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Abstraet

At the end of the nineteenth century, English-Canadians and Americans faced each
other across the border with old animosities. Many Canadians adhered to familiar
ideas of Loyalism, imperialism and anti-Americanism to differentiate the Dominion
from the republic. In the United States, on the other hand, lingering notions of
anglophobia and uManifest Destinyn caused Americans to look upon the Bri tish
colony to the north as a dangerous and unnatural entity. America's rise 10 world
power status and the Anglo-American rapprochement, however, forced Americans
and Canadians to adapt to the new international reality. Emphasizing their shared
language, civilization, and foons of govemment, Many English-speaking North
Americans drew upon Anglo-Saxonism to find common ground. Indeed, Americans
and Canadians often referred to each other as members of the same "familyn sharing
the same ublood,n thus differentiating tbemselves from other races. As many of the
events of the rapprochement had a North American context, Americans and English­
Canadians often drew upon the common lexicon ofAnglo-Saxon rhetoric 10
undermine the old rivalries and underscore their shared interests. Though the
predominance of Anglo-Saxonism at the turn of the century proved short-lived, it left
a legacy ofCanadian-American goodwill, as bath nations acœpted their shared
destinyon the continent and Canadaas a key link in the North Atlantic Triangle.

Abstrait

A la fin du 19ème siècle, les canadiens d'origine anglaise et les américains se sont
opposés à cause de leurs vielles animosités à travers leur frontière respectif.
Beaucoup de canadiens ont adhérés aux idées familières de loyalisme,
d'impérialisme, etd'anti-américainisme pour différencié la dominion de la
République. D'autre~ aux Etats Unis, les notions chroniques d'anglophobe et
"Destinée Manifestenont amené les américains à percevoir la colonie brittanique au
nord comme une entité dangereuse et anormale. L'ascension de 1'amérique au statut
de puissance mondiale et le rapprochement anglo-américain, cependant, a forcé les
américains et les canadiens à s'adapter à la nouvelle reatité internationale. Soulignant
le fait qu'ils partagent les mêmes, langue, civilisation, et forme de gouvernement,
beaucoup de Nord-Américains parlent anglais se sont basés sur I~anglo-saxonisme
pour se trouver un terrain d'entente. En effet, les américains et les canadiens se sont
référés aux uns et autres comme faisent partie de la même "famille" et partagent le
même "sang," ainsi que se différencient des autres races. Comme beaucoup
d'événements sur le rapprochement avaient un contexte nord-amércain, américains et
canadiens d'origine anglaise ont souvent fait l'usage du commun rhétorique anglo­
saxon pour enterrer les vielles rivalités et valoriser leurs intérêts pariages. Bien que la
prédominance de l'anglo-saxonisme au début du siècle etait de courte dureé, elle a
laissé un heritage Canadien-Américain de bonne volonté, comme les deux nations ont
acceptés leur destin commun du continent et le Canada comme lien principal du
'7riangle Nord-Atlantique."
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Introduction:
The Anglo-Saxon Mirror

The Angl<rSaxon leads the van.
And never lags behind,

For was he not ordain'd to he
The leader of mankind?

-Alexander McLachlan, ~lhe Angl<rSaxonn

At the tum-of-the-century. English-speaking North Americans discussed race as

later generations might discuss the weather. The same subjects found a ready

audience on bath sides of the border. In the press, in speeches, and in their letters to

one another. Canadians and Americans discussed the common issues of

immigration, uIndians,tt Jews, blacks and French-Canadians. In bis The Winning

of the West. Theodore Roosevelt made no effort 10 conceal bis contempt for the

~~savages,"who were destined to he udisplaced" on the continent 1 The edi10r of

Oueen's Ouanerly welcomed Americans for the Canadian west because ~~eywiU

help to give an Anglo-Saxon chameter10 the social, economic and political

development of the west": France's UDreyfus Allair" incited anti-Semitism in

much of North America. A frequent resident ofParis, Henry Adams wrote 10 bis

gocxl friend John Hay about uWail Street Jews," and ta bis brother Brooks wrote

simply, uI loathe the Jew.,,3 Writing from Toronto 10 a friend in 1898 Goldwin

Smith urged sympathy for Spain because 6~she bumed a good number of Jews.'"

Men in each country also discussed the unique racial makeup of their neighbor.

Theodore Roosevelt expressed alarm to Francis PMkman about the number of

1 In Thomas G. Dyer, Theodore Roosevelt and the ldeaofRace, (Batœ Rouge: Louisiaoa Stale
University Press, 1980), Chapter IV "lDdïaos:' 69-88.
2 James Cappon (who succeeded Queeo's University Principal GeŒge M. Grant as editarin 1901).
"CUl'œDt Events." OueeD'sOuarterly IX, 4. (April 1902). 321
3 Henry Adams to John Hay. 28 July 1896, iD.Hemy Adams and His Friends: A Collection of His
Unpublished Letters. (Boston: Houghtoo MifOin Company. 1947),376; and ta Brooks Adams. 12
June 1899. ibid.• 465.
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French Canadians uswarming into New England with ominous rapidity," and

speculated that "their race will in Many places supplant the old American stock."S

For their part. Canadians often argued against union with the United States on the

basis of America's racial conflict. ~'There is no conflict of races in Canada," J.

