. In addition to this the United States
was authorized to eharter companies for the eonstruction
of a canal or other means of commmuunication through
Central Anieriea, and was given almost unlimited power
in bestowing privileges and immunities on such companies
as it might charter. On the other hand, some very heavy
burdens were laid upon the United States. Among them

*Ibid., p. 100.
1 Tbid., p. 105.
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may be mentioned the obligation of maintaining the sov-
creignty and dominion of Nicaragua over her rightful
territories.®

That Mr. Hise was rash in assuming such grave re-
sponsibilities in behalf of his government can hardly be
questioned at this time. Yet a very casual examination
of the case will show that his conduct was not entirely
without justification. Ile left the United States just be-
fore the conclusion of peace with Mexico which secured
California and New Mexico.t The acquisition of those
territories, together with the almost simultancous discov-
ery of their vast stores of gold and silver, created an im-
mediate and pressing demand for a more direct communi-
cation between the two sections of the eountry. The
importance which that generation attached to direet com-
munication with the Pacific coast can only be realized
when it is stated that it was regarded as absolutely essen-
tial to the development of California’s natural resources
and the maintenance of United States dominion in that
region.f Mr. Hisc was more or less cognizant of this
state of feeling in the United States. He was also aware
that the United States was ignorant of the extent to which
the British had carried their aggressions in Central Amer-
ica, and the efforts they were making to extend their
influence in that guarter. Moreover, there was appar-
ently much reason to fear that Great Britain would secure
eontrol of any canal that might be opened across the
isthmus. Nor were those the only things that had to be
taken into consideration. English and American compa-
nies were competing for the privilege of constructing a
water-way across Nicaragua. Taking advantage of that

*A copy of this treaty is found on pp. 110-117 on House Ex. Doc. 75, 18t
ses8. of 318t Cong.

+ House Ex. Doec. 75, 18t Sess. of 31st Cong., p. 105.

+Cone. Globe App., 1st Bess. 34th Cone., p. 433; Dem, Rev. XXIII, p. 412.
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state of affairs, the Government of that Republic placed
sueh onerous eonditions on grants to private companies
that it was praetically impossible for a ship-canal ever to
be opened through that instrumentality.® Finally it is to
be noted that Nicaragua insisted upon the gunarantee of
her sovereignty as the price any foreign power must pay
for a canal across her territory. Charged with the duty
of protecting and promoting his country’s interests, which
were menaced by the machinations of a rival power, and
cut off from all regular comnmuniecation with his govern-
ment, Mr. Hise was in a diflicult position. Evidently his
course is not to be severely condemned. Nevertheless,
his action might have led to serions eounsequences lad it
not been for the conservative tendencies of the Adminis-
tration in power when the treaty was concluded.t

The Government of the United States had passed into
the hands of a new administration while Mr. Hisc was
occupied with his Central American mission. The change
of administration was the signal for a more vigorous de-
velopment of the policy lately adopted by the United
States regarding Central America. Hardly had General
Taylor’s administration been installed in office, when the
President and his Scerstary of State gave Nicaragua as-
surances of sympathy in her struggle with Great Britain.
They also promised that the United States would use all
the moral means in her power to secure a fair and amicable
adjustment of the difficulties between England and Nica-
ragua.t Equally emphlatie, as indicating the friendly

* House Ex. Doc, 75, 1st Sess, 3ist Cong., pp. 104-109.
BEAINST (ho AZETOSSIve Forelgn pOlicy OF Its. PROdecosson, that wab DOMINLInE
JEoriition was cheotul oo 4void, ko [or oe bOSSIbIE, cOmpHCAL oRe With Toroii
powers. llence its refusal to consider the Illse treaty, which, had it bheen
e Lt Sl Deltey vt

Taylor administration laid less stress upon the Monroe Doctrine than its
predecessor had done. See Schouler’s Hist. of the United States, V., p. 176.

¥ House Ex. Doc. 75, 1st Sess. of 31st Cong., p. 4.
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attitude of the United States, were the instructions issued,
about the same time, to Mr. Squier, who succeeded Hise
as Charge d’Affaires to Central America.®* In his direc-
tions to Squier, Mr. Clayton vigorously defended Nica-
ragua’s claim to the Mosquito Shore. That region, he
declared, belonged to Spain, by right of discovery, so
long as she maintained her American Empire. True,
Great Britain had frequently violated Spain’s rights in
Central America, but she had just as often acknowledged
them by relinquishing her establishments there. Spain’s
title to the Mosquito Shore was, therefore, valid and,
upon the downfall of her authority on this continent,
whatever rights she possessed vested in the states founded
upon the ruins of her former American Empire. Since
the overthrow of Spanish rule,; there had been no other
foundation for the British claims to the Mosquito country
than - the supposed weakness or indifference of the gov-
ernments invested with the rights of Spain in that quar-
ter.”t+ But in reality nothing could be claimed for the
British pretensions on those grounds since the Central
Americans had uniformly opposed them by every means
in their power. Those aggressions had been instituted
by Great Britain for the evident purpose of placing her
in possession of places of commercial and strategic im-
portanee.

Putting aside such considerations, Mr. Clayton clearly
stated that the United States would never permit her pur-
pose coneerning a ship-canal through that region to be
thwarted by British claims in behalf of the so-called Mos-
quito King.t Althongh the United States neither sought
nor desired a monopoly of the canal she could permit no

*Ibid., p. 117,
+ Ibid., p. 128.
% Tbid., p. 129,
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other nation to possess it. The United States has long
felt a deep interest in such a cominunication but of late
¢“that interest has (had) materially increased” and for
¢‘obvious reasons since such a passage across the isthmus
may (might) be indispensible to maintain the relations of
the United States with their newly acquired territories on
the Pacific.”* Mr. Clayton further stated that a com.-
pany of American citizens had been formed for the pur-
pose of construeting such a work and that it was desirous
of obtaining the countenance of the general government.
“«‘There was,”” he said, a ¢‘strong disposition to bestow such
countenance to any extent that was compatible with pru-
dence.”t Accordingly Mr. Squier was directed to render
that eompany such assistance as he could. Yet he was
expressly warned against making the government a party
to any scheme for speculation. Therefore he was directed
to withhold his sanction from any contract that was as-
signable.

In order to facilitate the opening of a trans-isthmian
canal, Mr. Squier was authorized to go at once to the
Capital of Nicaragua and negotiate treaties with her and
Honduras. In the treaty with the former he was directed
to incorporate an article securing to the citizens of the
United States the right of transit between the two oceans
on equal terms with the citizens of Nicaragua. Yet that
privilege must not be purchased at the price of guarantee-
ing the independence of Nicaragua or any other state.§
The people of the United States were not ready to assume
such a responsibility nor disposed to allow any passage to
the Pacific to be directly or indirectly controlled by any
great maritime power. Moreover, the United States

* Ibid.,, p. 129.
+ 1bid., p. 119.
% Ibid., p. 119.
§ Ibid., p. 121
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would insist upon recognizing the Central American States
as the rightful inheritors of all the territory within their
respective limits, which had formerly belonged to Spain.*
Although unwilling to guarantee the independence of
those states, the Government of the United States was
ready to co-operate with that of any Central American
State in proteeting a company in the construction of a
canal across the isthmus. That offer, however, was made
for the sole purpose of facilitating the opening of a pas-
sage, which otherwise might be indefinitely postponed.t
It was the determination of the United States to conduct
all negotiations concerning that subject in such a manner
as to avoid all entangling alliances and unuecessary con-
troversies.? Therefore, Nicaragua was to be left per-
feetly free to enter into similar treaty stipulations with
any other power.§ Neither would the United States ob-
ject to the employment of foreign capital in the opening
of such a commuuication.| In a word, the United States
Government sought no peeuliar or exclusive privileges in
any isthmian transit and was desirous that all negotia-
tions relating to it should be “frank, open and unreserved
as to all its purposes.”€

With these instructions, Mr. Squier set out for Central
Ameriea, where he arrived in June, 1849. He was
warmly received by the people, who looked to the United
States for assistance in opposing the encroachments of
Great Britain, as well as in opening a maritime canal
across the isthmus.** These hopes and expectations were

* 1bid., p. 121.

+ Ibid., p. 121

% 1bid., p. 129.

§ Ibid., p. 120.

# Thid., p. 129,

¢ 1bid., p.130. The whole instruction is found in House Ex. Doc. 1st Sess

of 31st Cong., pp. 118-139.
** House Ex. Doc. No. 75 ist Sess. 315t Coug., p. 147.
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stimulated by Mr. Squier who appears to have entertained
rather extravagant notions of the Monroe Doctrine and
the policy of the United States respecting European inter-
ference in the affairs of this continent.* Mr. Squier
speedily won the confidence of the Central Amecricans and
especially the Nicaraguans.t  To that extent his mission
was facilitated. Yet there still remained enough of diffi-
culty to tax his skill and good judgment. The English
were active and persistent in their efforts to secure com-
plete control of the isthmian passage-ways. Their posi-
tion on the castern coast gave them a decided advantage
in the struggle for preecedence. Nor were they indifferent
to the movements of the Americans in that quarter. No
sooner did it become apparent that an American company
was likely to secure a concession for a transit than the
British consul at Leon entered a vigorous protest, in the
name of the Mosquito King. Accompanying this protest
was a warning that Her Majesty’s Government would not
permit any infringement of Mosquito rights.} At the
same time a DBritish company was endeavoring to secure
a similar concession from Nicaragua. Besides the oppo-
sition of the British officials, who neglected no oppor-
tunity to thwart what they supposed to be the designs of
the Americans, the country was distracted by insurrec-
tion and civil war.§ Obviously the tagk assigned Mr.
Squicr was no light one.

His first step was to induce Nicaragua to make an ac-
ceptable contract with the American Canal Company.
This was accomplished in the latter part of August, 1849.|
The terms secured by the Company were much more fav-

* British Biue Book on Central American A ffairs, for 1856, p. 8.

+ Stout’s Nicaragua, p. 142.

1 llouse Ex. Doc. 75, 1st sess. of 31st Cong., p. 150.

§ Ibid., p. 153.

1 A copy of this contract is found in liouse Ex, Doc, 75, 1st sess. of 3lst
Cong., pp. 173-180.
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orable than those granted to any previous company. With
the details of this contract we need not delay at this
point. One thing alone seems to call for special mention.
In addition to the right-of-way for a ship-canal the com-
pany obtained the privilege of building a railroad or car-
riage way from sea to sca. Under this provision the
Accessory Transit Company was soon organized and
reaped a rich harvest by transporting California emigrants.
This Company played an important part in the disputes
and turmoils of Central America for the next few years.

A satisfactory concession having been secured for the
American Company, the way was clear to take up the
negotiations for the special treaty. This was promptly
done with the result that a convention was signed in the
early part of September, 1849. Dy the terms of that -
strument the United States was given the right of transit
through the territories of Nicaragua by any means of
communieation then existing or that might be constructed
in the future. All such transits should be open to the
government and ecitizens of the United States for any
lawful purpose.* The ecitizens, ships and merchandise
of the United States were to be exempt from all tolls
while passing from one ocean to the other. In order to
facilitate the construction of a suitable ship-canal and
gceure, for the benefit of mankind, its uninterrupted use,
the two governments pledged their joint proteetion to
the company that should build and operate such a work.{
The United States also undertook to recognize Nicaraguan
sovereignty over the line of the canal and agreed to
guarantee the ncutrality of that channel, so long as it
should remain under the control of American citizens.

*Whig Rev., XII, p. 443, British Blue Book on Central American Affairs,
for 1856, p. 18,

+Ibid., p. 19.
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It was further stipulated that the privileges granted to
the United States should be extended to any other power
that would enter into similar treaty arrangements for the
protection and neutralization of the canal.®* Although
this convention was free from the more objectionable
features of the llise treaty and contained many excellent
provisions, it was not entirely satisfactory to the Admini-
stration. On that account it was never ratified by the
United States Government. Yet there is reason to be-
lieve that it served a useful purpose by inducing Great
Britain to recede fromn some of her pretensions in Central
America, and thus facilitated the negotiation of the
Clayton-Bulwer treaty.

While engaged in negotiating the treaty with Nic-
aragua, Mr. Squier had been active in his efforts to ex-
tend the influence of the United States in other quarters.
It had also been his constant endeavor to thwart the sup-
posed designs of the British.t

Neither had the British officials been idle. They had
been zealous in extending British influence and check-
mating the Americans. Their policy and methods are
well illustrated by the case of Tigre Island already re-
ferred to. For some time before Mr. Squier’s arrival in
Central America, the British had been trying to get
Honduras to cede that island to Great Britain. Mr.
Squier, in common with many others, believed that they
wanted the island because it would place them in control
of the western terminus of the proposed ship-canal.
Naturally, he was very anxious to prevent their securing
80 important a position. To that end, he obtained the
temporary cession of the island to the United States.}

*Ibid, p. 19.
*Sen. Ex. Doc. 75, 2nd, Sess, of 31st Cong., pp. 3-25.
+1bid., p. 10
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But before the British had received official information
of the transaction they had taken forcible possession of
the island. This occured in the early part of October
1849.%

As soon as the British Consul-general learned of the
cession to the United States, he wrote to Mr. Squier that
Honduras had acted unadvisedly since she knew that he
intended to place a lien upon the island. Furthermore,
she was unable to make such a cession ¢‘since she neither
has (had) or claims (claimed) to have national attributes;”’t
a remarkable statement for one who had so persistently
insisted that the degraded and mongrel Mosquitos con-
stituted a sovereign nation. In reply, Mr. Squier stated
that his government recognized Honduras as a sovereign
and independent Republic and, therefore, perfectly com-
petent to cede any part of her territory to any other
power.} e also demanded the evacuation of the island.
The British paid no attention to this. On November
second, Mr. Squier sent Chatfield a formal and peremp-
tory notice to evacuate the island within six days.§ The
British, however, proceeded to fortify it and make pre-
parations for its permanent occupation.| Fortunately
the United States and Great Britain were then engaged
in negotiations for the purpose of adjusting the difficulties
between them respecting Central America.  Otherwise
serious consequences might have resulted from the pre-
sumptuous acts of their agents. Matters pertaining to Tigre
Island remained unaltered till the latter part of Decem-
ber, when Admiral Hornby, of the British navy, appeared
on the coast and, on his own responsibility, ordered the

*Ibid., p. 6.

+1Ibid., p. 15.

#Tbid., p. 16.

§ British Blue Book on Central Aimnerican Atfairs, for 18566, p. 34.
I 3en. IBx, Doc. 43, 2nd Sess. of 31st Cong., pp. 12 and 18,
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island restored to Honduras.* In Mareh 1850, Hornby
again made his appearance and threatened to re-occupy
Tigre Island if the Government of Honduras did not
ratify a treaty whieh Chatfield had negotiated with it
some months previons.t Assoon ag Mr. Squier learned
of this, he informed Hornby that the island had been
eeded to the United States.} Thereupon, Hornby with-
drew and the island remained under the United States
flag till after the conclusion of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty,
when it was restored to Ilonduras.§

A somewhat detailed account of this incident has
been given in order to show the condition of things in
Central America at the time. It also affords an excellent
illustration of the suspicion with which Great Britain and
the United States regarded each others proeeedings in
that eountry. Yet it is not {o be inferred that this was
an isolated or unusual case. The British employed simi-
lar and equally severe measures on the eastern coast of
Honduras and also against San Salvador. A more strik-
ing example of Dritish interference is found in the case
of Nicaragna, whose Government was ordered to prevent
the publication of unfriendly expressions coneerning the
British Government and ofticials.| That British inter-
ference was carried to an unusual extent at the time is
evident from what has been said already. In part the
causes have been indicated algo. It now remains to ex-
amine those causes more fully and to discover the reason
for their peculiar activity.

For a long time prior to 1848, the United States paid

*Ibid., p. 65.
+1Ibid., p. 67.
3 1Ibid., p. 4.
$Ibid., p. 6.
I Sen. Ex. Deec. 43, 2nd Sess. of 31st Cone., p. 75,
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little or no attention to the affairs of Central America.*
The energies of her people were absorbed in the work of
oceupying and reclaiming her vast dominions. In addi-
tion to that, the Americans had been actively engaged in
developing their commereial interests in different parts
of the world and naturally gave preference to the more
promising fields. The Central Americans, on the other
hand, had done little or nothing in the way of develop-
ing the resources of their country and, therefore, could
offer little indneement to the eommercial enterprise of
the people of the United States. Besides, the almost
continual state of anarehy and bloodshed whieh pre-
vailed in Central America did much to discourage the
establishment of intimate relations between the United
States and Republics of that country.+ Under those eir-
eumstances it was inevitable that the people of the United
States should hold aloof from Central America, so long
as their own self-interest did not require them to do
otherwise. And that is exactly what they did. But
when the time became ripe for them to turn their atten-
tion to that eountry, for the sake of promoting their own
welfare, they did so with characteristic enterprise and
shrewdness. That stage was reached with the aequisition
of California and New Mexico. No sooner had those
territories come into the possession of the United States
than her people felt the need of a more direet and ex-
peditious communieation with the Pacific eoast. The
perception of that neeessity directed their attention to
Central Ameriea as the possessor of the most feasible
route for sneh a communication. Private enterprise and
governmental influence were at once brought into requi-
sition in order to seeure the desired infinenee. Public

*Ante, p. House Ex. Doc. 75, 1st Sess. of 31st Cong.. pp. 153-155.
+8chouler’s Hist. U. 8., IV, 245,
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agents and private citizens vied with each other in pro-
moting the enterprise. It was in the furthering of this
project that the interests of the United States in Central
Ameriea eame into conflict with those of Great Britain.*
The trouble respecting Tigre Island and the Mosqnito
Shore were the immediate results. In one form or an-
other, these controversies continued for many years there-
after, and frequently threatened the peace of the two
powers.

In order to fully understand how the attempt to
secure a ship-canal aeross the American isthmus eonld
have brounght the United States and Great Britain into
such bitter and long eontinued eontroversy, it will be
necessary to give some attention to the relations subsist-
ing between them at the time. Enouzh has already been
said to show that both of those powers were suspieious of
each other’s motives relative to Central American affairs.
Each feared that the other was endeavoring to get ex-
clusive control of the Nicaragna route.t Their attitnde
is well illustrated by the correspondence of their agents
in Central America, in the Spring of 1849. On April 4,
one of the British officials in that region wrote to Lord
Palmerston concerning the danger likely to result from
the presence of Americans in that region. He also sug-
gested that it might be avoided by taking Nicaragua
under British protection. In conclusion he used the fol-
lowing significant langnage. ¢« The welfare of my

country and the desire of its obtaining so desirable a spot
in the commercial world and freeing it from the competi-

*NOTE.—As soon as it beecame known than an American company had
obtained a concession from Nicaragna for opening a ship-canal across the
isthmus, Mr. Barclay, the British eonsul at New York, “published a warning
notice to the grantees not to attempt their work, in as much as it would
bisect the territory of His Majesty the King of the Mosquitos; and that Her
Britainic Majesty is prepured to protect againstall trespassers the soil of
the Kingdom of Mosquitia.” Dem. Rev. XXV., 1. 406. See also. Sen. Ex.
Doc. 27, 2nd Sess., 32nd Cong., pp. 16, 20 and 21.

+Hansard's Parl. Debates, Vol. 140, p. 468.
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tion of so adventurous a race as the North Amerieans,
induces me to address your Lordship with such freedom.””*
Less than three months later, Mr. Hise wrote the State
Department that he was indueed to conclude bhis treaty
with Nicaraguna with all possible dispateh because he had in-
formation from aunthentic sources that English companies
were trying to procure the privileges whieh he had obtained.
Moreover, his information led him to believe that the
«British Government by its encroachments and aggres-
sions at the mouth of the San Juan River, designed to so
embarass the subject and to present such obstacles as to
defeat altogether the project of making a ship-eanal be-
tween the two oceans.”’t Mr. Squier also entertained
similar views regarding the purposes of the British and
the necessity of thwarting their schemes. He asserted
that they had to encounter their strenuous opposition at
every point.f In a word, the United States and Great
Britain were bitter rivals for a controlling influence of
the proposed canal across Central America.§ That
rivalry, however, was simply a phase of a long standing
jealousy, which had been growing in intensity for many
years. It was the result of historic forces that had been
inflaential since the foundation of our government. A
spirit of intense jealousy pervaded the popnlar mind of
both countries; nor were the governments free from its
influence. It affected all their intercourse with ecaeh
other and was a potent factor in shaping the policy of
each toward the eountries of the American continent.
Without attempting to trace ont in detail the causes
which had produeed such a state of feeling in those two

* 8quier’s Nicaragua, I1, p. 264.
+ House Ex. Doe. 75, 1st Sess. of 31st Cong., p. 108.
2+6H0uqe Ex. Doc. 75, 1st Sess. 31st Cong,, p. 153. Cong. Globe App. XXVII,
P. 286.

+Cong. Globe App. 2nd Sess. of 32nd Cong., p. 252.
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eountries, it is necessary to note its existence and the
part it played in the controversies respecting Central
Ameriea. Although the mutual suspicion had existed
from the foundation of our government, it had of late
become much stronger than for many years previous.
Dnring a eonsiderable period prior to 1850, there had
been an almost continuons chain of events which tended
to enhance the already intense jealonsy of the two na-
tions. But perhaps the most potent factor in developing
such a state of feeling was the rapid growth of the United
States in power, and the consequent increase of her influ-
ence in the affairs of the Ameriean continent. This was
regarded with more or less disfavor in Europe, where it
was looked upon as dangerons to the balanee of power in
America.  Even more influential in determining the
attitude of Europe was the fear of such an example of
republican prosperity upon the discontented peoples of
the Old World. In these sentiments England shared to
a greater ov less degree. Other considerations, however,
appealed to her more on aceount of her eloser econneetion
with America. Some of her most valuable possessions
bordered on the United States and offered a tempting
prize for that Republie, should it ever become strong
enough to take them.* While it is probable that Great
Britain did not anticipate any immediate difficulty on that
account, it is certain that she had come to look upon the
example of the United States as detrimental to her col-
onial interests.t The events of the period from 1840 to
1850 had done much to strengthen that opinion.

During the first half of the century the United States
had rapidly extended her territorial dominions. As that

- * lli\psnrd’s Parliamentary Debates, CV, p, 930. London Spectator, 1845,
, P TH2.

+Hansard's 'arliamentary Debates, CV, pp. 934, 935 and 941.
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process went on her people had become imbued with the
idea that it was their destiny to possess the whole eonti-
nent. This belief was openly proclaimed on almost every
possible oecasion.+ Taken in connection with the conrse
of events on this continent, sueh a declaration could
hardly fail to make a deep impression upon Great Britain,
who held extensive territories adjoining the United States.
Espeeially is that true when, as Europeans must have be-
lieved, the United States was endeavoring to realize her
destiny with little or no regard for the rights of other
nations. And surely the conrse of onr government in
the case of Texas and California went far toward justify-
ing that view of the matter. At all events, as soon as it
beeame apparent that the United States was intent upon
extending her dominion to the Pacifie, various sehemes
for thwarting that purpose began to be suggested by the
officers and subjeets of Great Britain. Prominent among
the proposals were eolonization by British subjects and
the acquisition of sovereignty throngh purchase. Two
motives for such a course were suggested. If England
eould prevent the Ameriean Republic’s gaining possession
of Oregon and California, there would be little to fear
from American competition in the trade of China and
Japan. Moreover, every check placed upon the further
expansion of the United States wonld lessen the danger
from her power and influence.}

That England had reason to fear American eompeti-
tion in the trade with Asia is unquestionable. The
United States was already her suecessful commercial rival

Q
S

in many parts of the world.§ For some years past that

+Von Holst, Hist. of the U.S., III,270. Whig Rev., XI, pp. 458, 568, 569.
Dem. Rev., XVII, p. 5. Debow’s Mag., 1X, p. 167,

1 Niles' Register, Vol. 69, p. 147. Ban. Hist. of Cal., TV, pp. 382, 451.

§ Hansard's Parl. Debates, Vol. 95, pp. 1925, 1026 and 1039; Vol. 99, pp. 37
52, 56, 532, 576 and 601. 1Iunt’s Merchant’s Mag., XVII1, p. 593.
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Republic had been active in its efforts to establish com-
mercial relations with the Asiatic powers. One result
was the conclusion of Cushing’s Treaty in 1845. That
event was looked upon as the first step in the develop-
ment of an extensive and profitable commeree with that
part of the world. Under those eircumstances the people
of the United States came to regard the possession of
Oregon and California as indispensible to the natural and
legitimate expansion of their interests. For that reason
they were exceedingly anxious to make good their title to
that territory and secure the noble harbor of San Fran-
cisco.* Consequently they viewed with disfavor any
movement on the part of other nations, which, by any
possibility, could be construed as indieating a purpose to
gain possession of that region. England was naturally
looked npon as the power most to be feared. Ilence the
Amerieans were extremely suspicious of the British move-
ments on the Pacific coast +

On the other haud, the British realized the value of
that region and the anxiety of the United States to get
possession of it. Their oflicials urged upon the home
government the importance of making good its claim to
Oregon. They were even more eager with regard to
California, which they represented as a prize for the first
power that could take it. Some of them went so far as
to inaugurate schemes for its eolonization, in order to
make sure of it. Although the British Government took
no active part in these enterprises, there is no doubt of
its desire to secure possession of California. Nor was
England the only power that coveted the territory.
France, as well as Great Britain and the United States,

* Webster's Private Corr., 11, p. 204.

T Von Holst 1ist. of the United States, I1I, p. 177. Bancroft's History of
California, 1V, p. 59.

+1Ibid., 1T1., p. 451.
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was interested in it. All three hoped to gain its posses-
sion.* This attitude served to increase the jealousy whieh
each one of them entertained for the other two. For
obvious reasons the Uunited States was more susceptible
to this influence than either of the others. So completely
was the public mind dominated by that feeling that many
believed that Great Britain was determined to prevent
California’s falling tc this country, and perhaps to secure
it for herself.+ However groundless this opinion may
have been, its effeect upon this country was none the less
potent. So intense was the jealousy aroused by this
question that the most trivial movement on the part of
either government outside of the ordinary routine was
sufficient to cause the greatest excitement in the other.}

Other matters also had a powerful influence in per-
petuating that feeling. In general, the case of Texas,
which has been incidentally referred to, was similar to
that of California. Yet it differed in some important
partieulars. Doubtless this was dune to its situation.
Lying, as it did, on our southern border, Texas might
constitute a valuable acquisition for the United States, or
become a permanent cheek upon her expansion to the
sonthward. This was clearly perceived by both France
and England. Both of those powers were very anxious
that it should not be annexed to the United States. Yet
England, at least, did not desire Texas for herself. What
she really wanted was that it should become and remain
an independent power.§ Once firmly established as sueh,
Texas would not only present a formidable barrier to the
further expansion of the United States to the southwest,

*Schouler’s Hist. of the United States, IV, p. 446. Bancroft’s History of
California, IV. p. 262.

+Webster’s Private Corr., 11, p. 204. Ban. Hist. of Cal., TV, p. 595.

+ Ban. Hist. of Oal., IV. p. 591.

§ Schouler’s Hist. of the U. S., IV, p. 448.
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but constitute an important rival in the production of
cotton. Besides, if this condition was maintained, En-
gland would secure a valuable market for her goods with-
out incurring the responsibilities of ownership.*  With a
view to reaping the advantages that would result from
Texan independence, the British Government used all its
influence to induce Mexico to relinquish her elaims to
that state on condition that it should not become annexed
to any foreign nation.

Although thesc purposes were imperfectly understood
in the United States,'they aroused the deepest resentment;
this was more espeeially true among the people interested
in the perpetuation and extension of African slavery. This
class was eager to acquire Mexican ferritory in order to
increase the area devoted to their peculiar institution. For
that reason they were unwilling to sce any part of the
Mexican dominions pass into the possession of any foreign
power. But with regard to Texas they were especially
sensitive. They believed that they had been unjustly de-
prived of that region by the treaty of 1819, and were
looking forward to the time when they shounld repossess
it.3 Hence, British intervention in the affairs of Texas
was looked upon, by the Southerners, as nothing less than
an infringement of their rights. And when the ramor be-
came current that Great Britain was trying to induce the
Texans to abolish slavery, it was easy for the slave-holders
to believe that England was about to enter upon a direct
crusade against that institution in our southern states and
that Texas was to be made an instrument in its over-
throw.§ Nor were the Southerners the only ones who be-
lieved that England would make usc of Texas for the

* Bancroft’s Hist.of North Mexican States and Texas, 11, p. 338.
*Schouler's Hist. of the U. S., IV, pp. 448, 519.

¥ Schouler’s Hist. of the U. 8., I'V, pp. 248 and 441, V, p. 219.

# Ibid., IV, p. 482. Dem. Rev. XV, pp. 261-268. 1
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purpose of putting down slavery. Many at the North
were of the same opinion.®

Onece possessed of that idea, the indignation of the
slave-holders knew no bounds. So strong was this senti-
ment, even at the North, that many, who were bitterly
opposed to the extension of slavery, were led to favor the
annexation of Texas.t When this feeling had become
strong enough, the scheme for the ineorporation of Texas
was successfully earried out and the way opened for the
foreible acquisition of the coveted territory of California.
This was accomplished in the course of the war which fol-
lowed the annexation of Texas. One effect of this struggle
was to eonfirm the suspicions whieh the United States and
Great Britain entertained for caeh other. Moreover, the
great increase in the territorial possessions of the United
States must have made Great Britain more jealous of that
Republic than ever before.  Although defeated in her at-
tempt to prevent the acquisition of Texas and California
by the United States, Great Britain showed no disposition
to abandon the econtinent to her American rival. No
sooner did the results of the Mexican war become ap-
parent, than the British Government redoubled its efforts
to prevent the further cxtension of the United States at
the expense of Spanish-America.} In carrying out this
poliey it was necessary to anticipate the movements of a
powerful rival, which was supposed to be engaged in the
execution of a well defiued plan for indefiuite territorial
aggrandizement and commercial development.

At the close of the Mexican war the United States was
apparently intent upon extending her dominions to the
southward. The acquisition of California also gave that

* Von Holst Hist. of U. 8., IL, pp. 623, 624. Bancroft Hist. of the North
Mexican States and Texas, Vol. I1, p. 377,

+ Bancroft’s Hist. of the North Mexican States and Texas, II, p, 377,

3 Ante. pp. 40-45.
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Republie a direet and immediate interest in Central
America boeause it possessed, what was generally believed
to be the most feasible route for a water-way between the
two oceans. Influenced by this eonsideration, the United
States took measures for promoting her interests in that
quarter.* Under those eircumstances, the English thought
it necessary to strengthen their hold upon Central Amer-
iea. In order to do that they must anticipate and defeat
the supposed designs of the Americans. Hence they were
led into a eourse of aetion which had the appearance of
being determined by a well defined and far reaching
policy. The American people naturally believed that the
course of Great Britain in Central America was prompted
by unfriendly feelings toward the United States.t On
the other hand, it is diflicult to see how England and the
other European powers eould have regarded the rapid ex-
tension of the United States during the first half of the
present century, together with its even more rapid de.
velopment in power and inflnence, in any other light than
a menaee to the welfare of their possessions and the ex-
istence of the weaker nations of America. More especi-
ally is that true of the time under c¢onsideration. The
people of the United States were then almost unanimous
in proclaiming their destiny to oceupy the whole
Ameriean continent,} and the Government had shown its
readiness to increase the area of the Republie, even at the
price of dark intrigue and unprovoked aggressions upon
its neighbors. The apprehensions of England for the
permanency and welfare of her American interests were
aroused and prompted her to take steps for their protec-
tion. This, in turn, served to confirm the suspicions of

* Ante. p. 58.

+ Hansard's Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 140, 468. D Re
534, Whig Rev. X1I, p, 447. o g ° i Sy

* De Bow’s Rev, IX, p, 568 and 569.
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the United States. The course of the British will now
claim attention.

When it beeame clear that the war with Mexico must
result in the dismemberment of that Republic, the British
contemplated, if they did not actually adopt, measnres to
protect it against the future aggressions of the United
States. It is asserted that they endeavored to have in-
corporated in the treaty of Guadalonpe Hidalgo a pro-
vision binding the United States not to annex any Mexi-
can territory withont the consent of that Republic.* The
expediency of colonizing a large part of the Mexiean ter-
ritory, in order to prevent its falling to the United States,
was also suggested.+ Nor was Great Britain neglectful
of her own interests.  As already indicated, she had long
since acquired extensive interests in Central America.
Owing to that fact and the probability that the United
States would next attempt to secure a monopoly of the
isthmian transits, the English turned their attention to
that quarter. There they would be able to oppose the
ambitious designs of the Americans without the inaugural
tion of & new poliey, or even a radical modification of the
old one. Even before the close of the Mexican war, the
English officials in Central America began to display un-
usual boldness in extending British influence. The Mos-
quito protectorate was proclaimed and the port of San
Juan seized.} These movements were soon followed by
the seizure of Tigre Island and other points along the
Central American coast. With the detail of these pro-
ceedings and their effect upon that country we are already
familiar.

Although Great DBritain had regarded snch a course
essential to the preservation of her interests and influence

* Squier’s Nicaragua, 11, p. 289.
* London Spectator for 1846, I, p. 926.
¥ Ante. p. 45.
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in Central America, the people of the United States took
quite a different view of the matter. To them it seemed
as though Great Dritain was moved by a spirit of un-
friendliness and jealousy to deprive the United States of
a communication that was essential to the proper develop-
ment of her commercial interests. Not a few of them
thought that England was intent upon defeating the con-
struction of a canal across the isthmus, in order to ex.
clude the Americans from a share in the ecommeree of the
East.  In support of this opinion, it was asserted that a
tree water-way throngh Central America would be a men-
ace to British supremacy in the commerce of that region.
Such a channel would reverse the relative positions of the
United States and Great Britain with respect to Asia.
Under existing conditions England had three or four
thousand miles the advantage of the United States in that
trafic. But if a canal should be eonstrueted across Cen-
tral America and opened to the United States and Great
Britain upon equal terms, that advantage would be trans-
ferred to the former.* Therefore, it was natural that
many Americans shonld believe that Great Britain wished
to defeat the constrnction of the isthmian canal. This
will be more evident when it is remembered that English-
men already recognized the United States,as their most
dangerous rival for the ecarrying trade of the world.+
Morcover, such a highway would give added impetus to
the rapidly growing foreign commerce of the United States
and enable that power to invade the only quarter where
Great Britain still maintained undoubted supremacy.}

On the other hand, the course of the American people

*Squier’s Nicaragua, IT, p. 283. Whig Rev. XV, p. 261.

+ Hunt’s Merchants’ Mag., XV1II, p. 694. Hansard’s Parliamentary De-
bates, Vol. XCV1I1, pp. 1025, 1039; Vol. XCIX, pp. 576-578.

% Whig Rev., XV, pp. 260, 261, Hansard’s Parl, Debates, Vol. XCIX, p, 87,
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confirmed the fears of England coneerning her commercial
supremacy in the East. Elated over the rapid growth of
the United States as a commereial and maritime power,
the people of this country were looking forward to the
time when it would become a suceessful competitor for the
commerce of India and other Asiatic powers.* So well
was this understood by the English people that many of
them believed that the Americans desired Oregon and
California in order to facilitate their commercial enter-
prises with the East.4+ Nor is it probable that this opinion
was altogether groundless. At all events no sooner had
the United States gained possession of California than
the people began to talk much of American supremacy in
the trade of the Pacitic. In their opinion the only formid-
able obstacle in the way of realizing that result was the
lack of direct communication between the Atlantic and
Pacific coasts.t Nor ean there be any doubt that the
anxiety of the Amerieans to seeurc a more direet com-
munication between the eastern and western portions of
the Union was largely due to the belief that such a work
would aid the United States to supplant England in the
trade with Asia.§

Yet other considerations played an important part in
creating the demand of onr people for an interoceanic
water-way. Among them may be mentioned the very
common belief that without some more direct route to the
Pacific possessions it wonld be impossible for the United
States to waintain her jurisdiction there.| The forece of
this opinion can only be realized when it is recollected
with what bitkerness the factional and sectional strife was

* Hunt’s Merchants’ Mag., XVII, p. 697; XXII, p. 154,

+ British and Foreign Rev., X VI, p. 563.

% Dem. Rev., XXIV, p. 426. De Bow's Mag., I, p. 69.

§ 1bid., VII, p. 5. Dem. Rev., XXIV, p. 427.

I Dem. Rev,, XXTI1J, p. 412; XX VTI, p. 537. Whig Rev,, 1X, p, 332.
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raging in this country at that time. A strife that even
then threatened the ties that bound the Union together.
Hence, a more direct communication was regarded, by
perhaps & mujority of the American people, as essential
to the integrity of the Union and irs proper development
as a commercial power.® Morcover, many wecre con-
vineed that it would be impossible for the Government to
defend the Pacific coast, in time of war, if it had to send
troops and munitions aronnd Cape Uorn.t Yet in the
opinion of a large portion of the American people the only
practicable means tor a more direct communication with
the ’acific was a canal across the Central American isth-
mus. It may seem strange now that snch views should
have been general less than a half century ago. Bat at
that time the region beyond the Mississippi River, known
as the ¢“Great American Desert,” was almost universally
believed to be not only uninhabitable but practically im-
passable.t Beyond this region were the Rocky Moun-
taing and other ranges which apparently offered insur-
mountable obstacles to any land transportation. It was
thought that railroads could not be built and successfully
operated in that region. Nor were these opinions con-
fined to the nninformed; they were common among men
of learning and experience. Moreover, they had great
weight with men occupying high governmental positions,
among whom may be mentioned Mr. Clayton, himself.§
The expensive explorations conducted by the Government,
a fow years later, with a view to determining whether a
transcontinental railroad was practicable, did not dispel

* Ex. Doc. 103, 1st Sess. of 3ith Cong., p. 6. Cong. Globe App., 1st Sess. of
34th Cong., p. 76,

t1bid., Pt. 2, p. 1421; App. p. 6. Squier’s Nicaragua, II, p. 286. Ben. Ex.
Doe. 27, 2nd Sess. of 32nd Cong. p. 32.

% De Bow's Rev., VI1IIL, pp. 217-232.

§Cong. Globe, 1st Sess, of 3ith Cong., Pt. IT, p. 1421.
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the idea, even among the most intelligent classes, that
such a work was chimerical. *

With these facts before us there is no difficulty in
understanding why the people of that generation attached
so much importanee to an unobstructed water-way across
Central America. Nor is it surprising that they were
quick to resent the encroachments of Great Britain in
that quarter. It is no exaggeration to say that there was
very great danger of war with England unless some ar-
rangement with her could be made, whereby all impedi-
ments to the construction and free navigation of the
canal could be removed.

But this was not the only reason for fearing trouble
with Great Britain and other foreign powers. Our peo-
ple were much elated over the results of the late war,
which were regarded, by a large portion of them, as
demonstrating the <manifest destiny” of the United
States to bring the whole American continent under its
dominion.t Moreover, the greater part of the people
within the slave holding states were still anxious for the
further extension of our dominions in those regions
which were well adapted to their peculiar industrial sys-
tem.} Looking on the inhabitants of the Spanish Ameri-
can Republics as scarcely superior to the aborigines, the
proud Anglo-American of the South held the territorial
rights of the one in about the same degree of respect as
those of the other.§ In his estimation, the only thing
that could give themn any title to their country, which he
was bound to respect, was their demonstrated ability to
hold it against his cupidity.| But the unfortunate Span-

*1bid., App., p. 438. North Am. Rev., LXXXII, p. 235.

+ Von Holst, 1list. of the U. S,, ITL, p. 270. DeBow’s Mag.. IX, p. 167.
1Schouler’s Hist. of the U. S., V., pp. 175, 214, 215, 219, 296,

§Ibid., IV, p. 451.

i Schouler's Hist. of the U. S. IV, p 451.
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ish-Americans were as incapable of offering any effective
resistance to the infringements npon their territorial
rights, as they were of establishing and maintaining
stable and efficient governments. Subject to perpetual
revolution and civil war, which was econducted in the
most inhuman and brutal manner, these petty republies
presented such a pitiful example of unfitness for self-
government that it is difficult to repress all feeling of
sympathy for the slave propogandist who felt ealled upon
to undertake their ‘“regeneration.’” The stable rule of
the Anglo-American, even though aecompanied by all
the horrors of Africanslavery, was immeasurably better and
more humane than the anarchy and bloodshed that had
prevailed almost econtinuonsly in those fecble states.

But the covetous desires of the masterful Americans
were not confined to the region occupied by the Spanish-
American states, but also included many of the European
colonies on this continent. Without doubt the valnable
possessions of Spain were the most tempting. Besides,
the feeble grasp with which she held her colonies, together
with the rapid decline of her power, cansed many to fear
that she would transfer them to a more capable European
nation. They were especially anxious concerning Cuba,*
which from its peculiar position would give its possessor
the power of closing the Gulf of Mexico to our com-
merce. But this was by no means the greatest objection,
at least to the slaveholders. They feared that it would
fall to France or Great Britain and thus endanger the
continnance of slavery in the United States.t+ Inflnenced
by these considerations, a large portion of the American
people had become more and more inclined to extend our

* Wilson’s Slave Power in Am., IT, p. 610. North Am. Rev. vol. 166, p. 351.
Cong. Globe XXI, Pt,, 2, p. 1085.

tSchouler’s Hist. of the U. 8., IIT, p. 177.
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dominions at the expense of the Spanish-Americans and
even to wrest Cuba from Spain.® They also regarded
with inecreasing disfavor the continuance of European
dominion on this side of the Atlantic. As these senti-
ments became more intluential there was a growing
tendency to ignore the claims of European nations to
dominion on this continent. ¢ Munifest Destiny” was
relied upon as a sanction for this course.t DProgressively
broader constructions werc placed upon the Monroe
Doctrine,} so that by the close of the Mexican war it had
come to be a menace to the American possessions of all
but the more powerful nations of Enrope. As already
indicated, those who favored this expansion of the Mon-
roe Doctrine were also devoted to the interests of slavery.
So evident was this, that the reactionary movement
againgt the broad application of the Monroe Doctrine
was originated by the opponents of that institution.
Although these were in the minority they constituted an
influential element in the Whig party and, therefore,
gave a more or less characteristic trend to the admini-
strations of Taylor and Fillmore.$

Some allusion bas already been made to the growing
opposition to slavery in the United States. By this time
the agitation on the subject had become so heated that
it gave color to nearly all our political discussions and
had a corresponding influence on onr legislation. Nor
was it devoid of inflnence on the foreign policy of the
United States. The conflict between the opposing
factions regarding this question, was rapidly becoming
more bitter becanse of the contest over the territory lately

* North Am. Rev., Vol. 166, p. 351. De Bow’s Rev., IX, p. IT2.

tIbid., p. 167. North Am. Rev., Vol. 166, p. 351.

f Reddaway’s Monroe Doctrine, p. 131. De Bow's Revlew, IX, p. 176.
8 Ibid., V, p. 176. Hill's Memoir of Abbott Lawrence, pp. 88 and 89.
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acquired from Mexico. So intense was the feeling
aroused that talk of disunion was freely indulged in by
the more radical elements of both parties. So imminent
was the danger of disunion and civil war that there was a
general acquiesence in the famous Compromise of 1850,
notwithstanding the repngnance of its provisions to nearly
all parties.