Schurman wrote in 1889, arguing against political union with the republic. ·~For

that, in its most hopeless aspect too," he noted, ~~ou must go 10 the southem

States..,6 Canadians and Americans at the end of the nineteenth century couId not

avoid questions of race.

As historians such as Barbara Tuchman, Carlos Fuentes, and Ronald Takaki

have suggested, bistory is a "mirror" in which we see ourselves and our society

reflected. In terms of racial ideology, the metapbor seems especially fitting since

race was a "mirror" in wbich Canadians and Americans viewed themselves.7 For

Many English-speaking North Americans the discussion about other races merely

served to reflect their assumed innate superiority as Anglo-Saxons. Blacks, natives,

Jews, and French-Canadians were ~ib.e Other" against wbich Canadians and

Americans interpreted their place and mission. Moreover, by the end of the

nineteenth century Canadians and Americans viewed their common racial heritage as

indicating membership in the global, English-speaking family. In bis effort 10

define racism, George Fredrickson bas noted tbat ethnicity cao be viewed as

"extended kinship," as members of a race proclaim the superiority and special

4 National Archives ofCaDada. Goldwin Smith Papen. Smith to [1] Mowbray. œdated.
S Roosevelt to Francis Parkman, 22 May 1892. in Bling li Morison. cd. (et al), The I..etters of
Theodore Roosevelt: The Ycars ofPreparation, Volume J, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UDiversity
Press), 282.
li J.G. Schurman, 'The ManifestDestinyofCaDada,"Fonun 7, (March 1889),6.
7 BarbaraTucbman, A Distant Mirror: The Calamitous Fourteenth Centurv. (New York. 1978);
Carlos Fuentes, The Ouried Mirror: ReflectioDs œ Spain and the NewWod~ (Boston. 1992);
Ronald Takaki, A Different Mirror: A Historv of Multicultural America. (Boston: Little. Brown
and Company. 1993).
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rights of their ethnicity just as they would of their family. 8 Indeed, English­

speaking North Americans utilized kinship language to discuss their common

heritage. Canadians and Americans referred to each other as ~~cousins" or

ubrothers" who shared the cornmon umother" of Great Britain. After the

Venezuela Boundary crisis Canadians and Americans declared that an Anglo-Saxon

war would constitute "fratricide:' while Anglo-Saxon harmony would represent a

~~family reunion." The ensuing Anglo-American Rapprochement resulted in the

apex of Anglo-Saxonism, with North Americans lacing their discussions of war,

empire, and annexation with the theme of theircommon Anglo-Saxon interests.

Such Anglo-Saxonism represented a common strand of thought throughout

the English-speaking world Regjnald Horsman has shown that by 1850 Anglo­

Saxonism had imbued Americans with a sense of "racial destiny" to spread good

governmen~ commercial prosperity and Christianity across the continenL9

Moreover, success over "Iower" or "backward" races provided further proof of

Anglo-Saxon superiority. Such an idea was not limited to the United States. Great

Britain and the English-speaking colonies aIso look part in what might he called the

~~Anglo-Saxon tautology": Anglo-Saxon superiority justified racial conquest, which

in turn proved Anglo-Saxon superiority. Moreover, by the end of the nineteenth

century Anglo-Saxonism rested upon an apparently solid intellectual foundation of

English-Ianguage scientific and historical writing. Both British and American

writers extolled the viltUes of the Anglo-Saxons in medieval history.l0 In 1885 the

8 George Fredrickson. The Comparative Imagination: 00 the History of Racisme Nationalism and
Social Movements. (Berkeley: UDiversity ofCalifomia Press. 1997). 83.
9 Reginald HOI'SIDaD, Race and MaDifest Destiny: The Origins of American Racial Anglo­
Saxonism, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 1981).
10 Edward Augustus Freeman. History if the Norman Conguest of Ens'and (1867-79); Charles
Kingsley. The Roman and the Teuton (1864). NeU Irvin PaiDIer also notes the popuIarity of the
medieval genre offictiOll, wbichincludedCbades Majcr. When KDightbood Wu in Aower (1898)
and F. Marion Crawford. Via CnJcis: A Romance of the Secaod Crusade (1898). NeU Irvin
Painter. Standingat Armageddon: The UnitedStales. 1877-1919, (New York: W.W. Norton and
Company, 1987). 150.
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Reverend Josiah Strong published Our Country. In this boo~ as weil as in bis

1893 The New Em. Strong proclaimed the superiority of the Anglo-Saxon and

asserted that "North America is 10 he the great home of the Anglo-Saxon~the

principal seat of his power~ the center of bis life and influence.ntt Strong used the

term "Anglo-Saxon" loosely, and stated that he meant ''to include ail English­

speaking peoples.,,12 Strong's vague use of the term "Anglo-Saxon" represented

the flexibility, and therefore one of the strengths, of Anglo-Saxonism. White North