In a word, the great expansion of onr dominious to-
gether with our rapid growth in population and wealth,
had intoxicated the popular mind and rendered us inso-
lent and aggressive toward other powers. This spirit
had been greatly strengthened by the insatiable demands
of the Slave Power. The dismemberment of Mexico
and the menacing attitude toward Cuba and other regions
suited to slavery, coupled with the eonstant and arrogant
flaunting of the Monroe Doctrine and “Manifest Des-
tiny” had aroused the suspicion of foreign powers and
placed us in a very unenviable position before the world.*
For these reasons our foreign relations were in a very
unsatisfactory condition. This was especially true in the
case of Great Britain, with whom we had long been eom-
peting for the control of this continent and supremacy in
the carrying trade of the world. On the other hand, the
domestic affairs of this country were in a most critieal
state. The agitation of the slavery question had taken
on a sectional character and become so bitter as to
threaten the dissolution of the Union. But that was not
the only clement of discord at that time. The question
of our attitude toward the possessions of other power8
was hardly less distracting. Besides, it eomplicated our
relations with other nations and made it impossible for
the United States to maintain a consistent foreign policy.

*Schurz, Life of Clay, II, p. 290.
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Furthermore, there was sueh an urgent demand for a
ship-canal across Central America, that the people were
ready to resort to force if need be, in order to secure it.*
But Great Britain was in possession of the key to the
only feasible route for such a channel. To the popular
mind this was no accident; but was the result of a well
laid plan to deprive the United States of a passage-way
that was essential to its integrity and welfare. For that
reason the feeling against Great Britain was very bitter;
and that too at a time when the whole country was elated
over its unparalleled success in the recent conflict
with Mexico. Obviously the danger of a war with Eng-
land was imminent.

Such, in brief, was the state of affairs when the Whig
party came into possession of the Government in March,
1849. The President and his Cabinet resolutely under-
took the work of preserving the national authority at
home and its honor abroad. The interests of the whole
country were to be placed before those of any particular
section or party. [Peaee was to be maintained with for-
eign nations at any price save that of honor. In order
to carry ont this policy, the Administration adopted a
frank and dignified course in the condnet of our foreign
relations. Its methods contrasted most favorably with
those of the Polk Admimstration. This is especially true
respecting Great Britain and Spanish-America. Instead
of resorting to low intrigue for the purpose of despoiling
the latter, efforts were made to cultivate friendly rela-
tions with those Republics. Their appeals for our inter-
vention against the encroachments of Great Britain were
no longer unheeded. They were assured of every assist-
ance that conld be given withont impairing peaceful rela-
tions with England.t Steps were also taken for the

*Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd Sess. 32nd Cong., p. 26.
tIlouse Ex. Doc. 75, 18t Sess. of 31st Cong., pp. 119 and 133,
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establishment of closer relations with those states and the
promotion of American influence there.

One of the most urgent duties of the new Administra-
tion was to provide for the opening of an unobstrneted
water-way across the isthmus. This involved two prob-
lems. In the first place, the necessary concessions for
such a channel had to be obtained from the Central
American states through which it would pass, and in the
second, the obstructions offered by British pretensions in
that quarter must be removed. The first of these, though
not without its difliculties, was by far the less formidable
of the two and, as we have already seen, was successfully
accomplished by Mr. Squier in the snmmer of 1849.* The
second, however, was of a more difficult and complex
nature. As originally conceived, it involved nothing less
than the ousting of Great Britain from all the positions in
Central America which enabled her to menace or control
the proposed water-way. The attempt to do that led to
the negotiation of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty which will
claim attention in the next chapter.

* Ante p 65.
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CHAPTER II1.

The movement for frecing Central America from Brit-
ish obstructions to the proposed water-way was inangurated
early in the spring of 1849.  On the second of May, Sec.
retary of State Clayton wrote to George Bancroft, then
United States Minister at London, regarding the British
pretensions on the American isthmns. He also set forth
the views and purposes of the United States concerning an
interoceanic water-way through that region. He con-
tended that Spain was the rightful sovereign of Central
Aumerica nntil the snccessful revolt of her colonies, when
her rights vested in the republics founded npon the ruins
of her American Empire. Consequently there was no
ground for the claim that the Mosqnitos constituted a
sovereign state. They were merely a tribe of savages,
without the ability or inelination to establish a stable
government, subjeet to the jurisdiction of Nicaragna or
other states of Ceutral America. Therefore, the United
States Government could not allow the pretensions of
Great Britain in their behalf to stand in the way of any
rights which it, or its citizens might acquire in the isth-
mus. Accordingly, Mr. Bancroft was iustrneted to de-
mand an explanation as to the purposes of the British
Government in maintaining the Mosquito protectorate
and holding possession of San Juan. Did it propose to
set apart a portion of the territory in the vicinity of that
port for its own use, and npon what principle? Did
Great Britain claim the right to obstruet or control the
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commerce of the San Juan River, or maintain forts and
military establishments on its banks?

In case the British Government showed a disposition
to do any of those things, Mr. Bancroft was directed to
point out the inexpediency of any great commercial
power’s holding San Juan river in case it should become
& highway for the nations of the earth. The United
States neither desired such control for herself, nor would
she consent to its being claimed by any other power. Yet
the United States Government disclaimed all ambitions
designs respecting Central America. [t was impelled
solely by a proper vigilence for the interests committed
to its charge, and a due regard for those states whose
rights it believed to have been invaded. In case his in-
terview with the British officials should lead to the con-
viction that Great Britain would not recede from her pre-
tensions in Central America, Mr. Bancroft was directed
to present a formal protest and remonstrance against
them. In order to give him the most complete knowl-
edge of American views concerning these important mat-
ters a copy of the instructions to Mr. Squier was sent to
Baneroft with this letter.®

These documents reveal the purpose of the United
States regarding the matters under consideration. Evi-
dently the Government was determined to protect its in-
terests in an isthmian water-way. Furthermore, it would
no longer remain indifferent to the aggressions of Euro-
pean powers upon the weaker states of this continent. In

* This lettor is found in House Ex. Doc. 75, I1st Sess. of 3lst Cong., pp. 230
and 232,

. Nork—Clayton also directed Mr. Bancrofi to obtain from the Costa Rican
Minister at London, an assurance that he would not “commit' the rights of
Lis country by any eonvention with Great Britain. Bancroit wits turther
instrocted to warn the Minister against ceding away any of Costa Rica’s ter-
ritory or her rights over it. ‘The reason given for this was that “the safety
of every American state whether in North or South Ameriea require of her

to yield no further to foreign ageressions.” See House Bx. Doe. b, Ist Sess. of
31st Cong., p. 232,
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a word, its policy was one of dignity and firmness, yet
free from undue selfishness or ambitious designs. Under
the existing conditions there can be no question regarding
the wisdom of that course.

This will be made clear by recalling some of the more
salient features of the situation described in the preceding
chapter. In addition to the critical state of onr domestic -
affairs, there was the most bitter jealousy subsisting be-
tween Great Britain and the United States. Ior reasons
already given, this was especially true with regard to Cen-
tral America. To make matters worse, that country was
in a state of unrest and turmoil bordering on anarchy.
Nearly all the states of that region were either subservient
to British influence or involved in bitter controversies
with her respecting territorial rights and dominion. These
disputes related to more than one-third of Central Amer-
ica, including a large portion of both the Atlantic and
Pacific coasts and also the more feasible routes for a ship-
canal.* To add to the difficulty of the case, the former
indifference of the United States to the aggressions of
Great Britain in that quarter, enhanced the embarrass-
ment of the Government. But that was not all. Rival
American and English companies were competing for the
right to open a canal across the isthmns.t+ Finally the
United States Charge d’Affaires in Central Amarica was
then engaged in negotiating a treaty with Nicaragua,
which secured to the United States the exclusive privilege
of constructing a ship-canal from sea to sea through the
territories of that state, including the region claimed by
Great Britain in behalf of the Mosquite King. Moreover,
by the terms of that treaty the United States was bound

lgaAnte. p. Dem. Rev., XXXI, p. 650. House Ex. Doc. 75, Ist Sess. 318t Cong.
P. . :
*+Cong. Globe App. XXVII, p. 252. Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2d Sess. 32d Cong., 14.
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to guarantee the sovereignty and dominion of Nicaragua
over her territories;* a provision that must have brought
the United States into collision with Great Britain had it
ever been carried into execution.

Thus matters stood when Mr. Bancroft received Clay-
ton’s letter. He at once sought an interview with Lord
Palmerston, but, owing to one cause or another, it was
not till the middle of August that he finally obtained an
opportunity to discuss the subject with the Foreign Secre-
tary. On that occasion, Palmerston unhesitatingly de-
nied that his Government had any intention of occupying
or colonizing any part of Central America. With regard
to the port of San Juan, he admitted that it was then oc-
cupied by Great Britain but insisted that the occupation
was temporary.t Nevertheless, he manifested consider-
able opposition to restoring the port to Nicaragua. He
also insisted that the interests of the United States and
Great Britain in the place were identical, and intimated
that the purpose of connecting the two oceans by a com-
mercial highway would best be promoted by the policy
England was pursuing.} On the whole, the results of
this interview were not reassuring to Mr. Bancroft.

While awaiting an opportunity to sound Palmerston
regarding the purposes of the British Government in Cen-
tral America, Mr. Bancroft gave much attention to the
study of the Mosquito question and similar subjects.
Among them was the controversy between Nicaragua and
Costa Rica respecting the territory on the south bank of
the San Juan. In the course of his investigations he
learned from the Costa Rican Minister that his state had
never before claimed the port of San Juan, but regarded

*Ante p. 59. House Ex. Doc. 75, 1st Sess. of 31st Cong., pp. 108, 234,
t1Ibid., p. 235.
§ Ibid., p. 233,
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it as belonging to the province or state of Nicaragua. He
finally became eonvineed that the elaim of Costa Riea to
the territory in question ¢ rested on mothing historieal,
but only on the convenience of the natural boundary of
the river San Juan.” He also beeame satisfied that
Great Britain would not recede from her pretensions in
behalf of the Mosquito King.®* Therefore, he began to
prepare a statement embodying the views of his Govern-
ment regarding British claims in Central Ameriea. This
he proposed to present with the protest he was directed
to make. But before these documents were finished he
was recalled. Thercupon he presented the results of his
investigations to the State Department and left the matter
to his suceessor.t

Meanwhile, Mr. Clayton, ignorant of what had heen
done and anxious to avoid further delay, decided to en-
trust the further investigation of the subject to other
hands. Aeeordingly, on August 16, he wrote to Mr.
Rives, the newly appointed Minister to France, directing
him to stop at London and interview Lord Palmerston
concerning the interoccanic eanal and the Mosquito
question.] In the course of his letter Clayton mentioned
the deep anxiety of the United States Government to
avoid a collision with Great Britain. There was an urgent
popular demand in the United States for a water-way from
sea to sea across Central America. But British preten-
sions in that region offered a serious obstacle to the
opening of such a channel. Hence there was great dan-

*House Ex. Doc. 75, Ist Sess. of 3ist Cong. p. 222.

NOTE.—While Bancroft was occupied with his investigations, Palmerston
was busy trylng to elfect a settlement with Nlcaragna that would secure a
recognition of Mosquito cliims and leave Great Britain in possession of San
Juan. Faillng in this, Palmerston boldly announced the determination of
his Government to retain possession of San Juan. It was shorsly after this
that Nicaraguan agents at London proposedsthe annexation of their state to
the United States. See House Ex. Doe. 75, 18t Sess. of 31st Cong., p. 236.

+ House Ex. Doc. No. 75, 1st Sess. 31st Cong., p. 236.
tSen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd Sess, 32nd Cong,, p. 13
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ger of a rupture with that power unless she could be in-
duced to relinquish some of her claims there.  Only by
the exercise of great caution and forbearance on both
sides could that calamity be averted. He also stated that
an American company had already secured a contract for
a sea-to sea passage by way of the San Juan river. That
contract was incompatible with the British pretensions
regarding the Mosquito Shore, and the British officials
had objected to it.  The United States Government, how-
ever, held that the state of Nicaragna, with whom the
contract was made, possessed an irrefragible title to the
territory claimed on behalf of the Mosquitos, and was
about to enter into a treaty with that Republic regarding
the matter.* But despite this apparent conflict of inter-
ests, it was the confident hope of the Government that
the difficulty might be amicably settled. The United
States wished to sccure an interoccanic water-way that
should be open to all ecommereial natious on equal terms,
and it was believed that when Great Britain understood
this, she would aid rather than obstruct the realization of
that purpose. Therefore, Mr. Rives was instrueted to lay
before Lord Palmerston the views and purposes of the
United States regarding an isthmian water-way. If he
found that gentleman determined to maintain the Mos-
quito title, lie was merely to inform the State Department
of the fact.t

Upon lis arrival at London, Rives at once sought an
interview with Palmerston, but it was some weeks before
lic obtained one.  While tarrying for that purpose, he
gave his time to an investigation of the matters connected
with the Mosquito Shore and the interoceanic’ channcl.
This had not been carried far before he became convinced

*Ibid., p. 13.
t Ibid., p. 13.
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that the British Government had fully committed itself
to an assertion of the Mosquito title and would adhere to
that position. In his opinion, the extent to which Great
Britain would build ulterior sehemes on that title would
depend upon the degree of opposition she encountered
from other commercial nations. He deeclared that the
policy of the British Government in connection with the
Mosquito Coast had been a series of experiments upon
the feelings and opinions of the rest of the world. It
had advanced steadily step by step in the development
and progressive enlargement of its elaims.

It was not till the latter part of September that Mr.
Rives finally succeeded in laying the matter before Palm-
erston. At that time he briefly stated the views of his
Government respecting the British claims in Central
America, and pointed out the paramount interest of the
United States in any means of communication that might
be opened between the two seas. He then inquired what
purposes were entertained by the British Government
regarding Central America.

In reply Palmerston stated that from a very early
period the British Government had treated the Mosquitos
as an independent state. ““They had,” he said, ‘‘what
was called a King. Who by the by,” Palmerston added
in a tonc of pleasantry, ¢is as much a king as you or
1.1 Nevertheless, the British Government had from
time to time, for more than a century, given them recog-
nition and protection as an independent state. While
affairs were in that condition, Nicaragua which had never
been in possession of San Juan had foreibly occupied it
and paid no attention to the notice from the British
Government to quit. Thereupon the military and naval

+ Ibid., p. 15.
1 1bid., p. 2.
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forees of Great Britain had eompelled lier to evacuate
the port. Moreover, the Nicaraguan Government had
acted in bad faith when it granted a right-of-way through
territory from which the Republic had been expelled.
Consequently it had been thought best to give notice to
the American Company that Nicaragua had entered into
a contract with it eoncerning places where she had no
competence.* However, the British Government had
not taken possession of the mouth of the San Juan for
the purpose of controlling the proposed canal. On the
contrary, that Government was ready to join the United
States in promoting the opening of a great channel by
way of the San Juan river. Yet her Majesty’s Govern-
ment would not lend its support to that enterprise except
upon the condition that the water-way should be declared
a common highway for the use and benefit of all nations.
Palmerston’s position respecting the DMosquitos was
equally elear. They were entitled to recognition as an
independent state. This he insisted upon although he
admitted that according to the usage of civilized nations
the aborigines possessed only the right of occupancy
which could be extingunished at the pleasure of the power
discovering the territory so occupied. That rule, how-
ever, did not apply to the Mosquitos. Their case ‘‘was
sui generis and stood on its own peculiar circumstance.’'t
Still he gave no reason for this unique position beyond
the fact that Great Britain had long recognized their in-
depence.

As a result of the conference, Mr. Rives became
satistied that the British Government did not desire an
exclusive control of the proposed canal but was merely
endeavoring to prevent the United States acquiring a

*1Ibid., p. 20.
+ 1bid., pp. 21-22,
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monopoly of that passage. This he believed to be the
real state of the case motwithstanding the great effort
made to excite the jealousy of the British Government
and people respecting the purposes of the United. States
in Central America. Finally, he was convinced that
this interview had done much to remove the mutual dis-
trust of the two nations and prepare the way for a satis-
tactory adjustment of their differences.*

In the meantime My. Hise had returned from Central
America with the treaty which he had negotiated with
Nicaragua regarding the canal.t+ As already indicated
that instrument contained some highly objectionable
features. Nevertheless it wus well caleulated to appeal
to the popular prejudice against Great Britain. Espe-
cially was that true of the provisious which seemed to
atford the means of checking the future aggressions of
Great DBritain in the vicinity of the proposed canal by
giving the United States exclusive control of the transit.
On the other hand, the treaty was sure to arousc the
suspicions of Great Britain because of the exclusive
nature of the grant to the United States. Ifor those rea-
sons its existence at that time was a source of anxiety to
the Government. It was feared that the instrument
would find its way into the newspapers. In that event
the popular clamor for ity ratification would be too strong
for the Senate to withstand, and a collision with Great
Britain would be the inevitable result. {

In this strait Clayton laid the matter before the Brit-
ish Minister at Washington. The bearing of the treaty
upon the relations of the two countries was discussed in a
confidential way. Clayton not only called Mr. Cramp-

* Ibid., pp. 22-23.
+ British Blue Blook on Cent. Am. A ffairs for 1856, p. 1.
# British Blue Book on Central American Affairs, for, 1856, pp. 2, 4.
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ton’s attention to the objectionable features of the treaty
but informed lhim that it had been negotiated by Mr. Hise
on his own responsibility. The political situation in the
United States was then considered and also the probable
effect of the treaty should it become public. In the first
place the Administration had no majority in the Senate.
Morcover, so intense was the partisan feeling that the
opposition would eagerly seize upon the treaty to pro-
mote its own ends. An effort would be made to force
the Government into a collision with Great Britain, or
else make it appear that the great advantages secured by
the convention had been pusillanimously abandoned. In
the present excited state of the country it would be an
easy matter for them to accomplish one or the other of
those objects. Hence it would require great caution to
prevent the two countries coming into conflict over the
intrinsically worthless Mosquito country. In conclusion
Clayton requested Crampton to report the substance of
this interview to Palmerston.t

By this time Clayton had apparently become satisfied
that Great Britain would not assent to a complete and
immediate abandonment of her pretensions in behalf of
the Mosquitos. Hence, to insist upon a full relinquish-
ment of those claims was to endanger the peace of the
two countries and indefinitely postpone the construction
of the proposed water-way. e, therefore, determined
to enlist the co-operation of Great Britain in the building
of an interoceanic canal that sheuld be open to the com-
merce of all nations upon equal terms. He evidently
believed that if Great Britain became interested in the
opening of that channel, she would no longer have any
motive for maintaining the Mosquito claims and would,
therefore, withdraw the protectorate, Thus Clayton’s

+Tbid., p. 2,
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purpose regarding the British in Central America would
be practically accomplished without endangering the peace
of the two countries or the opening of the passage.

This plan seemed feasible since Palmerston had already
stated that Great Britain was ready to join the United
States in the construction of a canal providing it shonld
be made a common highway for all nations.* Moreover,
if the eanal was opened to the world the more pressing
demands of the United States would be satisfied, even
though Great Britain should retain her hold upon the
Mosquito Coast. Henece, in an interview with the British
Minister, which took place on September 30, Clayton laid
much stress on the importance of British and Ameriean
co-operation in the construction of an interoceanic high-
way that should be open to all nations upon equal terms.

With a view to promoting that enterprise, he stated
that the Government wonld reject the Ilise treaty and
unite in proposing a new treaty to Nicaragua, which should
confer no exclusive privileges on either party. That in-
strument should also guarantee protection to any com-
pany possessing a suitable charter, that would undertake
the construction of the work. Provision was also to be
made for opening the proposed canal to all nations that
would enter into like stipulations with Nicaragna.t Clay-
ton contended that if this plan should be adopted Great
Britain could have no object in maintaining the existing
status of the Mosquitos, as she had no interest in that
region apart from the isthmian fransit. If Eungland
merely wished to prevent the establishment of a monopoly
of the passage in any one nation there could be no real
difficulty in arranging the matter, since the United States
was equally anxious to secure the freedom of the transit.

* Sen. Ex. Doc, 2%, 2nd Ress. 32nd Cong., p. 486.
+ British Blue Book on Central American Affairs for 1856, p. 3.
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Moreover, it the Mosquito question was not settled in a
satisfactory manner the canal wounld probably never be
built for either Great Britain or the United States. Con-
sequently the only practicable method was for both powers
to renounce all claims to territory on the San Juan river.
In conclusion both Mr. Clayton and President Taylor,who
was present, urged the necessity of a speedy settlement of
the difficulty in order to avoid a rupture between the two
countries. }

Thus matters stood when, in October, 1849, word was
received that the Squier treaty and a eanal contract had
been concluded with the Government of Nicaragua. Those
instruments at onee became subjects of discussion between
Clayton and the British Minister. Some of the treaty
provisions were nnacceptable to the United States because
of their exclusive nature, yet as a whole the convention
was more satisfactory than the Hise treaty. However,
Mr. Clayton declared that both treaties would be held in
abeyance till the British Government expressed its views
concerning the co-operation of the two countries in the
opening of the canal. From this it is evident that the
Administration was anxious to effect a settlement with
Great Britain. But mutnal renunciation of dominion in
the vicinity of the San Juan and the joint guarantee of
protection to the proposed canal were regarded as essen-
tial.  As an indncement for Great Britain to accede to
such an arrangement the two treaties with Nicaragna were
held in reserve. Should England withhold her assent,
then one or the other of the treaties with Nicaragua would
be ratified. Such action would, under the circumstances,
be practically equivalent to a declaration of war against
Great Britain, and the Government might count on the

* Ibid. pp. 4 and 5.
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hearty support of the people in defending any rights it
might have acquired through those treaties.* Obviously
the British Government ecould hardly avoid considering
the American propositions if it wished to prevent an open
rupture with the United States. But it was well known
that, notwithstanding the intense jealousy which she en-
tertained for that power, England desired to maintain
friendly relations with the United States. Ience the
course adopted by the Administration was apparently well
adapted to the object in view.

While the Government at Washington was engaged
in developing this policy, Mr. Abbott Lawrence, the
newly appointed Minister to England, arrived at London.
On October 20, 1849, Clayton wrote him that one result
of the conferences of Bancroft and Rives with Palmerston,
was to reveal the determination of the British Government
to sustain the Mosquito elaims to sovereignty in the port
of San Juan and the adjacent country. This he said,
added much to the gravity of the situation since the
United States conld never allow British pretensiong in the
behalf of the Mosquitos to stand in the way of realizing a
free passage-way to the Pacific coast. 1In the opinion of
that govermmont, Spain had acquired a valid title to the
region which was now claimed by Great Britain for the
Mosquitos, and whatever rights she possessed had passed
to the republics that had been reared on the rnins of her
former American Empire. Therefore, it could not recog-
nize the Mosquitos as a sovereign and independent state,
nor admit the right of any power to control the transit
route in their name. Yet the opposition of the United
States to snch control did not spring from any desire for
exclusiveness on her part, though she had ¢ paramount
interests, present and prospective in that channel of in-

* 1bid., p. 5. Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd Sess. 32nd Cong., p. 31.
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terconrse between the two oceans.” The United States
wished to sec the passage ¢ perfectly nntrammeled, or sub-
ject to such limitations as the owners of the land may
(might) impose for the completion and security of the en-
terprise.”* For this reason the United States was ex.
ceedingly anxious that Great Britain should so far recede
trom her pretensions in Central America as to leave the
route by the San Juan free from obstruction or menace.
In the opinion of the United States Government, the pro-
posed canal ought to be free to the commerce of all mari-
time nations. Should England conenr in that view, the
United States was willing to enter into a treaty with her
gnaranteeing the freedom of the canal and the indepen-
dence of Nicaragua, Honduras and Costa Rica. Suchin-
dependence to be guaranteed withont prejudice to any
rights that British subjects might have acquired under
treaty stipulations between Great Britain and Spain.t
This, however, was subject to the provision that the limits
of those states on the east shonld be acknowledged to be
the Carribean Sea.  As for the Mosquito Indians, a res-
ervation might be set apart for them on condition that it
should not interferc with the opening of an interoceanic
communication through the territory so occupied.}

As evidence of the good faith of the Government,
Mr. Lawrence was instructed to lay the Squier treaty be-
fore the British Government and urge it to enter into
similar stipulations with Nicaragua. He was also direct-
ed to tender the good offices of the United States in pro-
moting that result, in case the suggestion should be
accepted. Should England require any further pledge of
her good faith, the United States would gladly enter into

* Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd Sess. of 32nd Cong., p. 29.
+1Ibid., pp. 29.
+ Ibid., pp. 29 and 30.



104 MICHIGAN POLITICAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION.[306]

treaty stipulations with that power ¢binding both nations
never to colonize, annex, settle, or fortify any part of
the ancient territory of Guatemala, embracing Nicaragua,
Costa Rica, Honduras and indeed the whole Mosquito
Coast.*

Sueh, in brief, was the policy which the Administra-
tion of President Taylor adopted concerning the inter-
oceanic communication. It was a policy, at once broad
and liberal, yet not wanting in a proper regard for the
interests of the United States. The Government was
firm in its purpose to maintain the honor and promote
the welfare of the country; still those objects were not to
be attained by ignoring or trampling upon the rights of
other nations. On the contrary, the Government was
intent upon securing an international highway that
should be open to the commerce of the world upon equal
terms. If Great Britain would recede from her preten-
sions in Central America sufliciently to leave the transit
route free from obstruetion or menace, the United States
would meet her in the spirit of self-denial and concilia-
tion. DBut if Great Britain shounld persist in obstructing
that work, the United States would insist apon construct-
ing the canal even at the risk of a collision with that
power.t But in order to avoid such a calamity and place
the freedom of the transit on a secure basis, the United
States would eo-operate with England in guarantecing the
neutrality of the passage and would also renounce all right
to occupy or eolonize any territory in its vieinity. Such a
policy was well adapted to the maintenance of peace be-
tween the two powers. Moreover, it would facilitate com-
mercial intercourse and, therefore, tend to promote the
establishment of peaceful relations among the nations of

*Ibid., p. 31.
tSen. Ex. Doe. 27, 2nd Sess., of 32nd Cong., p. 31.



[307] NEGOTIATIONS. 105

the earth. Besides, in adopting this poliey, the Admini-
gtration had committed the Government to a course that
wonld benefit the weak little states of Central Amecrica.
This was due not less to the shielding of those states
from European aggressions than the committing of the
United States to the non-extension of her territory exeept
by voluntary cession and annexation. In a word, the
rights of her American neighbors were to be respected
by the United States and her influence employed to pro-
tect them from the encroachments of European powers.
Yet there was nothing like flannting of the Monroe Doe-
trinc or an appeal to Manifest Destiny.

With regard to the canal, the policy adopted was not
a new one. Our Government had been definitely com-
mitted to it since 1835.% It was also in accord with the
principles whieh Mr. Clay laid down, as early as 1826,+
tfor the control of any canal that might be opened across
the isthmus. Moreover, the policy was one which had
gained recognition in Europe. As early as 1838, Prince
Metternich expressed the opinion that such was the only
true course to pursue with respect to the Sunez Canal and
cited the treaty with reference to the Dardanells as
affording a precedent.} Thus it is evident that the
course of Taylor’s Administration with respect to the
canal was not only in accord with the policy hitherto
maintained by the United States Government but was
also in harmony with the more liberal actions of European
powers regarding similar snbjects. These facts are of
interest as throwing some light upon the justice or in-
justice of the attacks made upon Mr. Clayton a few years
later by those who favored an exclusive American control
of any isthmian transit.

*Senate Journal, 2nd Sess. 23rd Cong., p. 238.
+Cong. Debates, 1828-9, V., App., p. 47.
# London Quarterly Rev., CXLII, p. 233.
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Early in November, Mr. Lawrence obtained an inter-
view with Palmerston. On that occasion the discussion
turned principally npon the subjects of eolonization in
Central America and the neutralization of the proposed
eanal. Comparatively little was said about the Mosquito
claims. This was not an accident. Mr. Lawrence pur-
posely avoided that matter in order to obtain an carly an-
swer regarding other questions. Little or nothing new
was bronght out by this conference. Mr. Lawrence
urged the importance of a wuter way across the American
isthmus that should be open to the commerce of all
nations. That was what his Government was sceking.
It did not desire an exclusive monopoly of that work, and
conld not consent that any other great maritime power
should control it. Yet the United States was not in-
fluenced by ulterior designs respecting Central America.
On the other hand, Palmerston denied that Great Britain
desired a monopoly of the transit ronte. He also asserted
that she had no political connection whatever with Costa
Riea and did not intend to meddle with the political
affairs of Central America, much less occupy or colonize
any part of that country. In conclusion Palmerston
expressed his willingness to give formal answers to any
inquiries that Mr. Lawrence might present in writing.®

Mr. Lawvence left the conference in a hopeful state
of mind and at once began the preparation of a formal
note to Palmerston. Among other things he inquired
whether Great Britain intended to occupy or colonize
Nicaragua, Costa Rica, the Mosquito Coast (so-called) or
any part of Central America.{ lIle also asked Palmers-
ton whether his Government would join that of the
United States in guaranteeing the neutrality of a ship-

*Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd Sess. 32nd Cong., pp. 43-44.
+ Ibid., p. 43.
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canal or other means of communication across the
American isthmns, which should be open to the com-
merce of all nations. Assurance was given that the
United States had no ulterior designs regarding Central
America and would doubtless be willing to mutually agree
with Great Britain neither to settle, annex, eolonize nor
fortify that country. As in his interview with Palmers-
ton, Mr. Lawrence confined his inqguiries to these points.
The object of that was to facilitate an early adjustment
of the differences of the two governments respecting
Central America. This he believed conld be affected as
soon as they eame to understand each other’s purposes.®

Doubtless this narrowing of the ground, as Mr. Law-
rence termed it, hastened an understanding between the
two governments and did something to allay the popular
excitement in the United States. Nevertheless, it opened
the way for the British Government to cvade a more
thorough discussion of the Mosquito question. It is also
quite probable that the haste of the American negotiator
strengthened the determination of the British Government
to maintain its hold upon the Mosquito Coast and other
portions of Central America. Iowever that may be, it is
certain that the ground once narrowed was never again
expanded to the full extent contemplated by the early
instructions from the State Department.

The DBritish Government, however, did not think it
advisable to ignore the Mosqnito question entirely. In
replying to Mr. Lawrence’s note, Palmerston called atten-
tion to the fact that for about two centuries a close con-
neetion had existed between Great Dritain and that state.
The significance of this reference will appear presently.
He also disclaimed all intention on the part of the British

*1bid., pp. 44 45. British Blue Book on Cent. Amer. Affairs for 1856, p. 6.
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Government to colonize any part of Central America. So
far as the proposed canal was coneerned, Her Majesty’s
Government was ready to co-operate with the United
States in promoting the construction of that work, on con-
dition that it should always be aceessible to all nations.
Moreover, the British Government would undertake to
induce Mosquito to allow the port of San Juan to be used
in connection with the proposed water-way. Palmerston
also suggested that it would be necessary to secure the
consent of Costa Rica before the San Juan River could
be made a part of the channel. In conclusion, he assured
Mr. Lawrence that the British Government would join
the United States in making an agreement that neither
one of them would settle, colonize or annex any part of
Central America.*

It is evident from this reply, that the British Govern-
ment had no intention of relinquishing its hold upon
Central America. By implication, at least, it still sus-
tained the Mosquito claim to sovercignty and avowed its
close connection with that state. Under those circum-
stances, there was no need of claiming dominion there.
So long as the intimate relations were maintained between
the Mosquitos and Great Britain, the latter might exercise
praetical control over that part of Central Ameriea with-
out settling or colonizing it. But British influence in that
quarter was not confined to the Mcsquito Shore.  So long
as Costa Rica remained subservient to Great Britain, and
claimed the south bank of the San Juan, it was within the
power of the British Government to dictate the terms np-
on which the sea-to-sea passage might be opened. In
view of these considerations, it is not snrprising that Her
Majesty’s Government still insisted upon the validity of

*1bid., pp. 7-8. Sen. Ex. Doe. 27, 2d Sess. 32d Congress, pp. 46-47.
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Mosquitian and Costa Rican claims, or that it was ready
to renounce all intention of occupying or colonizing that
region. Under existing conditions, England was master
of the proposed transit and that, too, without openly as-
suming dominion. But while Great Britain persisted in
maintaining that attitude, the United States Government
had little reason to expect an amicable adjustment of the
Mosquito question, or a suitable arrangement for the neu-
tralization of the transit. This beeame still more apparent
when the British objected to the Squier treaty on the
ground that it would, if ratified, require the United States
to undertake the restoration of Greytown or San Juan to
Nicaragua.* So impressed was Mr. Clayton with the
unfavorable features of the British reply, that he declared
that the offer of the British Government to eo-operate
with the United States in the construction and neutraliza-
tion of the proposed ship-canal was materially qualified.t

Subsequently, Palmerston suggested that the isthmus
shounld be examined, by parties acting under the auspices
of the British and American Governments, in order to
determine the most feasible route for an interoceanic
transit. To this proposal Lawrence replied that, in his
opinion, his government would not favor such an under-
taking. e also called attention to the fact that the sen-
timent of the world had pointed to the Nicaragua route
as the best one for a ship-canal. The chief obstacles in
the way of opening a ecanal by that route were the dis-
putes of the small republies in its vieinity and the con-
flicting claims of Mosquito and Nicaragua. Could these
obstacles be removed, there would be no need of govern-
wmental interference, beyond guaranteeing the neutrality
of the canal when completed. Viewing the matter in

* British Blue Book on Central American Alfairs, for 1856, p, 8.
+8en. Ex. Doc. 27, 2d Sess. of 32d Cong., p. 5l.
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that light, the United States Government could not but
regret the course of Great Britain in obstructing the best
route for a canal across Central America, by clothing a
savage tribe with sovereignty. Yet it was the confident
expectation of his government that this obstacle to the
great enterprise might be removed without doing violence
to the dictates of justice or philanthropy.*

3y this time Mr. Lawrence had changed his mind con-
cerning the Mosquito question. e now believed that
this matter must be definitely settled before there could
by any real co-cperation of the two governments in the
coustruction and nentralization of the canal. So thor.
oughly was he impressed with this view of the situation
that, on December 14, he wrote Claytou that he would in-
sist upon the withdrawal of the Mosquito protectorate,
even though the British Government should yieid every-
thing else.t With that object in mind, he wrote Palmer-
ston that unless the Mosquito protectorate was withdrawn
the United States and Great Britain could not co-operate
in the opening and neutralization of the proposed water-
way. Without such co-operation the work would never
be constructed. The only formidable obstacles to the
opening of that channel were the boundary disputes be-
tween the Central American states, and the British pro-
tectorate of the Mosquitos. The first, he contended,
might be removed by inducing. those states to submit
their differences to the arbitration of Great Britain and
the United States; the second could be disposed of by set-
ting apart a tract of country for the Indians. The expedi-
cucy of such a course he urged, on the ground that the
just demands of humanity required that the Mosquito ter-
ritory should be thrown open for interoceanic commuuica-

*1bid., pp. 49, 50. British Blue Book on Cent. Amer. Af. for 1856, p. 25
+ Sen, Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd Sess. 32nd Cong. p. 53.



[312] NEGOTIATIONS. 11kl

tion even though the Indian claims were valid. Lastly
Greytown or San Juan must be dedicated to the use of the
enterprise for without such an arrangement there could be
no hope of securing the completion of the canal.*

In support of this view, Mr. Lawrence stated that the
existing conditions tended to arouse jealousies and destroy
confidence, without which capital could never be secured
for the construction of the work. Besides, Nicaragua
held the undoubted title to a large part of the route, and
should she refuse the right to traverse her territory neither
Great Britain nor the United States could justly take it by
force. It was also certain that Nicaragua would not con-
sent to the opening of the canal unless the integrity of
lier territory was recognized. In short, the sovercignty
of the whole country must be recognized as inhering in
the Spanish States. The Mosquito protectorate must pass
to other hands under proper checks and gunards for the
homane treatment of the Indians. In conclusion Mr.
Lawrence inquired whether Great Dritian would be will-
ing to enter into a treaty arrangement for carrying these
suggestions into execution.t

No reply was made to this note. The illness of Mr,
Lawrence abount this time caused a suspension of the
negotiations at London and before he had rccovered suf-
ficiently to resume them they were transferred to Wash-
ington.  What the reason for this change was, is difficult
to say. DButit scems quite probable that the chief cause
was the belief of the British Government that better terms
could be sccured at Washington than at London. How-
ever, that may be, Sir Henry Bulwer was sent to the
United States to conduet the negotiations on behalf of
Great Britain.  Bulwer reached the United States about

* Ibid., p. 57, British Blue Book on Cent. Amer. Af. for 1856, p- 27.
+1Ibid., p. 28. Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd, Sess. 3:nd Cong., p. 57.
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the time the negotiations were suspended in London and
at once commenced the work assigned him.*

But before entering upon a consideration of his
methods and proceedings it will be well to note the exist-
ing conditions and the progress already made. As we
have seen, Clayton took the ground that Great Britain
must withdraw from all territory that she held in the
vicinity of the proposed canal.+ This of course involved
the relinquishment of the Mosquito protectorate. The
purpose of this was to secure the permanent freedom and
neutrality of the proposed transit. The negotiations were
undertaken with that object in view. England, however,
showed no disposition to relinquish her hold upon Central
America. Yet she signified her willingness to co-operate
with the United States in promoting the construction and
neutralization of the proposed canal on the condition that
it should be open to the enjoyment of all nations.} But
the United States justly placed little value on the British
offers of co-operation so long as England persisted in
maintaining her pretensions in Central America. More-
over, the attitude of Great Britain toward that country
and her recent seizure of Tigre Island raised the popular
excitement in the United States to fever heat. The hos-
tility toward England was growing more intense cvery day
and the clamor for an isthmian transit was steadily becom-
ing louder.§ To cap the climax the agitation of the slavery
question in the United States had become so bitter that
civil war seemed impending.

Such was the condition of affairs when Bulwer entered
upon the execution of his mission. He was not long in
p.25.  Metablt of Abbott Luwrence hy H. A. Tl pr s o o or 195

+ House Ex. Doc. 75, 1st Sess. 31st Cong., p. 232.
% Sen. Ex. Doc. 27, 2nd Sess. 32nd Cong., p. 46.

§ British Blue Book on Cent. Am. Affairs for 1836, p.31. House Ex. Doe. 75
18t Sess, 3lst Cong,, p. 317, '
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comprehending the situation. To him it was apparent
that the two governments could never agree respecting
the Mosquito claims. It was also equally clear that the
United States could have little or no interest in the Mos-
quito question except as it related to an isthmian water-
way. Moreover, there was little reason to expect a seri-
ous divergence in the views of the two govermments re-
garding the canal. Bulwer, therefore, determined to
thrust the Mosquito question into the background, and
press the subject of a free ship-canal to the front. In
that way he hoped to bring about a good understanding
between the two governments without materially affecting
the existing status of Great Britain in Central America.
Having explained his views to Palinerston, he expressed
his conclusions in the following language: ¢ Our great
object therefore, as it has appeared to me, is to displace
the diseussion from the claims of Nicaragua and Mosquito
ou which it is unlikely that the two governments of Great
Britain and the United States should agree, and bring it
to the consideration of the canal on which it is almost
certain that their views will be identical.”’* The best
means, in his opinion, of doing that was by a convention
between the two governments, for the purpose of facili-
tating the construction of the desired passage. This in-
strnment shounld confer upon American commerce all it
conld desire to obtain withount interfering in any way
with the Mosquito protectorate.t

With this object in view, he at once began the nego-
tiations. A variety of circnmstances favored him. The
popular demand for some arrangement was daily becom-
ing more urgent. Congress had already yielded to its
influence so far as to call for the correspondence relating

*British Blue Book on Central American Affalrs, for 1856, p, 39,
+1bid., p. 30.
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to Central America and the proposed water-way, and the
Executive believed it impossible to withhold the papers
long unless some adjustinent of the matter should be
made. Yet so intense was the exeitement in this country
that serious consequences were feared should the docu-
ments be made public.* DBesides, as we have already
seen, it is probable that the Executive had become con-
vinced that it was useless to insist upon the abandonment
of the Mosquito protectorate prior to the construetion
of the proposed water-way, and was, therefore, ready to
adopt any scheme which promised an early opening of
the canal upon suitable terms.

Aided by the undue importance which both people
and government attached to a transisthmian canal, Bulwer
found little diffienlty in forcing the canal question to the
front. This done, she pressed the negotiations with
such vigor that within a month from the time he wrote
Palmerston regarding the poliey he had determined to
adopt, a project for the treaty had been agreed upon.t
According to this project, the two governments were to
provide for the proteetion and neutralization of the canal;
to use their influence with the powers claiming juris-
diction in that region to facilitate the opening of the
passage and the establishment of a free port at either ex-
tremity, and to invite other nations to unite in similar
agrcements for the protection of the proposed water-way.
But the most important provisions of the project were
those contained in the first and cighth articles. By the
first of these each government was bound not to obtain
or maintain for itself any exelusive control over the canal
and was placed under solemn agreement to abstain from
occupying or colonizing Nicaragua or any part of Central

*Ibid., pp. 35 and 36.
+Ibid,, p. 3.
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America, or exereising dominion therein. Moreover,
each bound itself not to take advantage of, or use any
alliance or intimacy which it had with any state or peo-
ple of Central America for the purpose of obtaining any
exclusive privileges in the canal. In the eighth article
provision was made for the establishment of the general
prineiple that if cither onc of the contracting parties
gshould conclude to extend its encouragement to any
scheme for connecting the two oeeans, it should imme-
diately invite the other to unite with it in so doing.*

In explaining his action regarding this project,
Bulwer emphasized the fact that the real interest of the
United States in the Mosquito question was due to the
ilportance attached to an intcroeeanic communication
through that region. Since the acquisition of California
and Oregon such a channel had become alinost a necess-
ity to the people of the United States. Under those cir-
cumstances, an American company had procured, from
Nicaragna, the grant of a right to construct such com-
munieation. This grant also conveyed various privileges
of an exclusive nature. But such a scheme counld not be
earried out so long as the mouth of the San Juan was in
the hands of the Mosquitos and under British protection.
Moreover, it was generally supposed in the United States
that Great Britain had placed the Mosqnitos in possession
of Greytown ¢‘cxpressly in order to get hold of this
entrance to the canal passage for itself, and, at all events,
to prevent its falling into the possession of or being sub-
servient to the views of any other powers. On these
grounds has arisen all the excitement here touching the
British protectorate of the Mosquitos.”t He further
pointed out that it would have been impossible for Great

* 1bid., pp. 38 and 39.
*1Ibid., pp. 36 and 37.
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Britain to have favored the undertaking as contemplated
by the United States. Neither conld she have acquiesced
in the Squier treaty, which expressly established a mo-
nopoly of trade for American citizens. Indeed, he re-
garded it as a fortunate circumstance ¢“that Her Majesty’s
Government was in a position to make its consent necess-
ary to a work of such universal importance.”’* But
when both the American government and the canal com-
pany manifested a willingness to modify the treaty and
canal contract, in the interest of universal freedom, there
was no reason for Great DBritain to oppose the construct-
ion of the work. Therefore, all that seemed necessary
for the scttlement of the matter was for each Govern-
ment to disclaim any particular advantage it might have,
whether it was derived from the Mosqnito protectorate or
from a treaty with Nicaragua.t This done, the govern-
ments might take for a basis of their good understanding
the construction of the canal which offered benefits com-
mon to both.  With these objects in view the convention
was drawn up.} It sought to exclude all questions of
dispute between Nicaragna and Mosquito, and to settle
all that was cssential to settle, with regard to the passage
way between the two oceans.  Bulwer did not pretend
that it was satisfactory in all respects, yet he believed
that it provided for the adjustment of the main question.
Besides, it established a common policy for the two
governments in Central America which had been of late
«“the scene of constant suspicions and angry rivalries’
on the part of their agents. In conclusion Bulwer ex-
pressed his satisfaction with the treaty project in the fol-
lowing language. ¢I know it is an arrangement which

A1bid., p-13i.
+ 1bid., pp. 36-38.
% 1bid., p. 37,
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Mr. Lawrenee conld hardly have made in England and
that I myself could not have made here except after
much careful preparation and nnder favorable circum-
stances.”*

Although this project had been agreed to and signed
by Mr. Clayton, it was not favorably received by the
Cabinet.  Scarcely more than two weeks had elapsed
after the project was sent to England, when Bulwer in-
formed Palmerston that there were some objections to it
on the part of Clayton’s colleagues. Some of them held
that Great Britain might still control a large part of Cen-
tral America in the name of the Mosquitos, notwithstand-
ing her agrecment to refrain from exercising dominion
there. In view of that fact he thought further explana-
tions should be given in order to allay the suspicions and
show that England was not endeavoring to drive a hard
bargain. Bnt apart from those eonsiderations, the matter
should be settled as soon as possible since it had produeed
so much angry excitement in the United States that there
was danger of war if a settlement was long postponed.t

The British Government approved the project and
authorized Bulwer to sign it. In order to quiet the ap-
prelensions of the Americans, Bulwer was directed to
prepare a statement that the British Government had no
intention of making use of the Mosqnito protectorate for
doing under its cover what it had disclaimed the intention
of doing in the Jetter to Mr. Lawrence, of November 13,
1849. This statement was to be delivered to Clayton at
the signing of the treaty.t

Nevertheless, the convention remained unsigned for a
considerable time. Several things conspired to cause that

*Tbid., p. 38.
t1bid., pp. 41-42,
+1bid., p. 45.