Americans couId justify genocidal wars against natives, exclusion ofAsian

immigrants, and the subjugation of blacks and Hispanics, while giving scientific

cachet 10 their actions by citing the self-evident superiority of Anglo-Saxons. The

English-speaking world drew selectively and often mistakenly from Charles

Darwin' s 1859 The Origin of Species wbich represented a watershed in the

development of modem scientific thoughl Despite meeting resistance in much of

the English-speaking world, evolutionary Darwinism and scientific rationalism

swept through universities and academicjournals. t3 '7en or fifteen years ago,"

Whitelaw Reid stated al Dartmouth in 1873, "the staple subjects here for reading

and talk...was English poetry and fiction. Now il is English science. Herbert

Spencer, John Stuart Mill, Huxley, Darwin, Tyndall, have aIl usurped the places of

Tennyson and Browning, and Matthew Arnold and Dickens.,,14 Writers

throughout the English-speaking world seized upon Darwin to explain competition

between classes~ nations, and races. Herbert Spencer coined the tenu "survival of

the finest" and applied it to industrial society. Victorians pointed ta the subtitIe of

Il Josiah SlroDg. Our Country: Ils Possible Future and Ils Present Crisis, (New Yo~ 1885). 165.
12 Josiah Strong. The New Era; or the Coming Kingdom, (New York. 1893), 56.
13 Carl Berger discusses the widespread popularity of D8bJI'8l history in nineteenth century Canada,
and argues it represented an effort to come ID terms with Oarwinism. Berger nOles abat by the end
of the century Darwinism had triumphed and natural bistory began ils dedïne. Berger, Science.
God and Nature in VictorianOlnada. (foronto: University of Toronto Press, 1983).
J4Quoted in Richard Hofstadter, Social Darwinism in American Tbollght. (Boston: Beacon Press.
1992) [reprint of 1944 University of Pennsylvaoia Press edilion). 21.
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The ongin of Species. '7he Preservation of the Favoured Races in the Struggle for

Life~n as justification for wars of conquest in Africa and Asia. Anglo-Saxonism

justified both the conquest of the continent and the British imperial wars of the

nineteenth century. In tumyAnglo-Saxon success proved Anglo-Saxon superiorityy

a notion shared throughout the English-speaking world.

StillyAnglo-Saxonism represented ooly one stland of North American

thought Racial prejudices compete<L often unsuccessfully, with religiousysocio­

economicyand national prejudices. Furthennore, the dYDamics of the "North

Atlantic TrianglenlS complicated the "continental frame of mind. ttl6 In the United

Statesya long history of anglophobia often precluded including Great Britain as part

ofa larger Anglo-Saxon family. A legacy of the Revolutionary War, the War of

1812, and British sympathy with the Confederacy during the Civil War, anglophobia

constituted a powelful ideology in nineteenth century America. It is surprising, then,

how little work has been done on the study of American anglophobia 17 Historians

fall ioto a pattern ofdepicting nineteenth century American anglophobia as

monolithicywhen in fact i~ like Anglo-Saxonism, was a flexible ideology that varied

by region and historical era. The visceral anglophobia of the midwestern states

certainly differed from the political anglophobia of the eastern elite. By the end of

the century, in particular, anglophobia defied easy definition. Theodore Roosevelt

and Henry Cabot Lodge were politically dependent upon the Irish political machines

of New York and Boston, resPectively. Moreover, as American nationalists they

perceived Great Britain as an obstacle to American aspirations of great power status,

15 John Bartlelt Brebner. North Adanlic Triangle: The lnterpIayofCanada, the UDited States and
Great Britain, (New Haven: Yale UDiversity Press). 1945.
16 Allan Smith. 'The Continental Dimension in the Evolulion of the English-CaDadian Mind...
Intematiooal Journal 31.3. (1976).442-69.
17 Possibly the best study of nineteenlh century anglophobia is Edward P. Crapol. America for
Americans: Economie Nationalism and ADglophobia in the late Nineteenth Centurv, (Westport•
Cf: Greenwood Press. me.. 1973). Although. as the subtide indicales. Crapol is interestcd in a
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the "Lion in the Path:~ to paraphrase Walter LaFeber. 18 British territory hemmed

in the United States to the north (Canada), and to the south (the West Indies), while

British naval dominance constituted an ever-present threat to American coastal cilies.

Roosevelt and Lodge~sworle as historians revealed the historical basis for their, and

many others' , anglophobia. As an undergraduate at Harvard Roosevelt wrote a

definilive naval history of the War of 1812, while Lodge published a biography of

George Washington. Yet Roosevelt and Lodge, often portrayed as representative

figures of their em, both traveled widely in England and had close British friends.

When Anna Roosevelt cabled her father of her engagement to William Sheffield

Cowles, the naval attaché al the American Embassy in London, Roosevelt wrote

back, uI am so glad il was'n't an Englishman!,,19 YetBritishdiplomatCecil

Spring Rice served as Roosevelt' s best man at bis London wedding and remained a

close friend and frequent correspondent. Clearly other forces, such as class, were al

work that challenge the widely-held notion that anglophobia constituted an

unassailable citadel in American thought.

In nineteenth century Canada, anti-Americanism was comparable with~ and

complementary to, American anglophobia American anglophobia resulted from the

countIy~s revolutionary heritage, resisting British attaeks during the War of 1812,

and British hostility during the Civil War. Canadian anti-Americanism, on the other

hand, resulted from the country's Loyalist heritage, resisting American attacks

during the Warof 1812, and fending off Fenian attacks immediately after the Civil

War. Despite the wamings of Loyalists like Colonel George Denison, Canadian

certain type afAmerican attitude in a specifie~ bis '1nIroductionn Dicely SUIIUIIarizes Ihe origins
and generaf bistory ofanglophobia
lB LaFeber uses the phrase ta signify the Constitutiaual obslacles ta Americ:an expansioaism, yet
as the British Empire was often depieted as a lion (as in '"twisting the lion's tail," a favorite
pastime afanglophobie American poIiticians), the phrase seems equally apt in this coateXL
Walter l.aFeber~ 'The 'üonin the Path': The V.S. Emergeoceas a Warld Power:' Political
ScienceOuarterly 101.5, (1986). 705-18.
19 Marison J, Roosevelt to Anna Roosevelt. 4 July 1895, 464.
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anti-Americanism~ Iike American anglophobia, represented only one strand of

thought at the end of the nineteenth century. The great importance that Loyalists

and imperialists have been given in Canadian historiography reflects a larger trend in

the writing of Canada's national history. George Wrong~Harold Innis, Arthur

Lower, Donald Creighton, William Morton, Craig Brown~ and Carl Berger have ail

sougbt to emphasize the east-west axis of Canada's development in the nineteenth

century.%0 The "Laurentiann theme of Canadian history has emphasized the birth

and consolidation of Canada through the staples tIade, Confederation, and the

National Policy. The east-west axis even stretches across the Atlantic 10 Great

Britain, a sort ofelongated Laurentian theme~where most Canadian historians place

the source and nexus of Canadian economics, culture, and religious and political

institutions. Canadian historians have underscored their nation's transcontinental

and transatiantic chameler while paying seant attention to any north-south

tendencies. Even wben historians tum to Canadian-American relations, like Norman

Penlington's Canadaand Imperialism.. or Craig Brown's Canada's National Policy.

they conclude that Canadians, for nationalist reasons~ tumed away from the United

States and 10ward Great Britain and the empire.%1 Such conclusions clearly have a

nationalist charaeter. Lite their Loyalist forbears, Canadian historians have

20 Some eumples of these bistoriaos' work include George Wrong. '"Fifty y cars ofCoofederatiœ
inCanada." Addresses Delivered befme the CanadianQub ofOttawa. 1916-1917. (Ottawa, 1917);
Wrong, 'The Growth of Nationalism in the British Empire." American Historical Review. 22.
(October 1916); Harold ms. A History of the Canadian Pacifie Railway. (London. 1923); hmis,
The FurTrade in Canada· An Introduction to CaDadian Ecœomie History. (foronlO. œvised
edition, 1956); Arthur Lower. Colony to NatiQll, (1946); OoDaId Creigbton, DomiDioo of the
North., (1944); The Commercial Empire orthe St. Lawœnce. (1937); Walliam Morton, The
Kingdom.ofCana~ (1963); Morton. The Critical Yeao: The Union or British North America.
1857-1873, (1964); Craig Brown. Canada's Natioaal Polie!. 1883-1900: A StudyinCanadian­
AmericanRelations. (Princeton. NI: PrincetoD University Press. 1964); Carl Berger. The Sense of
Power: Studîes in the Ideas ofCanadianlmperialism. 1867-1914, (foronto: UDiversity ofTorooto
Press, 1970). Also. for a thorougb study ofCanadian bistoriography sec Berger's The Wriling of
Canadian History: Aspects of Eoglish.Qmadian Historical Writing since 1900. (Toronto:
UDiversity ofToronto Press, 1986).
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emphasized Canada' s imperial connection in order to distinguish their nation's

bistory from that of the United States. Or, to paraphrase Berger, the study of

Canadian imperialism is one form of Canadian nationalism.

This emphasis on nineteenth century Canadian imperialism explains why the

comparable weightofanti-Americanism, imperialism, and pan-Britannic nationalism

has been the subject of much debate in Canadian historiography. Historians have

sought to explain the outbreak of intense Canadian imperialism surrounding the

South African War. While the individual arguments differ over the nuances of

Canadian imperialism, all Canadian historians tend ta agree that Canadian

imperialism was a form of Canadian nationalism. Nonnan Penlington believes that

Canadians turned increasingly to England and the Empire as bulwarks against a

hostile United States.11 Carl Berger asserts that imperialism was one form of

Canadian nationalism, giving English-Canadians, in bis famous phrase, a uSense of

Power. n23 Berger' s thesis prompted replies from Robert Page and Douglas Cole.