118 MICHIGAN POLITICAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION.[320]

delay. Unquestionably the most influential was the op-
position of the Cabinet, but it is quite probable that its
hostility was greatly increased by the British proeeedings
in Central] America, including the seizure of Tigre Island
and other points along the coast. The eourse of Great
Britain had done much to strengthen and eonfirm the al-
ready prevalent suspieion that she was trying to get pos- -
session of the proposed channel between the two oeeans. ™
Moreover, the British Government had openly proelaimed
its purpose to satisfy its claims against the states of Cen-
tral America, by any means allowed by the Law of Nations.
In other words, it wounld not put into practiee the great
self-denying prineiple embodied in the treaty projeet lately
agreed upon.t So intense was the feeling aronsed by the
attitude of the British Government that many, ineluding
Mr. Clayton himself, despaired of reaching a satisfactory
settlement of the question in dispute. Influenced by this
sentiment and desirous of protecting the interests of his

* House Ex. Doc. 75, Ist Sess. of 31st Cong., p. 317, British Blue Book on
Cent. Am. Altairs tor 1856, p. 70.

NoTe.~When Mr. Clayton learned of the seizure of Tigre 1sland, he
directed Mr. Lawrence to demand ot the British Government a disavowal ot
the act, and stated that, nnless such disavowal was promptly given, Sqnier’s
treaty with Honduras relative to the ghip-canal wonld be submitted to the
Senate for ratification without waiting for further negotiation, i. e., with
Great Britain. 1le further stated that it was then palpable that it was the
intention of the British authorities in Guatemala to seize upoun, anad assert
British jurisdiction over, other parts of Central America. *\We bave not,” he
added, *‘ desired to annex or colonize any part ot that conntry, bnt we shall
not be restrained by any act ot the British Government from treating with
Honduras and Nicaragua, and * * * from the assertion of any rights we
may lawfully acquire by such treaties.”’ (See House Ex. Doe. 75, Ist Sess. 31st
Cong., p. 315). In obedience to this instruction, Mr. Lawrence. ou January 27,
1850, intormed Lord Palmerston that he was expressly instrueted to demand
a disavowal of the seizure ot Tigre Island, before proceeding turther with the
negotiation. (House Ex. Doe. 75, 1st Sess, 31st Cong., p. 316.) [t was not till
the 13th of February that the formal disavowal was made by the British
Goverument. Moreover, in the letter to Mr. Lawrence regarding that matter
Lord Palmerston explicitly stated that the British Government would hold
itself free to enforce its claims against llonduras by any means allowed by
the Law of Nations. (Blue Book ou Cent. Amer. Affairs for 1856, p 35) 1n
the United States this was eonstrned as meaning that the British Govern-
ment would seize and occupy, aud elaim dominion over any parts of Central
America that it thought proper. (See Blue Book for 1856, p. 49.) Coupled
with this was the frank admission of Palmerston that there was a body of
men inelined to secnre the eanal in the hands of British subjects. (See House
Ex. Doc. 75, 1st Sess. 31st Cong., p. 317.) It was in the midst of the excitement
produced by these acts and statements that Mr. Clayton submitted the Squier
treaty to the Senate for ratification.

+ British Blue Book on Central American Affairs for 1856, p. 35,
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Government, Clayton, in the latter part of March, 1850,
submitted the Squier treaty to the Senate Committee on
IForeign Relations.® This action was made the subject of
complaint by Bulwer, who professed to regard it a breach
of good faith. However, it had no result beyond delay-
ing the negotiations.

Notwithstanding this reluctance of Clayton to sign
the treaty, the negotiations had not been abandoned alto-
gether. They were carried on in a desultory manner till
April 19, when the treaty was formally signed. Only
two changes worthy of note had been made in the original
project. One of these was in the first article and was
intended to preclude the possibility of either party’s malk-
ing use of an existing or future protectorate or alliance
for the purpose of acquiring control over the canal or
exercising dominion in Central America. The other was
in the eighth article and provided that the parties to the
treaty should extend their protection by treaty stipuiation
to any other transit across the isthmus. Bulwer explained
to Palmerston that the first of these changes was neces-
sary in order to place the United States under the same
obligation as Great Britain respecting the ocenpation or
colonization of Central America. He held that if the
treaty had been signed in its original form and accompa-
nied by the statement he had been authorized to make,
Great Britain would have been bouund as to the Mosquito
protectorate, while the United States would not have been
bound with regard to a like protectorate it ight have
over any state of Central America. Holding these views,
he deemed it prudent to embody the substance of the
British declaration to Mr. Lawrence in the treaty.t

In order to effcet the desired objeet, he so modified

*Ibid., p. 49.
+Ante. p107. British Blue Book on Central American Affairs for 1856, p. 56.
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the treaty that its restrictions would apply to any govern-
ment or people which either one of the eontracting parties
had or might have under its protection. Tt was his belief
that the treaty, as signed, left each government free to
maintain the opinions it had formerly held respecting the
Mosquito proteetorate. But the more important gnestion
of a free canal having been settled and the future rela-
tions of the United States and Great Britain regulated in
all other parts of Central America, the Mosquito claims
had lost their great practical significance. To his mind,
the British relation with Mosquito had not been altered
by the treaty. This is well shown by the following ex-
tract from his report to Lord Palmerston: <1 need not
say that should your Lordship wish to make any further
statement as to the views of Iler Majesty’s Government
with respect to the protectorate of Mosquito, thai state-
ment can still be made; nothing in the present convention
is aftirmed thereon, bat nothing is abandoned.”*

The treaty as signed by the negotiators was submitted
to the Senate and, in spite of some opposition, ratified by
that body without alteration.+ Then it was sent to Eng-
land where it reeeived the unqualified approval of the
Government, notwithstanding its failure to settle the
questions growing out of the Mosquito protectorate. Ac-

* 1btd., p. 56.

NoTE—About 1he same time Bulwer in writing to Palmerston, expressed
himself us follows regarding the Mosquito question: *“ We have no longer
any interest in maintaining the Morquitos where they arve, nor our protcetion
overthem in that locality. But still though the proteetorateinguestion is of
no avail tons we could neither witbdraw it nor alter the condition of things
on which it rests. Butsome arrangement might be made by whieh the Mos-
quitos eould be withdrawn fromn the vicinity ol the canal aud thereby remove
all cause of dispute.” In response (o this communication, Palmerston stated
that the existing eondition of things was in many respects inconvenient.
With regard to the Mosquitos, he suggested that whiie Great Britain was in
houor bound to protect them such proteetion eould be afforded in some other
place just as well.  In his opinion, the houndaries of Mosquito should be fixed
by treaty stipulations with the neighboring states, while San Juan and the
territory in its vicinity shonld be ceded to Costa Rica, See British Blue Book
on Central American Aflairs tor 1836, pp. 57-59.

t The vote wus forty-two to eleven in favor of ratifieation, Cong. Globe,
App., XXVII, p. 267,

¥ Brit. Blue Book on Cent. Amer. Allairs for 185¢, p. 58.
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cording to the preamble the purpose of the treaty was to
set forth and fix the views and inteutions of the two gov-
ernments with reference to any means of communieation
which might be constructed between the two oceans by
way of San Juan River and Lake Nicaragua. In general
terms, it provided that neither one of the contracting
parties wonld ever obtain or maintain for itself any ex-
clusive control over the proposed canal; both agreeing to
abstain from ¢¢ erecting or maintaining fortifications in the
vicinity of the same—or occupying, fortifying, coloniz.
ing or exercising dominion over Nicaragua or any part of
Central America,’” while both were prohibited from mak-
ing use of any alliance, influence with, or protectorate
over, any state or people in Central America for the pur-
pose of securing an exclusive control of the said canal.
Vessels of both countries, traversing the canal, were to
be exempt from detention or capture in the time of war.
Any company possessing the proper authority from the
local governments and andertaking, in good faith, the
construction of the canal, was to receive the support of
the contracting parties. Both powers agreed to use their
influence with the Central American states in facilitating
the opening of the channel.  Upon the completion of the
proposed passage the contracting parties were to protect
it against seiznre or unjust confiscation and to guarantee
the neutrality of the same.  All nations on friendly terms
with the United States and Great Britain were to be in-
vited to join in the stipulations for the protection and
neutralization of the work. It was also stipulated that
any company which had already undertaken, in good
faith, to open the passage should be given protection for
the space of one year, in preference to any other. Finally,
it was declared that the two governments in entering into
the convention had not only desired to accomplish a par-
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ticular object, but to establish a general prineiple. There-
fore, they agreed to extend their protection by treaty
stipulations to any other practicable communications,
whether by eanal or railroad, across the isthmus which
connects North and South America.*

This treaty having been ratified by the British Gov-
ernment, notice was given, under date of May 28, that
the Queen’s ratification would be prepared withont delay. t
But subsequently that Government appears to have be-
come convinced that the treaty as ratified would necessi-
tate the relinquishing of more in Central America that it
considered either prudent or desirable. Accordingly, on
June 8, Palmerston directed Bnlwer to make the follow-
ing declaration at the exchange of ratifications. ¢ Her
Majesty’s Government do not understand the engage-
ments of that convention as applying to Her Majesty’s
Settlement at Honduras, or its dependencies.” Lord
Palmerston gave it as his opinion that the United States
Government could raise no objection to receiving and as-
senting to this modification. If it should, Bulwer was
not to proceed with the exchange of ratificatious until he
had received further orders from his government.§ Bnt
the American Government, however, was quite reluctant
to accept the British declaration. Indeed, so strong was
the opposition to its acceptance that, for a time, it seemed
likely that the treaty would fail, unless the British Gov-
ernment should recede from its position.

When Olayton first received this declaration he re-
solved that he would not exchange ratifications upon it.||
But upon further thought he concluded that he would be

*Sen. Ex. Doc. No. 47, 48 Cong., 2nd Sess., pp. 440-444,

t British Blue Book on Cent. Am. Affairs for 1856, p. 58.
+1Ibid., pp. 59, 60.

§Ibid., p. 60.

I Cong. Globe App., XXIX, p. 9.
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justly censurable if he should break the treaty on that ac-
count, especially when it seemed to offer the last chance
of preventing Great Britain’s obtaining a permanent foot-
hold in Central America.® Accordingly, he undertook
to devise some means by which the treaty could be saved
without serious impairment. To that end, Clayton, as-
sisted by the Attorney-General, urged the British Minis-
ter to accept a eounter-declaration. This Bulwer, at
length consented to do.t Thereupon, Clayton prepared
a declaration in which he sought to neatralize, as far as
possible, the objecticnable features of the one presented
by Bulwer. He took care to limit the somewhat indefinite
expression, ¢ Her Majesty's Scttlement at Honduras, or
its dependeneies’ by stating that the treaty was not under-
stood < to include the British settlement in Honduras
commonly called British-Honduras, as distinct from the
State of onduras, nor the sinall islands in the neighbor-
hood of that settlement, which may be known as its de-
pendencies.”’y  So far as the title to this settlement was
concerned, he deelared that it had been his purpose
throughout the whole negotiation to leave it as the treaty
left it, withont denial or aflirmation. Moreover, he ex-
plicitly stated that the Senate did not understand the
treaty as including British-Honduras. ¢« It was intended,”
he continued, ¢“to apply to and does include all the Cen
tral American States of Guatemala, Honduras, San Salva-
dor, Niearagna and Costa Rica with their just limits and
proper dependencies.”§  In addition to this, he distinetly
stated that no alteration could be made in the convention
as it then stood without referring the same to the Senate

*Sen. Ex. Doe 13, 1st Sess. of 33rd Cong., p. 16.
+ Ibid., p. 16."
* British Blue Book for 156, on Cent. Am. Aflairs, pp. 63, 64, Sen. Ex. Doc.

12, 2nd Ress. 32nd Cong., pp. 2, 3.

$Ibid.. p. 64.
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and that of a consequence none of their acts could alter
the treaty.

After considerable discussion, Bulwer consented to ve-
ceive this counter-declaration and upon it the ratifications
were finally exchanged, though it is asserted by Reverdy
Johnson, who conferred freely with both of the negotiators,
that it was distinctly understood by both Clayton and
Bulwer that the declarations were of no validity in law
and could not affect the treaty.® That such must have
been the case is evident from the most easnal considera-
tion of the facts. As already stated, Clayton informed
the British Minister that no alteration in the treaty could
be made without the assent of the Senate, a fact of whieh
neither Bulwer nor his Government conld have been
ignorant. But even more conclusive on this point is that
the question of modifying a treaty by the declarations of
the negotiators had been raised on more than one oe-
casion and decided in the negative. Moreover, scarcely
a year had elapsed since this gquestion came up in con-
neetion with the treaty of Guadaloupe Hidalgo.t In
this instance the Government had taken the ground that
the declarations of negotiators, not submitted to the
Senate, could not alter the treaty provisions. Of this
decision the British Government had been officially in-
formed, at the time, by Mr. Clayton, himseclf, as Seere-
tary of State.}

To this counter-deelaration, Bulwer replied that he
understood that Clayton did not deem himself called
upon to mark out the exact limits of the DBritish settle-
ment at Honduras ete., but that he fully recognized *‘that
it was not the intention of our negotiations to cimbrace

* Cong. Globe, XXIX, p. 91. Sen. Ex. Doc. 13, 1st Sess. 33rd Cong., p. 17.
+ Ibid., p. 17.
t€ong. Globe XX1X, p. 91.
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in the treaty of the ninetcenth of Aypril whatever is Her
Majesty's settlement at Honduras nor whatever are the
dependencies of that settlement; and that Her Majesty’s
title thereto subsequent to the gaid treaty will (wounld) re-
main just as it was prior to that treaty without undergo-
ing any change whatever in consequence thereto. It was
not the intention,” he continued, ¢of ller Majesty’s
Government to make the deelaration . . . more than a
simple affirmation of that fact, and consequently I deem
myself authorized to exchange the ratifications.”

Under those circumstances the exehange of ratifica-
tions took place July 4, 1850, and on the following day
was daly proclaimed by the DPresident. Thus was com-
pleted the treaty which the negotiators, as well as many
others on both sides of the Atlantie; fondly believed
would inangurate a new era in international relations.
It had not only removed an imminent danger of war but
was to become the harbinger of a closer and more friendly
relation between the two great powers that had negoti-
ated it. At the same time, it would facilitate the speedy
construction of a work that was destined to c¢hange the
commereial aspect of half the globe. Doubtless these
considerations had very great weight with the negotiators
themselves and afford the explanation of their action re-
specting the final exchange of ratifications.  As already
pointed out, Mr. Clayton did not think he would be justi-
fied in allowing the treaty to fail becausc of the British
declaration.+ On the other hand, it is guite probable
that Bulwer was equally unwilling to have the conveution
destroyed.  Otherwise it is diflicult to account for his
acceptance of the eounter declaration of Clayton, whieh
materially modified the more important parts of his own.

* British Blue Bool, for 1856, on Cent. Am. Affairs, p. 64,
tCong. Globe, App. XXI1X, p. 91.
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Both he and Clayton were anxious to save the treaty,
believing that it was essential to the preservation of
peaceful relations between their governments. Therefore,
they felt themselves justified in preserving the convention
even at the eost of leaving some questions open for future
adjustment. The wisdom or folly of this eourse must be
determined from the subsequent history of the instrument.

It is to be observed that the treaty did not provide for
earrying out fully the wishes of either party. As already
indicated eaeh of the governments was obliged to eon-
ecde something to the demands of the other in order to
effect any arrangement at all. Which one made the
greater concessions is diflieult to say; but certain it is
that the United States did not surrender everything to
demands of Great Britain. For proof of this it is only
necessary to refer to the course of the British Govern-
ment in trying to exempt Belize and its dependencics
from the operation of the treaty. If the treaty had eon-
tained nothing adverse to her pretensions in Central
America, Great Britain would have had no motive for
excepting Belize or any part of the eountry from its oper-
ation. On the other hand, if the wishes of the United
States had been fully realized there would have been no
occasion for the long and bitter controversies that sub-
sequently took place eoncerning the Mosquito protector-
ate, for there would have been an unqualified abandon-
ment of it, and, therefore, no ground for a difference of
opinion regarding the right to maintain it. In trath, the
treaty of 1850 was the result of an attempt to adjust a
conflict between interests which each power regarded as
essential to its welfare. Under those circumstances it
was inevitable that any arrangement which might be
effeeted between the United States and Great Britain
would be a compromise. Whether there was an equitable
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division of the concessions which they made has been,
and probably will continue to be, a disputed question.
Moreover, it is a question upon which it is impossible to
form an intelligent opinion until the results of the treaty
have been considered.



CONTROVERSIES.

CHAPTER IV.

Although much was expected from the treaty in the
way of restoring harmony between the two governments,
events soon proved such expectations to be ill-founded.
The conditions both in the United States and Central
America, were most conducive to the development of
jealousy and distrust between Eugland and the United
States. Nor was the treaty itself well adapted to the re.
moval of suspicion and ill-fecling.  Bnt the restoration of
confidence and a good understanding between the two
governments was a condition precedent to their co-opera-
tion, withount which the treaty conld not go into success-
ful operation, and unless it was efliciently exeeuted, the
most undesirable results were sure to follow. The treaty,
however, was not properly carried out, and it now becomes
necessary to trace the causes of its failure and note the
cffects.

In the first place, it will be well to give some atten-
tion to the state of affairs when the treaty was to go into
operation. Hardiy had its conclusion been proclaimed in
the United States when the death of President Taylor pro.
duced a change in the attitnde of the government toward
Spanish-America, that was far from reassuring to Enropean
powers. The change of administration made Great Britain
apprehensive lest the Squier treaty might be ratified,
thereby securing to the United States exelnsive privileges
in the proposed ship-canal.* DBoth of these considerations

* Rritish Blue Book on Cent, Am. Affajrsilor 1856, pp. 69-72.
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must have retarded the action of Great Britain in carry-
ing out the treaty, even though other circumstances had
been favorable. But unfortunately the case was quite
otherwise. In fact, the unsettled condition of the isthinus
afforded one of the chief obstacles to the successful execu-
tion of the convention. At the time it should have gone
into operation, the states of that region were in an un-
usually distracted condition, even for a Spanish-American
country. The controversy over Mosquito and Greytown
still continued with no prospect of an immediate settle-
ment;* Costa Rica and Nicaragua were on the point of an
open rupture, to say nothing of similar quarrels in other
parts of that unfortunate region, and foreign intrigne was
as active as ever.t But, for the most part, these disputes
and intrigues related to territory that was traversed by.
the canal route and for that reason had a direct bearing
on the relations of the United States and Great Britain to
cach other. The latter, as the possessor of Greytown and
the ally of Costa Rica, was enlisted in opposition to Nic-
aragua; both interest and inclination drew the United
States to the side of that Republic. Thus, from one cause
or another, the parties to the Clayton-Bulwer treaty found
themselves arrayed on opposite sides of the Central Amer-
ican imbroglio.$ This circumstance tended to prolong
the controversies and thus delayed the execution of the
treaty. England could not withdraw from Greytown and
the Mosquito Shore without effecting a settlement with
Nicaragua.  An unconditional relinquishment of her
claims in behalf of the Mosquitos would involve the sac-
rifice of honor and the surrender of important interests.
On the other hand, Nicaragua, angered by the aggressions

* Sen. Ex. Doc. 25, 18t Sess. 34th Cong., pp. 6-25.
t Brit. Blue Book on Cent. Amer. Af. for 1856, pp. 94 and 95.

l\")ﬁm I‘]ng'r‘: Rev., X1I, pp, 441-455. British Blue Book on Cent, Amer, Af, for
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of the English and confident that the United States would
support her claims, was in no mood to accept anything
less than an unqnalified restoration of Greytown and the
complete abandonment of the DMosquito protectorate.*
Consequently the prospect was not encouraging for a
speedy scttlement of the controversy between Great
Britain and Nicaragua. For similar reasons the chances
were narrow for an amicable adjustment of the territorial
dispute between Costa Rica and Nicaragua. Obviously,
the conditions were most unfavorable for the accomplish-
ment of the purpose for which the Clayton-Bulwer treaty
was concluded. Indeed, so formidable were the obstacles,
resulting from the causes mentioned, that it may well be
doubted whether a more comprehensive and less imperfeet
instrument than the convention of 1850 would not have
failed of its purpose.

But, unfortunately, that instrument contained provis.
ions which if they did not dircetly sanction some of the
most potent causes of the existing evils, at least, made no
provision for their speedy removal. Therefore, if the
treaty did not enhance the diffienlties of the situation, it,
at least, added to the disappointment resnlting from the
continued distrust and ill-fecling between the United
States and Great Britain. However, it is not to be in-
terred from this that it is our intention to speak disparag-
ingly of the treaty. All that is meant, is that, under the
existing conditions, too mueh had been expected from the
convention. Clearly it was impossible for the two gov_
ernments to make a treaty that would provide for the
complete and speedy adjustinent of all the questions grow.
ing out of the Central American controversy. Moreover,
supposing that the treaty had made complete provision
for such adjustment, it is altogether probable that it

+ 8en. x, Doc. 25, 1st Sess, 84th Cong.. pp. 12-14 and 22.
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would not have gone into operation at all.  But that the
Clayton Bulwer treaty was not understood to make pro-
vision for a full and immediate settlement of all the diffi-
culties growing out of the Central American question is
evident from the language of the instrument itself. If
other evidence were needed to establish that point, it
would only be necessary to refer to the statements and
correspondence of the negotiators themselves. Hardly
had the ratifications been exchanged when both of them
suggested the propriety of opening mnegotiations for sup-
plementing the work thus begun, and within a few weeks
after the treaty was proclaimed negotiations were actually
undertaken.*

If now it be asked why the negotiators framed a treaty
which fell so far short of a complete adjustment of the
difficulty, the answer is they recognized the necessity of
coming to some agreement, even though it was an incom-
plete one. Without an understanding there was great
danger of an armed conflict between England and the
United States,t—a eontingency to be avoided at every sac-
rifice short of national honor. Hence, when they found
it impossible to agree upon some points, they wisely de-
cided to compromise the matter and rely upon time and
change of circmnstances to cffect what they were unable
to do. The greatest obstacle to a complete agreement
was the Mosquito protectorate. At the outset, the United
States insisted upon a full relinquishment of the British
pretensions in behalf of Mosquito, and the cessation of
all interference in the affairs of Central America.}

But this England would not and, indeed could not do,
without openly acknowledging that all her intervention in

* British Blue Book on Cent. Am. Affairs for 1856, p. 78.
t Cong. Globe App., XX VII, p. 286,
+Sen, Ex, Doc, 27, 2nd Sess, of 32nd Cong., pp. 52, 34,
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behalf of the Mosquitos, ineluding the forcible seizure of
Greytown, had been a wanton aggression upon a weak
and defenseless state. Furthermore, such a withdrawal
would have been little less than a betrayal of her ancient
allies, and an abandonment of her subjects who had es-
tablished themselves in that country. After all, the with-
drawal of Great Britain from Central America was a mat-
ter of secondary importance. What the United States
really desired was an unobstructed communication be-
tween the two seas.® It was this that first drew the at-
tention of the United States Government to Central Amer-
ica. Providing the interoceanic passage was opened and
placed on a satisfactory basis, it was a matter of compara-
tively little moment whether the Mosquito protectorate
was wholly relinquished at once, or not. Therefore, the
American Government had no valid reason for insisting
on the immediate abandonment of the protectorate, pro-
viding it was so restricted as to prevent its becoming
cither an obstacle to the freedom of the transit, or an in-
strument for maintaining or extending British dominion
in that quarter. In other words, the real purpose of the
United States would be accomplished if the protectorate
was reduced to a merely nominal existence. Besides,
such an arrangement would afford the British Govern.
ment an opportunity to withdraw from the protectorate
with credit. In view of these considerations, it is not sur-
prising that the two governments should have agreed to
recognize the nominal existence of the protectorate. Yet
it was the undoubted purpose of the negotiators to pro-
vide for the ultimate extinction of that protectorate. And
had the circumstances of the time been less unfavorable,
ot had the two governments been able to overcome their

* Brit. Blue Book on Cent. Amer. Af, for 1836, pp. 6 and 30, Sen. Ex. Doc.
27, 2nd fess, 32nd Cong., pp. 32 and 33.



1336] CONTROVERSIES. 133

suspicions and enter serionsly upon the task of earrying
the treaty into exccution, there can be little doubt that
the protectorate would have been terminated in a short
time. Bnt, unfortunately, neither one of the contracting
parties was able to fulfill its part of the agreement, and
the anomalons condition of affairs in Central America in-
tensified the mutnal jealousy. The result was that both
governments were led into untenable positions regarding
their rights and dnties nnder the treaty. Owing to this
fact and the peculiar relations which England sustained
to Central America, the British Government was soon be-
trayed into a clear violation of the treaty. That prepared
the way for the long and bitter controversies respecting
the convention which followed.

Before entering upon a consideration of these contro-
versies, some attention will be given to the efforts of the
two governments to complete the work begun by the con.
vention of 1850. The necessity for supplementing the
treaty was clearly recognized by both governments, even
before it was concluded. For that purpose, negotiations
were almost immediately opened. This work was nnder-
taken by Mr. Webster, who had sncceeded Clayton as
Secretary of State, and Sir Henry Bulwer. Their task
included not only supplementing the treaty of 1850, but
also the settling of the disputes respecting the final dispo-
sition of Greytown and the territory in the vicinity of the
San Juan.* Sinee the scttlement of these questions was
essential to the successful operation of the treaty, that
matter was taken up first. But the efforts of the negotia-
tors were hampered by the jealousy with which their gov-
ernments regarded each other, as well as the bitter feel-
ing toward Great Britain which prevailed in Central

* British Blue Book for 1856, on Central American Affairs, pp. 65. 67, 68 and
69. Sen. Ex. Doc, 25, 1st Sess. 34th Cong., p. 15.
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America at that time. Owing to this fact, it was not till
the Spring 1851, that a plan of settlement was agreed
upon. This was largely due to the conilicting views con-
cerning the disposition to be made of Greytown. Eng-
land, on the one hand, nrged that it should be placed
under the jnrisdiction of Costa Riea, while the United
States contended that it ought to be restored to Nieara
gua.® Doubtless suspicion of each other’s motives was
the most influential factor in determining the attitude of
the two governments in this particular. That such was
the case with Great Britain is evident from the fact that
she was only brought to consent to the restoration of
Greytown by the agreement of the United States Govern-
ment to negotiate a new treaty with Nicaragua, which
should not give to it such exclusive privileges as the
Squier treaty conferred. This point settled there was ap-
parently some prospect of a final adjustment.t But no
sooner did the United States undertake to carry out its
part of the agreement than the whole negotiation was
brought to a sudden stand by the announcement of the
Nicaraguan Government that it would sign no treaty of
commerce and navigation with the United States or Great
Britain unless, at the same time, some arrangement was
made respecting Greytown and the Mosqguito Shore. This
occurred in June, 1851, and revealed the diflienlty which
attended the settlement of the vexatious question.}
Meanwhile the conrse of events at Greytown had
forcibly reminded the two conutries that there was an
urgent need of coming to a definite nnderstanding con-
cerning the status of that place. The Mosquito King
still held sway there, upheld by a British naval force and

* British Blue Book on Cent. Am. A ftairs for 1856, pp. Y7, 98, 99,
+1bid., pp. 97 and 98.
1+ 1bld., p.99.
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guided by DBritish counsels. This was a constant source
of irritation to the American Ship Canal Compauny, as
well as the Nicaragnans. The company often sought to
evade or disobey some of the ordinances established by
the Council at Greytown. Hence, a collision between it
and the authorities was only a question of time. The
oceasion for one was not long delayed. In November
1851, the Promethens, one of the company’s steam-ships,
refused to pay the port charges levied by the municipal
authorities of Greytown. Notice was served that the ship
would not be allowed to leave the port till the dues were
paid. Without heeding this warning, the steamer
weighed anchor and started on her way, whereupon the
British brig of war, Express, fired upon and compelled
her to return.* The port dues were then paid, under
protest, and the ship proceeded on her voyage. The
case being reported to the Government at Washington, a
representation was made to the British Government and
a disavowal of the act demanded. This was promptly
given when the facts were learned, and the British
consul and naval officers at Greytown were forbidden to
repeat the act.+

The case is of interest in this connection not ouly as
showing the real condition of affairs at that port, but be-
cause it eatled forth the first formal expression of opinion
from the two governments regarding the true construction
of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, so far as it related to the
exercise of dominion by either of them in Central Ameri-
ca. The United States Government held that, according
to the stipulations of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, Great
Britain was bound to abstain from the exercise of any

* 1bid., pp. 102 and 103. Sen. Ex. Doc. 6, 1st Sess. 32nd Cong,, pp.2 and 3,

1 Ibid., No. 30, pp. 2 and 8. it. ) ', for 1876, p
108 and 115, pp. 2 an Brit. Blne Book on Cent. Am. Af. for IN:6, pp.
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jurisdiction in Mosquito or any portion of Central Ameri-
ca.* Earl Granville stated in reply, that the British
Government could not accept that counstruction because
it did not understand that it was precluded from protect-
ing the Indians, but only restricted from “occupying, forti-
fying . . . or exercising dominion over the Mosquito
Coast ete. And,” Lie continued, ““Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment will therefore resist any aftempt on the part of
Nicaragua or any other Power, to take possession of
Greytown or any portion of the Mosquito territory, until
some arrangement is concluded between the United
States and Great Britain, by the ncgotiations you are
now conducting with Mr. Webster on this question.”t
Thus we see that the views of the two governments
respecting their rights under the treaty, were far from
compatible. Although it is probable that the United
States Government was disposed to press unduly the
restrictions imposed by the convention, there can be no
question regarding the soundness of its position in this
particular instance. On the other hand, the British
Government was, under the terms of the treaty perfectly
justified in claiming the right to afford proteetion to the
Mosquitos. But it is to be noted that this right was
limited by the stipulations forbidding the occupation,
fortification and exercise of jurisdiction. In other words,
the protection which could be afforded was of a tempo-
rary character and restricted within very narrow limits.
Doubtless, under the terms of the treaty, England had a
perfect right to interfere to protect the Mosquitos against
the invasion of their territory or their forcible expulsion
from Greytown. DBut England was not authorized to

*Sen. Ex. Doc. 6, 1st Sess, 32nd Cong., p. 6. British Blue Book on Central
American Affairs for 1856, pp. 110 and 129.

t1Ibid., p. 127.
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maintain an alien government at Greytown, muech less a
British government. In doing 8o, she not only occupied
the territory but also exereised dominion over it and,
therefore, was violating the treaty.

Though this event at Greytown caused no interrnp-
tion of the peaceful relations of the two governments, it
revealed the necessity for a speedy adjustment of the
whole question at issue. Accordingly, the British
Minister at Washington was instructed to renew the
negotiations. In connection with these instructions,
various suggestions were offered in the hope that some of
them might be nsed as a basis for the removal of the
difficulties. It was stated that Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment would not be disposed to make any difficulty about
any arrangement which should be compatible with the
honor and character of Great Britain. But as for Nica-
ragua, it was suggested that if a satisfactory settlement
could not be made with her then the United States and
Great Britain should agree between themselves what
should be done with Greytown.*

However, a considerable period elapsed before any
progress was made. This was due not less to the diverg-
ent views of England and the United States than to the
total inability of Nicaragua and Costa Riea to agree upon
a settlement of the boundary disputes between them. As
already statcd, the British supported the Costa Rican
claims as conducive to their interests, while the United
States favored the claim of Nicaragua. Besides, the
Accessory Transit Company had been formed and had
opened a commnunication across the isthmus which was
much nsed by the California emigrants.t One result of
this was the collection of a more or less lawless popu-

*1bid., pp. 124 and 126,
+Ante. p. 66.
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lation at Greytown. This element was opposed to the
existing government and, therefore, ready to lend assist-
ance to any scheme which promised the overthrow of
British rule at that place. Under those conditions, the
danger of a collision between the inhabitants of Grey-
town and the authorities was very great. Deeply im-
pressed with that fact, the governments of the United
States and Great Britain hastened to make a temporary
arrangement for maintaining the anthorities at that port,
pending the final adjustment of the diffienltics.* In
harmony with this agreement both parties sent naval
forces there, with instructions to act in concert in sup-
porting the Mosqunito anthority at Greytown.+

Having failed to accomplish anything in the way of a
settlement with the representatives of the Central Ameri-
can States, the British Minister and Mr. Webster decided
to continue their negotiations independent of them.
Their object was to formulate a plan for the final disposal
of the matter that would be acceptable to their govern-
ments and then endeavor to induce Nicaragua and Costa
Rica to accept it.} On April 30, 1852, a project was
agreed upon and signed by Webster and Crampton. This
project provided that Greytown and a considerable tract
of country on the north of the San Juan River should be
ceded to Nicaragna, and a reservation set apart for the
Mosquitos. The Indians were to have the net receipts of
all dnties collected at Greytown for a period of three
years. All grants of land in that vicinity, made since
1848, were to remain nndisturbed, providing they did not
interfere with the privileges of the canal company. The
Mosquitos were to be left free to form a voluntary union

* British Blue Book, for 1856, on Cent, Am. A tfairs, pp. 134 141.
+1bid., pp. 135 and 136.
F¥Sen. Ex. Doc. 25, 1st Sess. 34th Ceng,, pp. 70 and 77,
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with Nicaragua. Provision was made for earrying out
the stipulations of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty so far as
they related to the protection of the Ship Canal Company
and the establishment of a neutral region at either ex-
tremity of the channel. It was also recommended that
the boundary between Nicaragua and Costa Rica should
be fixed at the south bank of the San Juan River, thus
securing to Costa Rica the territory she claimed. Besides
that Costa Rica secured some rights of navigation on the
river and lake.®

This arrangement having been agreed upon, steps
were immediately taken to secure its acceptance. To that
end a special commission was constituted to lay the mat-
ter be‘ore those governments.t As might have been
anticipated, Costa Rica promptly accepted the proposal
which gave her substantially all she had been contending
for in the controversy with Niecaragua. On the other
hand, Niearagua quickly rejected it, as an unwarranted
sacrifice of lier rights.} In taking this stand, she had the
gympathy and moral support of a large portion of the
American people, who looked upon the scheme as an
undne concession to British interests, as it undoubtedly
was.§ Yet it is not to be inferred from this that the
course of Webster in assenting to the project was unwar-
ranted. There is no snflicient evidence that he was satis-
fied with it, or that his assent would have been given
except as a means of reaching a compromise upon a diffi-
cult and embarrassing question. It is well to bear this in
mind since British writers are prone to lay much stress
upon Mr. Webster’s eourse in this matter as affording a

- ;;}Jid., pp. 73-77. British Blue Book on Cent. Amer. Affairs for 1866, pp.
0= 3
t1Ibid., p. 157. Sen. Ex. Doc. 25, Ist Sess. 3¢th Cong., pp. 71-77.

* British Blue Book on Cent. Amer. Af. for 1836, pp. 181 and 194. Sen. Ex.
Doc. 25, 1st Sess. 34th Cong., pp. 91, 92, and 103-104. R

§ Dem. Rev., XXXI, pp. 337-355.
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strong argument in favor of their claims in behalf of
Mosquito and Costa Rica. But the correspondence which
passed between the DBritish Government and its repre
sentative at Washington shows beyond all gnestion that
the project was a compromise, in which both parties were
compelled to yield much in order to reach any agreement
at all.* Nothwithstanding the refusal of Nicaragua to
accept the plan, she signified her willingness to submit
the disputed questions to an impartial tribunal.  Of
course, this action on her part was denounced as unrea-
sonable by the British officials and Government, who now
proposed to undertake the settlement of the matter with
the United States independent of Nicaragna. Negotia-
tions looking to that end appear to have been opened,
though nothing was accomplished.t

In the meantime, the government of Greytown had
taken on a new aspect. The population, which was
largely English and American, carly manifested a desire
to have a share in the government of the place. So
strong did this sentiment become that the Britishi-Mosquito
Government authorized the formation of a constitation
for the town. Accordingly, a constitntion was adopted
and went into operation. From this time on there was
little or no recognition of the Mosquito anthority.t While
this change tended to lessen the danger of an immediate
ontbreak, it was very far from removing the possibility
of such an oceurrence.  Consequently, the affairs of that
region remained in a very critical state after three years
of fruitless negotiation for their adjnstment.

While matters were in this unsatisfactory condition,
the British Government took a step which greatly in-

* British Blue Book on Cent. Amer. Af. for 1856, p. 165.
+ Ibid., pp. 195-199.
+Ibid., p. 170,
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creased the difficulty of the situation. In the Spring of
1852, it proceeded to erect the Bay Islands into a separate
colony, subjeet to the Superintendent of Belize.  On the
tenth of August, they were formally occnpied in behalf
of the British Crown.*  An account of these proceedings
speedily found its way into the public press of the United
States, where they were generally looked npon as a palp-
able violation of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty. Soon after
the assembling of Congress the Senate, acting in harmony
with the popular sentiment of the time, passed a resolu-
tion calling upon the President for information respecting
the establishment of a British colony in the Bay Islands.
The President was also requested to state what steps, if
any, had been taken to prevent the violation of the treaty
of 1850.% _

In response to this resolntion the President, on Jan.
4, 1853, laid before the Senate a report from the Secre-
tary of State affirming that the Department had received
no information whatever, regarding the formation of the
said colony. Accompanying this report were the declara-
tions and correspondence of the negotiators of the Clay-
ton-Bulwer treaty, regarding the exchange of ratifica-
tions.f The failure of the State Department to afford any
information concerning the colonization of the Bay Islands
was a great disappointment. BMoreover, the production
of the declarations cansed a sensation in the Senate and
country generally, and afforded an inviting cpportunity
for a partisan attack npon the Whig Administration in
general, and Mr. Clayton in particular, whieh eould not
be allowed to pass nnimproved. Accordingly, the report
of the Secretary of State and the accompanying docunents

* Squier’s Central Am., pp. 626 and626. Ante, p.5 Dem. Rev., XXXI, p. 549.
t 8en. Jour., 2nd Sess. 32nd Cong., p. 63.
#Sen. Ex. Doc. No. 12, 2nd Sess, of 32nd Cong., pp. 1-4,
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were referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. After
spending several wecks in an examination of the matter,
the Committee, on Feb. 11, reported that in their opinion
the proclamation aathorizing the establishment of a Brit-
ish Colony on the Bay Islands was genuine. It bore all
the marks of an authentic paper, and the fact, so far as
the Committee were informed, had never been contra-
dicted. Therefore, without assuming that it was true,
the Committee ¢« felt called upon to proceed as if it were
80.””  The result of their investigation was that, in the
opinion of the Committce, the Bay Islands formed a part
of the Republic of Honduras and, henee, were included
within the region designated as ¢ Central Ameriea  and,
therefore, came within the meaning of the treaty of 1850.
Consequently the colonization of these islands by Great
Britain constituted a violation of that instrument.* The
investigation carried on had neeessarily involved some ex-
amination of the British title to Belize. The result of
that was the conviction that the British settlement at
#= Belize had no political character whatever. The report
concluded with a resolution that the declarations of the
negotiators imported nothing more than an admission that
the treaty was not to be considered as affecting the title or
existing right of Great Britain to the English settlements
in Honduras Bay.t
While the Committee was preparing this report the
Senate had been engaged in an animated debate regard-
ing the course of Great Britain, the nature of the treaty,
and the effect of the negotiators’ declarations.  From the
first this discussion was characterized by much personal
feeling and partisan zeal. Yet however prominent these

* Sen. Rept. 407, 2nd Sess, of 32nd Cong. p. 17.
+1bid., p, 17.
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features were, they could not overshadow the antipathy
for Great Britain. Nor did the report of the Committee
materially alter the character of the debate, although it
tended to intensify the feeling against England. Inorder
to appreciate the force of this, it will be necessary to note
briefly the actual state of the relations subsisting between
the two countries at that time. Great Britain still main-
tained her foothold on the Mosquito Coast to the annoy-
ance of the United States, if not to the detriment of
American interests. She had made no real progress to.
ward a settlement of the disputes between her and several
of the states in that quarter. Moreover, she interpreted
the treaty of 1850 in such a way as to sanction her elaims
there. The Bay Islands not only remained in her posses-
sion but had been transformed from a mere possession into
a full colony. Following close upon this latter act came
the famous proposal for the tri-partite agreement, between
England, France and the United States, for guaranteeing
the sovereignty of Spain in Cuba.® This proposal, which
was peciliarly offensive to a large majority of the Amer-
can people, came almost simultancously with a fresh Brit-
ish demonstration against Honduras.t In view of these
considerations, it is not surprising that the popular feeling
in this eountry was far from friendly toward England. It
should also be borne in mind that politieal animosities in
the United States were exceedingly bitter at that time.
Under such conditions, it was inevitable that a disens-
sion relative to our relations with Great DBritain should
develope much hostility toward England and at the same
time take on a decidedly partisan cast. In such a discus-
sion, extreme charges were sure to be made against Eng-
land, followed by others equally extravagant in defense

* Sen. Ex. Doc. 13, 2nd Sess. 32nd Cong., pp. 1, 3 and 4.
+ Cong. Globe App. XXVII, p. 272,
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of her acts and policy. Unfortunately, this was one of
the most prominent characteristics of the debate and, as we
shall see, produced some baneful results. Naturally the
Democratic members took the initiative in the discussion,
which began, early in January, with an attack upon Mr.
Clayton for consenting to an exchange of ratifications
under the conditions imposed by the British Government.
By so doing, it was argued, he had modified the treaty in
a vital point without the knowledge or consent of the Sen-
ate.® The treaty as ratified was adequate to free all Cen-
tral Ameriea from British dominion. If the convention
had not provided for that result it would never have been
ratified by the Senate. The only justification there was
for the recent conduct of the British Government in Cen-
tral Araerica, was atforded by the restrictions placed upon
the treaty by the acceptance of the British deelaration.
The effect of that declaration was to sanction the acts and
pretensions of England in Belize or British Honduras and
its dependencies. This was cequivulent to an adwission
that Great Britain might exercise dominion in any part of
Central America since the term dependencies was of sueh
a vague and indeterminate character as to admit of in-
definite extension and application. Consequently, Mr.
Clayton had deprived the treaty of its chief value to the
United States. For, instead of excluding British influ-
ence from Central Ameriea, the treaty, as limited by the
declarations, really conceded the validity of British pre-
tensions. Moreover, all of this concession had been
made in derogation of the rights of the Senate by an un-
precedented and unconstitutional act of the Secretary of
State. Finally, the whole treaty was in violation of the
time honored Monroe Doctrine and would never have