Page criticizes the heavy political emphasis of Penlington and Berger's theses, and

seeks to establish the broad religious, moral, economic, and intellectual background

to imperialism' s political manifestations. To Page, "tierce pride in the empiren

embodied Many elements of Victorian Canada.14 Cole, on the other hand, forges

links between the imperialist nationalism ofCanadaand the otbèr English-speaking

parts of the empire, and states that Canadian imperialism was a form of Britannic

nationalism.%5 Ali of these bistorians are coneet in that they propose elements of

Canadian thought thal were nol exclusive of the others, but combined ta form

:U Norman PenliDgton, Canada andImperia1ism: 1896-1899, (foronto: UDivenity ofTorœto
Press. 1965>, 262; Brown. 407.
Z2 PenlingtoD, 261.
23 Berger, --Introduction."The Sense of Power. 3-11.
14 Robert Page. "'Canada aDd the Imperialldea in die BoerWar y cars." Journal ofCanadian Studïes
S. 1. (1970),3349.
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English-Canadian identity al the tum-of-the-century. In interpreting ones self and

the young country, a Canadian would certainly he forced 10 define himself against

the massive republic to the south, while emphasizing ties to the greater empire.

Moreover, this Canadian wouId take pride in British history,literature, and science,

while still conceiving of himselfas a new and improved Briton occupying the New

World. It is not necessary for an historian to choose one interpretation over the

others. A complete picture of Victorian English Canada contains all of these easily

complementary and coexisting elements.

More than any of the other historians, Cole emphasizes the role Anglo­

Saxonism played in establishing a community of identity througbout the British

Empire. "Imperialists were imperialists," he writes, "in large measure because they

were acutely conscious ofethnic ties and ethnic differentiation." Moreover, Cole

recognizes that some EngIish-Canadians drew the United States into the sphere of

this racial pride, and that this "consciousness of kind...evoked a strong response

within the United States.,,26 Cole seems to imply that there indeed existed a North

American version ofAnglo-Saxonism that drew Canadians and Americans together

through their common ideas of race. Such an argument apparendy undermines the

notion of pan-Britannic nationalism since it emphasizes a connection between

Canada and the United States rather than Canada and the British Empire. Yet such a

North American conncction should not come as a surprise, since il has been weil

established that by the end of the nineteenth century there existed a North American

community ofshared population, trade, and ideas. In emphasizing English

Canada's emotional, intellectual, and politicallinks with Great Britain and the

Empire, sorne historians have ignored the fact thal similar links existed

15 Douglas Cole, "Caoada's °Natiooalistic' Imperialists,"Journal ofCanadianStudies 5, 2, (1970),
44-49. Also sec Cole, "Introduction," Canadian Review ofStudies in Natioaalism 7, 1, (1980), 1­
3.
26 Cole, °'CaDada's °Natiooalistic;:' ImperialislS," 45,47.
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simultaneously with the United States. Louis~ for instance, views the United

States and English-Canada as similar liberal European ~1"ragments" transplanted to

the New World.27 A numberofCanadian historians have asserted that Victorian

Canadians shared 10 sorne degree the apparently unique American notions of the

frontier,28 mission,29 and manifest destiny.30 Allan Smith suggests that Canadians

could not help but view their young countty via the American experience because of

the ease "vith which American ideas crossed the border in the form of American

news, politicai and scientific works, history, and literature.31 People also crossed the

porous late-nineteenth century border, leading to extensive uminglingU of the North

American popuiation.31 No wonder, then, that the 1880s and 1890s found North

Americans often discussing the feasibility of some sort of union of the two

countries. Although Canadians rejected the Liberal proposai for commercial union

in 1888 because they feared political union, the ideas of Goldwin Smith persisted.33

To many, Canadians' and Americans' common geography, language, and race made

Anglo-Saxon North Americans essentiallyone people. Canadians and Americans

27 Louis Ranz, The FoUDding of New World Societies: SlUdies in the History üthe United States.
Latin America. South Artica. Canada. and Australia, (New York. 19(4).

28 S.D. Oark. The Developing Canadian Community. (foronto: Macmillan and Company. 1962),
188; Arthur Lower. Colony to Nation: A Historv of Canada, (1946).
29 Allan Smith. Canada An American Nation? Essays on CœtiDentalismj Identity. and the
Canadian Frame ofMind. (Montœa1: McGill-Queen's UDiversity Press. 1994). Chapter 2
uAmerican Culture and the Coocept of Mission in Nineteenth Century Canada." 25-39; Barrie
Davies, "~WeHold a Vaster Fmpire1banBas Been': Canadian literature and the Caoadian
Empire." SlUmes in Canadian literature 14, 1. (1989). 18-29.
30 AIvin C. Gluck. Minnesota and The Manirest Destiny of the Canadian Northwest: A Study in
Canadian-AmericanRelatiœs. (l'oronlo: University of Toronto Press. 1965).
31 Allan Smith. oThe Continental Dimeasion in the Evolution of the Englisb-Caoadian Mind,..
International Joumal 31, 3. (1976). 442-69. See a1so S.F. Wise and Robert Craig Brown. Canada
Views the United States: Nineteenth-Cennuy Political Attitudes. (l'oronto: Macmillan ofCaoada.
1967).
32 Marcos Lee Hansen (completed and prepared for publicalÏon by John Bardet Breboer. The
Ming.ing of the Canadian and American Peoples. Volume 1: Historical, (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1940). ForïnslaDce. llan.senpoints out thatin the decade 1881-1891, overone
million Canadians emigrated 10 the United S~tes,at a lime wben the Canadian populalÏon
Dumbered ooly five million (183).
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aIso shared a common antipathy for one another, based on a long history of warfare,

open hostility, and economic competition. Moreover, the Canadian-American

relationship, as well as the Anglo-American relationship, was complicated by

Canada's British connection. As Canada represented a clash of Anglo-American

interests, any change in the Anglo-American relationship necessitated a change in

the Canadian-American relationship, and vice-versa.

The AngIo-American rapprochement of 1895-1914 resulted from an identity

of interests created byan altered international situation.34 Throughout the

nineteenth century the American and British economies had become intertwined

through increased trade and exchanges of capital. Moreover, the rise of new plwers

in Europe and Asia presented challenges to British and Arnerican interests, including

the maintenance of free trade with the lucrative China markeL With America's tise

to world power status coinciding with threats to the British Empire, much of the

rapprochement was one-sided, with Great Britain acquiescing to American

assertions of hegemony over the western hemisphere. Historians have noted that

Canadian-American relations played an extensive role in the rapprochement, yet they

usually point to the years 1902-1914, or the ucleaning of the slate" em of Anglo­

American relations.3s Many of the central episodes of the early rapprochement,

33 Goldwin Smith. Canada and the CanadianOuestion, (1891); Smith, The Schism in the ADglo­
Saxon Race. (New Yort. 1887).
34 A.E. Campbell, Great Britain and the United States. 1895--1903, (London: Longmans. Green and
Co., (960); H. C. Allen, Great Britainand the United States: A HistoryofAnglo-American
Relations. 1783-1952, (New York: St. Martin's Press Inc., 1955); Charles S. Campbell, Agio­
American Uoderstanding. 1898-1903. (Baltimore: Jobos Hopkins Press, 1957); John A.S.
Grenville and George Berkeley YOUDg, Polilics. Sbalegy. aDd American l)iplomacy: Studïes in
Foreign Policy, 1873-1917, (New Haven, Cf: Yale University Press, (966); lianel Gelber, The
Rise of Anglo-American Friendship: A Study in Wodd PoIitics. 1898-1906, (London: Oxford
University Press. 1938).
35 Roger Sarty, "Canada and the Great Rapprochement, 1902-1914," in B.J.C McKercher and
Lawrence AronsCD. cds.• The North Adantic Triangle in a Cbanging World: Anglo-American­
Canadian Relations, 1902-1956, (foronto: University ofTorooto Press, 1996); Peter Neary,
"'GreY. Bryce, and the SetdementofCaoadian-American Differences, 1905-1911." Cmadian
Historical Review 49. 4, (December (968),357-380; Alvin C. Gluek, Jr., "Pilgrimages to
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however, played themselves out in a North American context, such as the 1895

Venezuela Boundary crisis, the 1898-9 Anglo-American Joint High Commission,

and the Alaskan Boundary dispute. These events illustrated that Canadians and

Americans had ta find a way to moderate their hostile attitude to each other and

accommodate themselves to the changed international situation. For many, the

answer lay with Anglo-Saxonism. American anglophobia and Canadian LoYalism

were still strong, but increasingJy anachronislic in a world discussing Anglo-Saxon

affinity, unity, and alliance. For ManY North Americans, Anglo-Saxonism provided

a way ta moderate resentment and emphasize their common destiny upon the

continent and their common mission throughout the world.