* Cong. Globe, XX VI, 2nd Sess. 32nd Cong., pp. 237 and 248,
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been sanctioned but for the belief that it provided for the
exclusion of Great Britain from Central America.*

The most prominent among those who advocated
these views were General Cass and Mr. Douglas. The
latter, however, went much farther in attacking the whole
policy of the treaty. In this he was unhampered by his
previous acts, since from the first he had opposed it and
cast his vote against its ratification. The chief grounds
of his opposition were, first, that it was ambiguous in its
phraseology; second, that it entered into a partnership with
Great Britain for the control of an interoceanic transit
and, finally, that it deprived the United States of the
right to acquire any territory in Central America by an-
nexation or otherwise.t This provision he regarded with
especial disfavor since it was antagonistic to our natural
growth and expansion in that direction. It was, more-
over, a useless provision since it must, sooner or later,
give way before the ¢‘young giant’’ that would never
consent to be restrained by any bond. Respecting the
partnership, as he termed it, with Great Britain or any
European power, he expressed the most violent opposition.
He declared that the canal problem was an American ques-
tion, with which Europe had no concern, and, therefore,
the exclusive control of the contemplated canal which
Nicaragua was anxious to bestow on the United States
should have been accepted without regard to European
consent. Once secured, the water-way should be opened
to the commerce of Great Britain and the rest of the
world so long as they observed their treaty obligations
and showed us proper respect. But should they violate
the one or fail to observe the other, he would close the
canal to their commerce. Accordingly, he contended that

¢ Ibid., pp. 251, 253 and 266.
tCong. Globe, App., XXV1II, Ist Sess., 32nd Cong,, p. 260, 261, 262, 268,
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the Hise treaty should have been submitted to the
Senate and ratified. He denounced the action of the
Taylor Administration for withholding that instrument
from the Senate.* Naturally the weight of his attack
fell upon Clayton and was couched in terms that were
admirably adapted to the double purpose of placing that
gentleman in a false position before the country and win-
ning popular applause. Nor were his remarks regarding
the course of Great Britain free from guile. He attacked
her in a manner that appealed powerfully to popular
prejudice, and some of his sharpest thrusts at Mr. Clay-
ton were made in conneetion with his denunciations of
Great Britain as our natural rival and enemy.t

In the absence of Clayton, who was not then a mem-
ber of the Senate, his defense was taken up by his per-
sonal friends. They contended that when the treaty was
before the Senate there was a clear understanding that it
was not intended to exclude Great Britain from all her
dominions in Central America. It was unreasonable to
suppose that England would relinguish her hold there.
Besides, the great object of the treaty was not to oust
Great DBritain from Central America, but to obtain an
unimpeded right of way for the construction and opera-
tion of a ship-canal between the two oceans. In order to
secure this it was necessary that there should be some ar-
rangement with Great Britain and that she should relin-
quish some of her pretensions in behalf of the Mosquitos.
It was equally necessary that her encroachments upon
Nicaragua and other states in the vicinity of the canal
should be checked. To these ends the great efforts of
the Americans were directed, and they were crowned with
success. Little attention was given to the subject of

*1bid., XXVII. 2na Sess. of 32nd Cong., pp. 258-262,
t1bid., XXVTI, 1st Sess. of 32nd Cong. p. 275.
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British dominion in Belize, which was so far from the
route of the proposed canal that it was immaterial to the
success of that enterprise whether Great Britain exercised
dominion there or not. Indeed, some of the senators
were of the opinion that it was a matter of no con-
sequence that Great Britain had secured possession of the
Bay Islands. Nor were there wanting those who held
that her title to them and to Belize had Jong been estab-
lished. Even the United States Government, during the
Administration of Polk, had recognized the British juris-
diction at Belize by the appointment of a consul at that
place. As for the declarations of the negotiators, they
were neither unprecedented nor so comprehensive in their
influence as contended.®

Among those who took a conspicuous part in main-
taining the views above set forth were Seward, Everett,
and Clayton; the latter having been returned to the Sen-
ate during the continuance of the discussion, which was
not concluded till well into the following session. In
defending his action, Clayton insisted that it was neces-
sary to exchange upon the declarations or else abandon
the treaty entirely. At first he ineclined to the latter
course, but, upon further retlection, concluded that he
would lay himself open to just criticism if he should
abandon the treaty, which appeared to offer the only
means of maintaining friendly relations with Great
Britain. So after consultation with the Attorney-general
and others he decided to exchange ratitications provided
the British Minister would accept a counter-declaration.
Having been assured that such an instrument would be
received, he proceeded to draw up one that would
countervail the most repugnant features of the one sub-

*1bid,, XX V1. 2nd Sess. of 32nd Cong., pp, 247, 250,
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mitted by Bulwer. But not conteit with that, he dis-
tinetly pointed out to that gentleman that if any change
in the treaty was proposed it would have to be submitted
to the Senate. Moreover, it was clearly understood by
all connected with the matter, including the British
Minister, that the declarations were, in law, not worth
the paper on which they were written.* Consequently,
they could have no effect upon the treaty itself. Nor
was his action in regard to this matter without precedent.
On the contrary, one was found in a very recent negotia-
tion, viz, that of the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. In
that instance he, himself, had been called npon to defend
the course of the Government respecting the explanations
and declarations of the commissioners connected there-
with. Ile showed that the charge that he had concealed
these documents from the Cabinet or President was
groundless. The substance of them was made public
within a few days after the treaty was proclaimed so
there was no reason why the Senate should not have
known about the interpretation placed upon the treaty by
the negotiators.t

With regard to the treaty itself, he contended that it
was in harmony with the policy which our Government
had followed sinee 1826. It was the same policy which
obtained in the negotiation of the treaty with New Gra-
nada, in 1846, respecting the Panama railroad. Further-
more, it was neither desirable nor practicable for our
government to obtain exclusive control of such communi-
cation. Had the United States attempted to act up to the
privileges conferred by the Hise treaty, war with England
would have inevitably resulted. In order to avoid that
calamity and yet secure the construction of the canal, it

*Cong. Globe App. XXIX, pp. 91, 96.
+ Tbid., pp. 91, 96.
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was necessary to make some arrangement with that power.
It was with a view to opening the way for the peaceful
eonstruction of the canal and making its neutrality seeure
that the treaty was negotiated, and not for the purpose of
driving Great Britain out of Central America.® Inei-
dental to the accomplishment of these purposes, it was
necessary to seeure the relinquishment of the British pre-
tensions regarding Mosquito. Great Britain must also
withdraw from San Juan and other plaees in the vicinity
of the proposed canal and bind herself to abstain from
occupying any part of Central America or exercising
dominion within that region. These objects were amply
provided for by the terms of the treaty. If England had
colonized the Bay Islands or otherwise encroached upon
the territory of Central America, such action was in vio-
lation of the treaty and not the fault of it. Nor was the
treaty in contravention of the Monroe Doctrine. ~ On the
contrary, it provided for the most effectual application of
it that had been made since its promulgation, and that,
too, in gpite of the fact that it had been repeatedly vio-
lated by Great Britain in Central America. These viola-
tions had continued for a number of years without protest
or remonstrance from our Governinent, notwithstanding
the frequent appeals for its interposition from the govern-
ments of Central America and more especially that of
Nicaragua.t

Mr. Everett, fresh from the State Department and
withal much impressed by the tone of Lord Russell’s re-
cent despatches, spoke in guite a different strain from that
of Clayton. Although agreeing with him regarding the
necessity for the convention of 1850, he took a much
more favorable view of British acts respecting Belize, the

*Ibld., App. XXVII, pp. 251-256.
+1bid., App. XX VII, 1st Sess. 32d Congress, pp. 254 235.
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Bay Islands and Central America generally. He con-
tended that Great Britain’s title to Belize was valid and
appealed to history to support his contention. Ie even
argued that Great Britain had not violated the Clayton-
Bulwer treaty by the erection of a colony in the Bay
Islands. Throughout his speech he maintained an atti-
tude of candor and fairness that was quite exceptional in
this debate; but, on the whole, it must be admitted that
it was much more favorable to the English side than to
the American.*

Passing over, for the present, the effects of this dis-
cussion, it may be well to consider briefly the general
positions and conclusions of the different parties. In the
first place, it is hardly necessary to state that the claim
of the Democratic members that the treaty was intended
to exclude Great Britain from all dominion in Central
America was without substantial foundation either in fact
or reason. It was worally impossible for Great Britain
to withdraw from all her possessions and claims there at
the time the treaty was concluded. For more than a
hundred years it had been a part of her policy to maintain
a foothold in that region. This she had done at a great
cost in both blood and treasure. Although her course
was technically in violation of Spanish sovereignty and
the rights of the republics that sncceeded to the posses-
gions of Spain in that region, it had the moral advantage
of opening np a fertile country to commerce and a semi-
civilization. But that is not all. For some years previ-
ous to the formation of the treaty, Great Britain had been
engaged in extending and consolidating the sphere of her
influence in that quarter withont molestation or protest
from the United States. FKinally, some of her enterprises
in that region had been prosecuted with unusunal zeal for

* [bid., pp. 285-289.
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some time prior to the conclusion of the Clayton-Bulwer
treaty, for the express purpose of thwarting the supposed
ambitions designs of the United States. On the other
hand, it was the supposed nccessity for a free transit
ronte across the isthmus that first gave the United States
a dirvect interest in that region and called the attention of
the American people to the British possessions there.®
In view of those considerations, it was unreasonable for
anyone at all familiar with the facts to have expected
that Great Britain would surrender her hold upon Central
America by treaty stipulations with an active and enter-
prising rival like the United States. Yet there can be
little doubt that the Whig contention was not wholly ten-
able. While it is unquestionable that the chief purpose
of the treaty was to secure an unobstructed transit, it is
also true that it contemplated other objects as well. In
fact, an unobstructed transit throungh the isthmus, while
Great Britain eontrolled nearly the whole eastern coast,
was, under the circumstances, an impossibility. Besides,
it is incredible to suppose that so jealous a rival of
England as the United States then was, could have been
wholly indifferent to the maintenance and probable ex-
tension of British dominion in Central America. Yet, on
the whole, it is quite evident that the Whig position was
much the more rational of the two.

Meanwhile, the British Government had neither been
indifferent to the condition of affairs in Central America,
nor oblivious to the state of feeling in the United States.
Embarrassed by the anomalous and even dangerous con-
dition in which the Mosquito proteetorate and the posses-
sion of Greytown placed her, England had long been
anxious to secure a final settlement of the questions con-

* House Ex. Doc. 75, lst Sess. 31st Cong,, pp. 8 9 and 93. Sen. Ex. Doc. 44,
2nd Sess. 32nd Cong., p. 2.
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nected therewith. Yet she stubbornly refused to restore
either the Mosquito territory or Greytown to Nicaragua.
The utmost that she was willing to concede was that Grey-
town should be made a free port owing allegiance to Mos-
quito, while the latter should be made a real state instead
of a fiction. This was to be done without regard to the
rights of Nicaragua or the other Republics in that quarter.
These views were communicated to the Government at
Washington, by direction of Lord John Russell, in Janu-
ary, 1853, or while the Senate debate were still in progress,
and before a report of it had reached England. In the
course of his communication Russell frankly admitted that
the Mosquito King’s title and authority were little more
than nominal; that his government was a fiction which
Europeans used for their own purposes, and that the Mos-
quito country was governed according to the usages of
civilized nations, instead of the cnstoms of the savages.
Obviously, these statements were clear admissions of the
American contentions regarding the matter. Neverthe-
less, Russell still urged the propriety of erecting Mosqnito
into an independent state. It was the desire of the Brit-
ish Government that the United States should concur in
such an arrangement,*—a desirc that was manifestly im-
possible of realization so long as the existing state of feel-
ing in the United States should continue.  Consequently,
this proposition contributed nothing toward a settlement
of the difficulty. In fact it counld have but one etfect, viz.
to confirm the suspicions of the Americans regarding the
ulterior purposes of the British Government in Central
America. In the opinion of the American people the
proposed arrangement could have no other result than to
sanction the British hold npon that region.

* 8en. Ex. Doc. 3, 18t Sess. 34th Cong., p.3. Sen. Ex. Doc. 44, 2nd Sess. 32nd
Cogg., p. 4. British Blue Book on Central American Affairs for 1856, pp. 202
and 203.
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Viewed in the light of subsequent events it is impos-
sible to escape the conviction that this debate in the Sen-
ate was a most unfortinate one. From the first a great
deal of passion was exhibited, and a lack of fairness char-
acterized most of the discussion. The desire of winning
political eapital, by pandering to the popular sentiment
against England, or by appealing to party prejudice, is
too apparent for special comment. Indeed, there can be
little doubt that this was the controlling motive with many
who took an active part in the discussion. For obvious
reasons it was a more important factor with General Cass
and his supporters than with the opposite party. But,
unfortunately, it was much too influential with both parties.
As a consequence, the popular mind in the United States
was greatly aroused and therefore, unfitted for an im-
partial consideration of the questions at issue. The de-
bate also exerted a powerful influence in arousing the
mutnal jealousies and prejudices of the United States and
Great Britain. But that was not all. The severe eriti-
cisms passed upon the conduct of Great Britain ealled
forth many statements that were almost equally intemper-
ate in her defense. Morecover, the desperate onslaught
made on the treaty did much to reveal its defects from
the American point of view, and supplied the British
Government with argnments, drawn from American soure-
es, for the justification of its aets in Central America,
In this country it not only intensified partisan animosities
but encouraged both Government and people to demand
more from Great Britain in the way of relinquishing her
claims in Central Ameriea. In a word, the chief result
of the debate was to arouse resentment and ill-feeling in
both England and the United States. This in turn, made
both governments more exacting regarding their rights
under the treaty and correspondingly increased the fric-
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tion between them. This is proved by the correspond-
ence which subsequently passed between the two govern-
ments.

But in order to gain an adequate idea of the real com-
plexity of the situation we must turn to Central America
and note the condition of affairs there. The old contro-
versies about the Mosquito Coast, Greytown and the ter-
ritory bordering on the southern bank of the San Juan
River still continued. New elements of discord had also
arisen that tended still further to complicate the matter
and embitter the feelings of the disputants. But the most
unfortunate result of these disgraceful quarrels was that
they enlisted the sympathies and interests of the United
States and Great DBritain on opposite sides, and thus in
tensified the unfriendiy feelings of the two countries.
This is well illustrated by the controversy which had been
in progress for some time between the American Acces-
sory Transit Company and the municipality of Greytown.
The former was of American origin and intimately
connected with important American interests; it was also
indebted to Nicaragua for its right of way across her ter-
ritory, including Greytown and the Mosquito Coast.*
Therefore, this company was anxious that Nicaraguan
jurisdiction should be maintained in that region, and was
quite ready to ignore the British-Mosquito authorities at
Greytown. Under those circumstances, the company
found no difficulty in enlisting the sympathy and support
of the United States in its behalf. On the other hand,
the municipality of Greytown owed its existence primarily
to British interference in that quarter and naturally looked
to England to sustain its position and aunthority. It was,
therefore, inevitable that the United States and Great
Britain should take opposite sides in the disputes between

¥ Ante p. 66.
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the company and municipality. Thus the estrangement
of the two powers was increased and the difficulty of the
situation enhanced.

Such was the condition of affairs in March 1853,
when the Government passed under the control of the
party represented by General Cass and his supporters in
the Senate. Of course the advent of this party into
power was marked by the adoption of a new policy re-
specting Central America and the Clayton-Bulwer treaty
that was in harmony with the sentiments expressed by
the party leaders in the Senate. KEvents hastened the
development of this policy, even if they did not make it
more comprehensive and radical in character. Little
more than a month after the accession of the Democratic
party to power an incident at Greytown caused both the
United States and Great Britain to reveal their positions
regarding Central America and the treaty of 1850. The
occurrence which called forth these expressions was the
employment of United States naval forces at Greytown
to prevent the destruction, by the municipal authorities,
of buildings belonging to the Accessory Transit Company.
The British Government took exception to the action of
the American forces, and urged the Government of the
United States to issue instructions forbidding its officers
doing anything that would tend to weaken the authority
of the local government at Greytown.*

On the other hand, the United States Government
stoutly defended the course of Captain Hollins, who
ordered the intervention of the naval forces. In doing
80 it necessarily gave more or less complete expression to
its views regarding the conflicting claims to Greytown
and the Mosquito Shore. But it went beyond that and

* British Blue Book, for 1856, on Central American Affairs, p. 247.
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gave an exposition of the construction it placed upon the
Clayton-Bulwer treaty so far as it related to the occupa-
tion of, or exercise of dominion in, Central America by
either of the parties to that convention. With regard to
the dispute between the authorities of Greytown and the
Transit Company, the United States Government held
that the former had no right to interfere with the build-
ings or property of the latter. The land occupied by the
company lay within the limits of Nicaragua or Costa
Rica. [f within the former the company was acting up-
on rights which it had acquired by grant from that Re-
public. And if the property of the company lay within
the dominions of Costa Rica, the people of Greytown
had no right to exercise authority over it for they did not
even pretend to derive any rights from that state.* The
local government of Greytown professed to act in the
name of the Mosquito King, but surely it could derive no
authority from that source since the Mosquitos were
incapable of forming a government of any kind and had
no sovereign anthority over the country whatever.
Hence, neither the authorities at Greytown nor the
British Government had any just ground for complaint
against the company. Moreover, the United States would
not recognize any authority in that region which acted in
derogation of the sovereign rights of Nicaragna and
Costa Rica.t From this it is evident that the views of
the two governments concerning the status of Mosquito
and Greytown were diametrically opposed.

In a subsequent dispatch a more detailed account of
the views and purposes of Great Britain regarding Cen-
tral America was given. It was freely admitted that the
purpose and intention of the Clayton-Bnlwer treaty, when

*1bid., p. 253. Sen. Ex. Doc, 13, 1st Sess. 33rd Cong., pp. 8-11.
+Ibid., p. 11. British Blue Book on Cent. Amer. Affairs for 1856, p. 255.
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executed, was to materially modity the position of Great
Britain on the Mosquito Coast and, indeed, throughout
Central America. But the treaty had not been carried
out, and until that was done Great DBritain must retain
her present position in those regions. England would,
therefore, continue to assert the right of the Mosquitos
to the territory they claimed and defend them against
hostile aggressions from any or all of the Central Ameri-
can states. Lord Clarendon, who voiced the sentiments
of the British Government on that oceasion, stated that
the prevailing opinions in the United States regarding
the obligations of Great Britain under the treaty of 1850,
were erroneous. According to the terms of that instru-
ment, he said, England was bound to abstain from seek-
ing or maintaining any exclusive control over the pro-
posed ship-canal. BShe was likewise debarred from
occupying any part of Central America or exercising
dominion in that country. But Great Britain had not,
nor did she ever have any intention of renouncing ¢the
full and absolute right which she possesses over her own
lawful territories.””* Neither did she renounce by that
treaty the protection which she had for centuries afforded,
and which she still afforded, to Mosquito. Nor was she
willing to disturb the de fucto Government at Greytown.t

From the foregoing it is clear that Great Britain was
in no mood for making concessions to the demands of the
United States. This may be safely asserted notwith-
standing her frequently expressed desire for an amicable
and satisfactory adjustment of the matter. If other evi-
dence were wanted, it would only be necessary to refer to
the proposed basis of scttlement. This involved the erec-
tion of Mosquito into a separate territorial establishment,

*Ibid., p. 248.
+ Ibid., p. 249.
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independent of all the Central American States; the mak-
ing of Greytown a free port, attached to Mosquito, with
an indemnity to the Indians for surrendering their claims
to that town; and the agreement of the United States and
Great Britain to join in the maintenance of the local Gov-
ernment there. A glance at these conditions will show
that no concession, either to the wishes of the United
States or the claims of Nicaragua, was contemplated. But
upon what ground the British Government could have ex-
pected such proposals to be accepted is difficult to under-
stand. That Government wag perfectly familiar with the
fact that the United States had never consented to recog-
nize Mosquito as possessed of sovereign rights, and had,
from the first, insisted that the territory occupied by the
Indians belonged to Nicaragua and Honduras. Besides,
the colonization of the Bay Islands had destroyed all in-
clination on the part of the United States to recede from
the position she had so persistently maintained. But
apart from these considerations, the establishment of Mos.
quito as a new and independent state could not be other-
wise than offensive to the United States. According to
the American view, such an arrangement could hardly
fail to lead to a very great extension of British dominion
and influence in that quarter. It is also to be remembered
that Nicaragua would have resisted such a disposition of
her territory by every means in her power. Hence, it is
evident that such a project could lead to no satisfactory
settlement of the difticulty. But as Great Britain had de-
termined to retain her present position in Central America
till the matter was satisfactorily settled, it is clear that
the proposals were admirably adapted to her purpose. 1f
they were accepted her hold upon the Mosquito Coast
and, indeed, upon Central America would be permanently
secured; if rejected, her position would remain unchanged
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so long as the question remained unsettled. In either
case British influence in Central America would be con-
tinued. Moreover, its continuance would inevitably lead
to the extension of DBritish dominion in that quarter.
Therefore, it is not surprising that England set her de-
mands high, when such a course would sccure her hold
upon the country for an indefinite period and cnable her
to thwart the supposed ulterior designs of the United
States.

Meanwhile, the United States Government had been
developing a scheme for settling the question according
to its interpretation of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty. As
already indicated, the Americans held the Mosquito pro-
tectorate to be devoid of validity. The Government had
also insisted that the sovereignty of the territory occupied
by the Indians belonged of right to Nicaragua and other
states in that vicinity. Moreover, the Government had
long since deelared that it would countenance no move-
ment or political organization in that portion of Central
America that was derogatory to the sovereignty of Nic-
aragua or Costa Rica. But the plan now adopted was
much more radical and comprehensive. It coutemplated
nothing less than the relinquishment of the Mosquito pro-
tectorate, the restoration of Greytown, the surrender of
the Bay Islands and the restriction of Belize to the limits
originally fixed by the Spanish treaties. This point in the
development of the American policy was reached by July,
1853. The United States Minister at London was then
instructed to open negotiations for the accomplishment of
these purposes.®* This naturally brought the two gov-
ernments into eontroversy respecting the obligations im-
posed by the treaty of 1850. More precisely, the question

* House Ex, Doc. 1, Pt. 1, 1st Sess, of 34th Cong., p. 42.
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at issue was whether the terms of that instrument required
England to withdraw from all interference in Central
America. It now remains to note briefly the grounds
apon which each government sought to justifiy its con-
tention.

The United States Government insisted that Great
Britain had no title to Belize beyond that acquired by ex-
press grant from Spain under the treaties of 1783 and
1786. Those treaties limited the rights of Great Britain
in that region to the cutting and exporting of timber, and
positively prohibited its use for any other purpose what-
ever. Moreover, the district in which the British might
cat and export timber was, by the terms of the grant,
strictly limited. So long as the settlement was confined
to its original limits and purposes the United States could
have no cause for complaint. But when its area was
greatly extended and its tenure changed by the exercise
of civil authority, it then became to all intents and pur-
poses a new colony on this continent.* The establish-
ment of such a colony in America was contrary to the
policy of the United States, as well as a clear infraction
of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty. That instrument bound
both of the contracting parties to abstain from occupying
or colonizing any part of Central America, or exercising
dominion therein. Therefore, Great Britain was under
solemn treaty obligation to abandon all that portion of
Belize that lay beyond the limits fixed by the Spanish
treaties; furthermore, the United States would insist upon
its use being confined to the purpose for which the grant
was originally made.t

On the other hand, the British Government positively
declined to withdraw from Belize, and justified its refusal

+Tbid., p. 42.
+1bid., pp. 43-45,
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on the ground that it was never contemplated by either
of the contracting governments that the convention of
1850 should interfere in any way with the British settle-
ment at Belize or its dependencies.* The treaty could
only refer to the five states which had formerly been
united under the name of the Central American Republic.
Although this was evident from the language of the
treaty, the negotiators had deemed it advisable to provide
against the possibility of any future misunderstanding on
that point. Accordingly, before exchanging the treaty
ratifications, they had made written declarations affirming
that neither of the governments had intended that the
convention should comprehend the settlement and depen-
dencies in question. The British Government understood
that the Belize alluded to was the Belize of 1850. DBe-
sides, the United States had previously acknowledged the
right of Great Britain to that settlement by appointing a
consul there, who received his exequatur from the British
Government.t Nor was Great Britain bound by the
limits fixed in the treaties of 1783 and 1786. Those
conventions were ended by a subscquent state of war be-
tween England and Spain, and no treaty of a political
nature or relating to territorial limits had revived the
treaties respecting Belize.t As the controversy pro-
gressed, England continued to take more radical ground
in favor of that position, till at length she claimed sover-
eignty over Belize by right of conquest.§

On account of the wide divergence of these opinions,
it may be well to examine the grounds upon which they
were based. As already indicated, the British defense
embodied two propositions, viz., that the treaties of 1783

* Ibid., p. 89. British Blue Book on Ceut. Am. Affairs, tor 1856, p. 273,
+ & 2 Ibid., p. 274.
g Sen, Ex. Doc, 26, 1st Sess, 45th Cong p. 6,
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and 1786 were no longer binding upon England, and that
the settlement of DBelize or British Honduras was ex-
empted from the operation of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty
by the declarations made at the exchange of ratifications.
On the other hand, the United States contended that the
treaties of 1783 and 1786 were still in force, and, if the
declarations of the negotiators were at all binding, they
could only relate to the settlement at Belize as defined by
those conventions. With regard to the first proposition
of the British Government, viz., that the Spanish treaties
were no longer binding and that Great Britain had
acquired a title to Belize by conquest, little need be said.
We have already scen that if Great Britain conquered
Belize from Spain, she subsequently restored it to that
power. In addition to that, she afterward renewed the
treaties with Spain, and in various ways acknowledged
Spain to be the rightful sovereign of that territory.*
That attitude she maintained till the downfall of Spanish
dominion in Central America. As she did not even pre-
tend to have acquired any title to that region from the
Republies that had since been founded in Central Amer-
ica, we must conclude that in 1850 Great Britain had no
sovereign rights whatever in Belize.

Hence, the only grounds on which England could
claim that British Honduras was exempt from the opera-
tion of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, were either that it lay
without the limits of Central America or that the declara-
tions of the negotiators had excluded it from the provi-
sions of that instrument. Concerning the first of these
little need be said; unquestionably the greater part of the
original Belize, if not all of it, lay beyond the limits of
Central America. On the contrary, that part of British

*Ante pp. 1213,
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Honduras that had been occupied sinee 1786 lay almost
wholly within the limits of Guatemala or Central America.
Consecquently, the only ground on which the British Gov-
ernment could claim that this latter territory was not
subject to the Clayton-Bulwer treaty was that it had been
excmpted from the operation of that instrument by the
declarations of the negotiators.

This at once raises the question as to what was the
purpose and scope of those declarations. And here it
may be incidentally remarked that it is quite conunon for
British writers and many Americans also, to treat the
matter as though there had been an unqualified accept-
ance of the British declaration, with its comprehensive
and somewhat ambiguous phraseology. But that is far
from being true.  Mr. Clayton refused to exchange upon
the British declaration and, for a time, it scemed as
thongh the treaty must fail. Doubtless that would have
been the final result had not Bulwer consented to receive
a counter-declaration from Clayton.®* This arrangement
having been agreed upon, Clayton drew up a deelaration
that materially modified and narrowed the scope and ap-
plication of the one offered by the British Government.
Bulwer accepted that declaration, thereby receding from
the position taken by his Government in the declaration
which he presented to Clayton. In place of exeluding
Her Majesty’s settlements at Honduras and their depend-
encies from the operation of the treaty, the American
declaration limited the exemption to the British settlement
in British Honduras and the small islands in the neigh-
borhood which might be known as its dependencies.t
That is to say, the only dependencies of Belize recognized
by the American declaration were the small islands in its

*Cong. Globe, XXIX, p. 91. Sen. Ex. Doc. 13, 1st Sess. 33rd Cong., p. 16,
* British Blue Book, for 1856, on Cent, Am. Affairs, p, 63,
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immediate neighborhood mentioned in the treaty of 1786
with Spain.

But inasmuch as it admits that the settlement in
British Honduras was exempt from the operation of the
treaty, the query arises as to just what the term ¢settle-
ment in British Honduras’ meant. Did it mean the settle-
ment within the territory set apart for the use of the British
wood-cutter in 1786? Or did it include that region, and
as much more as the British Government could claim to
have occupied since that time? At first it might seem as
though these questions did not admit of satisfactory an-
swers, but it 1s belicved that such is not the case. In
the first place it will be necessary to get a clear idea of
the actual condition of affairs at that time. There was
then, a British settlement on the border land between
Central America and Mexico. It was located within the
region set apart by the Spanish Crown under the pro-
visions of the treaty of 1786. Its nature and purposes
were clearly defined by that instrument, and its limits
prescribed. But in addition to this, the British claimed
a large tract of country lying adjacent to this settlement
ou the south and west. For the most part this territory
was without settlers, its limits were nnknown and its
boundaries had never been determined. The British
title to it was vigorously contested by the weak states
which had inherited the rights of sovereignty in that
region. Morcover, the United States was exceedingly
jealous of DBritish encroachments in Central America,
and, therefore, much averse to taking any step that wounld
sanction the territorial claims of that power there. Under
those circumstances, it is hardly conceivable that the
American declaration was intended to cover the large,
ill-defined, unsettled and disputed territory claimed by
Great DBritain, lying outside of the limits of Belize as
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determined by the treaty of 1786. That this territory
with its disputed title and unknown extent should have
been exempted from the operation of a treaty that was
made necessary because of claims based upon British
aggressions, is beyond belief. On the other hand the
original Belize was a comparatively small settlement with
well defined character and limits, located ou the extreme
borderland of Central America and so situated as to pre-
clude the possibility of its being a serious menace to the
isthmian eanal and was, therefore, harmless to the inter-
ests of the United States. In view of that fact, what
could be more natural than for the American negotiator
to confine the application of the British declaration to
this settlement whose limits and character were well
known, instead of allowing it to include the large traet
claimed by England, which was without definite extent or
bounds and which there was reason to believe belonged
of right, to one or more of the Central American states.

But it is not necessary to rely upon such consider-
ations alone in determining the matter, there is some
very positive evidence on this point. The Ameriean
declaration as accepted by the British Minister, stated in
so many words that the treaty of 1850 was intended to,
and did include all the states of Central Ameriea with
their just limits and proper dependencies.® But accord-
ing to the views of the United States the proper limits of
Central America were identieal with those of the ancient
Kingdom of Guatemala and comprehended all the terri-
tory of the isthmus lying between Mexico on the one
hand, and New Grenada on the other. This, together
with the fact that Mr. Clayton expressly limited the de-
pendencies of Belize to the small islands in its immediate

*Ibid., p. 64.
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neighborhood which were specificially mentioned in the
Spanish treaty of 1786, would seem to indicate that he
not only had in mind the settlement authorized by that
convention, but that he purposed to eonfine the application
of the British declaration to that settlement and none
other. Hence, so far as the declarations were concerned
they could afford no substantial foundation for the eon-
tention that England was nnder no obligation to with-
draw from all that portion of British Ionduras situated
within the borders of Central America, and without the
limits fixed by the Spanish treaty of 1786. Consequently
the continued oecupation of that territory by Great
Britain amounted to a clear violation of the convention
of 1850.

Coneerning the necessity for the abandonment of the
Bay Islands the United States and England were also at
variance. The former held that those islands constituted
a part of Central America and as such came within the
meaning and under the operation of the Clayton-Bulwer
treaty. For that reason their continued oceupation, and
erection into a British colony were elear infractions of
that convention. Therefore, Great Britain was nnder a
solemn obligation to withdraw from those islands and
allow them to pass under the jurisdietion of Honduras,
to whom they rightly belonged.® The British Govern-
ment on the other hand, contended that inasmuch as
those islands were in possession of Great Britain when
the treaty was concluded, their continued oceupation
could not be regarded as a violation of its engagements.
The purpose of that treaty was to provide for the freedom
and protection of a ship-canal across the isthmus, and not
to interfere with the possessions of Great Britain in that

* House Ex. Doe. I, Pt. 1, 1st Sess. of 34th Cong., p. 97.
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quarter. Although it did stipulate that neither of the
eontracting parties should occupy or colonize any part of
Central America, or exercisc dominion therein, it was
prospective in its operation. It did not, therefore, inter-
fere with the existing possessions of Great Britain in that
region. The treaty merely prohibited her from acquir-
ing future possessions in Central America.t In addition
to these considerations, the British insisted that the Bay
Islands were a dependency of Belize. As such they
were exempted from the operation of the Clayton-Bulwer
treaty by the negotiators’ declarations. Hence, their oe
cupation and colonization could not be regarded as an
infraction of that instrument.{

To this, the American Government replied that, even
supposing the declarations to be binding upon the United
States, they did not exclude the Bay Islands from the
operation of the treaty. The term dependencies as em-
ployed 1n those instrnments was expressly limited to the
small islands in the neighborhood of Belize. Butthe Bay
Islands were not small, and they were not situated in the
neighborhood of Belize. On the contrary, they were
large and important islands located some hundreds of
miles distant from the settlement in question and within
sight of Honduras to whose dominions they properly be-
longed.* As for the prospective character of the treaty,
it was urged that such a position was clearly untenable.
The language of that instrument was mutual, and equally
binding upon both governments. DBut at the time the
treaty was concluded, the United States was without any
dominions in Central America, while Great Britain had

* Ibid., p. 53.

+Tbid., pp. 90 and 91. British Blue Book on Central American Affairs for
1856, p. 275.

$1bid., p. 96.
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large possessions there.* If the British interpretation of
the treaty were correct, the United States was forever pro-
hibited from acquiring any territory or dominion in Cen-
tral America notwithstanding such acquisitions might, in
the future, become essential to lier welfare and the pre-
servation of her national integrity. Moreover, by con-
senting to that arrangement the United States had not
only confirmed the British claims in Central America, but
also placed it in the power of England to close the pas-
sage across the isthmus. Nor was that all. If the British
interpretation were good, by entering into the engage-
ments of the treaty, the United States had sanctioned the
pretensions of Great Britain to extensive dominions on
the isthmus which, in the opinion of the Government, be-
longed to the states of Central America. Surely the
United States could never have been guilty of such gross
inconsistency apd eriminal faithlessness as that. More.
over, it was clear from the language of the instrument
itself that the British contention was untenable. Accord-
ing to the terms of the convention, Great Britain and the
United States agreed that neither of them would occupy
any part of Central America. But England was then oc-
cupying large portions of it. Consequently, her engage-
ment not to oceupy the conntry already occupied by her,
was clearly an agreement to withdraw from the same.
Otherwise the language was meaningless.t

Nor could the course of Great Britain respecting the
Bay Islands be successfully defended on the ground that
it was not the purpose of the treaty to interfere with Brit-
ish possessions, but only to provide for the freedom and
protection of a ship-canal across the isthmus. For, ad.
mitting that such was the case, the real purpose of that

*Ibid., p. 56.
+ Tbid., p. 95.
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convention would be defeated by the existence of a Brit-
ish colony on the Bay Islands. Any strong naval power
occupying those islands would be in virtual control of any
communication that might be opened across the isthmus.*
Such were the views alternately attacked and defended by
each of the two governments throughout the period from
1853 to 1856.

Because these divergent opinions were so stoutly de-
fended, during that long period, by their respective advo-
cates, it may be well to give some attention to their
validity. With regard to the British claim that the Bay
Islands were exempt from the operation of the treaty in
consequence of their being a dependency of Belize, noth-
ing is to be added to what has been said already. In the
remarks concerning the nature and scope of the negotia-
tors’ declarations, it was clearly shown that the Bay
Islands conld not be regarded as a dependency of Belize.
To this view the DBritish Government was subsequently
forced to accede by evidence drawn from the Foreign
office itself.t

As for the claim that the treaty of 1850 was merely
prospective in its operation, it is to be observed that
several years had elapsed after the convention was con-
cluded before that claim was put forward. In fact, it
would not be difficnlt to cite instances in which DBritish
statesmen had expressed themselves in terms wholly in-
compatible with that theory. Nor is it improbable that
this position was now taken by the DBritish Government
in order to counteract what was believed to be the ulterior
designs of the United States. However that may be, it
is hard to conceive a reasonable ground to base that claim
upon. In the first place, it is to be noted that the nego-

* 1bid., p. 97.
+ Britigsh Accounts and Papers for 1856, XLIV, No. 391.
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tiations which resulted in the conclusion of the Clayton-
Bulwer treaty were begun for the purpose of freeing Cen-
tral America from British dominion and influence. True,
the chief motive which prompted this undertaking was a
desire for a sea-to-sea passage, that should be free from
the exclusive control of Great Britain or any other great
power.* It is also true that it was soon found impractic-
able to fully realize the object for which the negotiations
were undertaken. But it does not follow that the United
States wholly receded from its purpose to free Central
America from British demination and influence. Such a
course would have left England in a position to control
any canal that might be opened across the isthmns. For
that must have been the result of allowing her to remain
in undistnrbed possession and control of Greytown, the
Mosquito Coast and other important places. Moreover,
such an arrangement would have been wholly inconsistent
with the policy of the United States concerning Central
America. It would have been more or less an acknowl-
edgement of British pretensions to dominion in that guar-
ter, whereas the United States had, from the first, not
only denied the validity of those claims but taken strong
ground in support of the right of the Spanish-American
Republics to the whole region. In a word, if, as claimed
by the British Government, the treaty was merely pros-
pective in its operation, it had not only signally failed to
provide for the freedom of an interoceanic transit, but
had gone far toward confirming the British pretensions in
Central America.

But there are other reasous for holding that the Brit-
ish position was untenable. The very language of the
treaty would seem to be conclusive on that point. Un-
less the word ¢‘ocecupy’” was used in a peculiar and un.

+ Ante. p. 89,
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usual sense, the agreement not to oceupy territory already
occupied, necessarily involved withdrawal from the terri-
tory in question. DBut in this case the word ¢‘occupy”
was employed by the negotiators in its usual sense and
without qualification. Of this there can be no doubt; for
while the negzotiations were in progress Clayton dis-
covered that Bulwer was trying to give the word an un-
nsual meaning, and at once wrote him that such a use of
the word conld not be tolerated. Clayton further in-
formed him that the word must be used in its ordinary and
unrestricted meaning. To this Balwer tacitly consented,
at least, and accordingly the word in the treaty bears its
usual and unqualified meaning. *

With regard to the assertion that the United States
entered into the treaty to secure frec communication
across the isthmus and not to oust Great Dritain from
Central America little is to be said. The securing of a
free transit route necessarily involved a radical modifica-
tion of British claims and pretensions in that region.
This was clearly understood by both parties. In fact, if
Great Britain was to retain unimpaired the position she
occupied in Central America at that time, it is diflicult to
understand for what puarpose the provisions forbidding
occupation, colonization and the exercise of dominion
were introdneed. IFor she might have colonized the
whole eountry without materially increasing her command
over the routes for interoceanic communieation. Hence,
while it must be admitied that the British Government
was correct in maintaining that the primary object of the
treaty was to secure the freedom and neutrality of the
ship-canal, it does not follow that there was any intention
of leaving Great DBritain in possession of those portions
of Central America she then occupied.

* Cong. Globe App. Ist Sess. of 34th Cong., p. 435.
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The attitude of the two governments toward the Mos-
quito question was essentially the same as in the case of
the Bay Islands. Yet owing to the peculiar features of
the former otler arguments were introduced. The United
States urged that inasmuch as the Mosquitos were merely
a tribe of savages, without a government and destitute
of all the qualifications for establishing or maintaining one,
they could not be regarded as an ally under the protec-
tion of Great Britain.  Their relation to that power was
necessarily one of complete and absolute submission.
Consequently, the British interference in that quarter, in
support of the so-eatled Mosqunito Government, was noth-
ing less than an occupation of the country. But such
oceupation was eontrary to the provisions of the treaty
and should be given up. No matter how valid the
ground npon which that protectorate had been established
Great Britain was by the terms of the treaty bound to
abandon it.*

On the other hand, the British Government still in-
sisted that the treaty was prospective in its operation;
that Great Britain bad long recognized the independence
of the Mosquitos and sustained to them the relation of a
protecting ally.  Fnrthermore, there was nothing unusual
in that relation or that could be regarded as derogatory
to the sovereign rights of Spain. That was evident from
the fact that since 1815 Spain had made no remonstrance
against it. As for the Spanish-American Republics, it
counld not be admitted that they had succeeded to all the
rights which Spain had formerly possessed in every de-
tached portion of Central America. Finally, it was not
the purpose of the treaty of 1850 to annihilate the Brit-
ish protectorate of Mosqunito. Indeed, it expressly recog-

* House Ex. Doec. 1, Pt., 18t Sess. of 34th Cong., p. 103,



(375] CONTROVERSIES. 173

nized the right of either one or both of the contracting
parties to form alliances with, or afford protection to, any
state or people of Central America. Therefore, the eon-
tinued existenee of the British protectorate of the Mos-
quitos eould not justly be regarded as an infringement of
that instrument.*

Such, in a general way, were the positions of the two
governments regarding the Mosquito protectorate, and in
defense of them a vigorous diplomatic contest was waged
during the greater part of a deeade. In view of that
faet, it may be well to give some further attention to the
grounds upon which they based their contentions. As
already indieated, Great DBritain held that while the
treaty did expressly prohibit the eolonization of any part
of Central America or the exercise of dominion therein,
it did not interfere with the condition of aftairs then ex-
isting. The treaty was merely ¢ prospeetive ” in its
operation and, henee, did not affeet the position of Eng-
land there but only prohibited the extension of her
dominions or claims in Central America. Moreover, the
right to maintain the Mosquito protectorate was clearly
provided for in the treaty stipulations eoncerning the nse
to be made of the protectorates which either party afforded
or might afford to the states or peoples of Central
Ameriea.

Regarding the first of these contentions, it is to be
noted that if the treaty was merely prospeective in its
operation then Great Britain was not only left in a posi-
tion to control the proposed ship-canal or other transits,
but her pretensions to dominion in Central Ameriea were
confirmed. DBut if this was true then it is difficult to
understand why the treaty was ever made exeept to eon-

* Ibid. pp. 73-82. British Biluc Book on Cent. Amer. Affairs Yor 1856, pp.
267-276.
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firm and strengthen the British position in Central
Amecrica, and exclude the United States from acquiring a
foothold there. But the absurdity of such a conclusion
is so perfectly evident, when viewed in the light of the
facts given in preceding pages, that further comment is
useless.  There can be no question that, under the terms
of the treaty, either party could maintain an alliance with,
or afford protection to any state or people of Central
America. But it is to be observed that this privilege
was subject to the provisions of the treaty forbidding the
occupation, colonization or exercise of dominion in Cen-
tral America. Hence, while it must be admitted that the
claim of the British Government respecting the abstract
right of maintaining the Mosquito protectorate was valid,
it is none the less trne that the course of Great Britain in
maintaining the so-called Mosquito Government was
clearly in contravention of the treaty.

This Government was not only British in its personel,
but was administered according to DBritish cnstomns. It
was also dependent npon Great Britain for the mainte-
nance of its authority. If that did not amount to an oc-
cupation with the exercise of dominion, it is diflicult to
understand what could. Unquestionably, therefore, the
United States was justified in complaining of the con-
tinued British interference on the Mosquito Coast. But
while that is trne, it is not to be forgotten that the
United States Government in insisting upon the absolute
renunciation of the protectorate took a position that was
clearty nnwarranted by the terms of the treaty. To that
extent the action of the United States affords some excuse
for the refusal of the Dritish Government to relinquish
its hold upon the Mosquito Shore. But that is not
the only thing to be urged in extenuation of its course.
It is to be recollected that during the greater part of this
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