In American bistory there is wide agreement that Anglo-Saxonism was a

powerful ideology by the end of the nineteenth century, and intimately lied to

American expansionism.36 Ideas of race had been both a catalyst and justification

for wars against Native Americans and Mexicans. With the "closing of the

fronlier" notOO by FrederickJackson Tumerin 1893, Anglo-Saxonismjustified

expansion outside the continent. Moreover. this racism manifested itself al home in

the form of immigration exclusion and Jim Crow laws.37 The unique North

American experience ofconquest and settlement provided evidence ofand

justification for Anglo-Saxon superiority. Moreover. Anglo-Saxonism provided

moral justification for wars ofempire for both Americans and Canadians at the tum-

Ottawa: Canadian-American Diplomacy. 1903-13," Canadian His_cal Associatiœ Historical
Papers. 1968, (foronto. 1969), 65-83; Kenneth Boume, Britainand the Balance of Power in North
America. 1815-1908, (Berkeley: Univenity ofCalifomia Press, 1967); C.P. SlaCey, CaDadainthe
Age of Conflict. VollDlle 1: 1867-1921, (foronto: University of Toronto Press, 1984).
36 Pbilip W. KeDDedy, URace and American Expansioaism iD Cuba and Puerto Rico, 1895-1905.
Joumal of Black Studies 1.3. (1971).306-313; Honman, Race and Manifest Destiny; Dyer,
Tbeodore Roosevelt and the Ides ofRace; Walter ÙlFeber, The New Empire: An Interpetation of
American Exrensiooism. 1860-1898, (lthaca and London: Comeu UDiversity Press, 19(3);
Richard Hofstadter, ''Racism and Imperialism," Cbapter Nine ofSocial Darwinism iD American
lbought. (Bostœ: Beacon Press, 1944).
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of-the-eentury. Anglo-Saxonism~then~ provided Eoglish-speaking white North

Americans with the potentiaJ for creating a commoo view of the world and a

common destiny on the continent

Although accepting the role of Anglo-Sa"{onism in American expansionism

and imperialism, historians have been much more reluctant ta apply racial ideas to

American diplomacy. Even a volume broadly entitled Anglo-Saxonism in V.S.

Foreign Policy is subtitled The DiplomacyofImperialism. 1899-1919.38 More

typicat al least until recently~ was the reception given StuartAndersoo~sRace and

Rapprochement: Anglo-Saxonism and Anglo-American Relations, 1895-1904.

Anderson argues that Anglo-Saxonism "provided the primary abstract rationale for

the diplomatie rapprochement between the two eountries~" and that without it '~e

great rapprochement would oot have happene<i."39 Edward Crapol found

Anderson's argument "unconviocing~"wbile Brian Jenkins dismissed out-of-hand

what he called '~e mumbo-jumbo of Anglo-Saxonism." To he fair to the

reviewers~Anderson c1early overstates bis thesis, gjving more weight to an abstract

ideology than 10 the bard facts of the ehangjng international situation. Yet to

dismiss the effeet of racial ideologyas Mere "mumbo-jumbo" does a great

disservice to the field. Perhaps more than their peers in other fields~diplomatie

historians have been slow to adapt their methodology to the new ways of looking al

history through the medium of class, gender, and race. OnIy recently have

historians of American foreign poliey sought ta correct this lag in their field,

37 Ronald Takaki. Iron Cages: Race and Culture in Nioeteenth-CenturyAmerica~ (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf. 1979); George Fredrickson. The Black Image in the White Mind: The Dehale on
Afro-AmericanCharaeteeandDestiny. 1817-1914. (New Yodt: Harperand Row. 1971).
38 Serge Ricard and Hélène Christol. cds., Anglo-Saxonism in U.S. Foreign Paliey: The
Diplomaey of Imperialism. 1899-1919, (Aix-en-Provence. France: UDÎversilé de Provence. 1991).
Othee studies of race and diplomacy include AlexanderDeCœde. Ethnicity.. Race, and American
Foreign Poliey: A History. (Boston: Northeastem UDiversity Press. 1992), and Michael Hunt,
Ideola" and U.S. Foreign Paliey. (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1987).
39 Stuan Anderson, Race and Rapprochement: Anglo-Saxonism and Anglo-American Relations.
1895-1904. (London and Toronto: Associated University Press, 1981). 12-14.
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investigating the role gender, class, and non-governmental agencies played in

fonning U.S. diplomacy.40 Stilliagging behind, though, is the application of

American racist doctrine, except as justification for wars of expansion and

imperialism.

Canadian historians have done little bener. Although a number of historians

come close 10 suggesting that Anglo-Saxonism may have offered English­

Canadians a sympathetic understanding of the United Statesy in the end each one

backs away from the idea. Richard Clippingdale notes that J.S. Willison espoused a

form of Canadianism that "was pan of a broader Anglo-Saxonismyn but argues

Willison shifted to ardent imperialism after the 1895 Venezuela Crisis. Both Carl

Berger and Douglas Cole emphasize Anglo-Saxon ideology as part of English­

Canadian Vietorian thought, but argue that Canadians excluded the United States

because of American racial problems and the influx of non-Aryan immigrants. The

reluetance of Canadian historians to consider Anglo-Saxonism as an ideological

bridge between the United States and Canada may result from its transitory nature.

North American Anglo-Saxonism could ooly he sustained during the period of Most

amiable relations and identity of interests among the nations of the North Atlantic

Triangle. In other words, North American Anglo-Saxonism could ooly find a fertile

field during the Anglo-American rapprochemenL

Despite Anderson's argument 10 thecontrary, Anglo-Saxonism did not

cause the "Great Rapprochement" between the United States and Great Britain at

the tum-of-the-eentury. The United States was a self-conscious burgeoning world

power, suffering a ~~psychic crisis," debating annexation in the Pacifie and

Caribbean, and searching for overseas markets. During the rapprochement the

United States asserted its new world-power status byelaiming hegemony over the

40 Edward Crapol, "Book Reviews:' Jomnal ofAmeriam History 69, 2. (September 1982),481-2;
Brian Jenkins. "Anglo-American Relatioos before Ihe Fust Wood War," CaDadian Journal of
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western hemisphere as a prelude 10 overseas expansion and the building of a navy

and isthmian canal to protect its new territories. Grover Cleveland and Richard

Olney's new and broadened interpretation of the Monroe Doctrine included Canad~

and Americans accepted tbis implicitly. Initially, American hostility toward Canada

resulted from anglophobiaand the movement forpolitical union. Yet with British

acquiescence and the dawning ofan Anglo-American understanding, Americans

modified their view toward their northem neighbor. As the United States turned

their attention toward the Caribbean and the Pacifie, the rapprochement rendered

actual occupation of Canada unimportant and irrelevant. Canada's association with

a friendly power and domination by Anglo-Saxons gave the United States

hegemony overa continent unified ideologically if not politically. After the

Venezuela crisis Americans accommodated Canada to their new world-view through

the medium of Anglo-Saxonism, stressing Canada's autonomy from England and

its natura! connection with the United States. As the rapprochement played itself out

on the continent, Americans viewed Canadian representation at the Joint High

Commission and the sending of a Canadian contingent to South Africa as the

undertakings of a fellow Anglo-Saxon nation.

Canadians initially responded to American hostility during the Venezuela

crisis with exclamations ofdefiance and loyalty 10 the empire. 'let British

acquiescence and the resulting rapprochement placed Canada in a new position on

the continent Some Canadians were threatened by Canada' s apparent!y inferior

position and angry with Great Britain for abandoning them to a grasping Uncle

Sam. Yet Many Canadians were exceedingly pleased with the rapprochement, seeing

it as a step toward Anglo-Saxon friendship and unity, and giving Canada. increased

security on the continent Canadians did Dot view themselves as passive spectators

in the relations between the two Anglo-Saxon powers, however. Instead, drawing

History 19.3. (1984).407-9.
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upon a common lexicon of racial superiority, English-Canadians believed they had a

unique and active role ta play in helping secure Anglo-Saxon harmony. This

Anglo-Saxon version of what historians would come to cali the ~~Iineh-pin" theory

pre-dated its usual historical placement byat least twenty years.41 Moreover, though

one would expeet Canadians to feel threatened byan American war in the

hemisphere, expansion, and quest for hemispherie hegemony, most English­

Canadians supported the United States as fellow Anglo-Saxons. Indeed, Canadians

aetually shared in American military endeavors and annexation debates. English­

Canadians urged American involvement in Cuba and annexation of the Philippines.

If Great Britain could not right Spanish wrongs or bring civilization to the Filipinos,

many Canadians believed, then the other Anglo-Saxon power must. When viewing

the exploits of the British Empire English-Canadians May have had an imperial

~~senseof power:7 but when they viewed the United States undertaking the same

endeavors, they had an Anglo-Saxon "sense of power."

Anglo-Saxonism also helped alter Canada's place in Anglo-American

relations. While rarely finding ils way into diplomatie despatehes, Anglo-Saxonism

provided a general framework for relations among the nations of the North Atlantie

triangle during the rapprochement. With the United States accepting Canada's right

to exist as a fellow and semi-autonomous Anglo-Saxon nation, and Great Britain

happy to allow the United States 10 maintain the status quo in the western

hemisphere, Canada achieved a new position of prominence in Anglo-American

relations. Prime Minister Wilfrid Laurier, who came to power with the Liberal

vietory of 1896, often exploited the circumstances of the rapprochement, pressing

Canadian views and demands to an extent no Prime Minister had previously.

During this em Canadian-American relations became iocreasingly

compartmentalized within Anglo-American relations. The Canadian government

41 Slacey, 151.
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followed its own trade policy, sounding the Americans on reciprocity with informai

diplomacyand establishing imperiai preference. Ouring the Anglo-American Joint

High Commission of 1898-9, four of the five representatives were Canadian.

Laurier strongly pressed Canada' s position on the Alaska boundary and abrogation

of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, often creating obstacles for Anglo-American harmony.

While often frustrating for American and British diplomats, Canada's actions

illustrated the dominion's new national voice within the English-speaking world.

Anglo-Saxonism helPed provide the rationale for Laurier's assertion ofCanadian

autonomy. both on the North American continent and within the British empire.

Wilfrid Laurier' s prominence in Anglo-Canadian-American relations during

the rapprochement raises the question as to French Canada's attitude toward Anglo­

Saxonism. Clearly French-Canadians were not Anglo-Saxonists. Yet the rhetoric

ofAnglo-Saxon superiority had penetrated the French-speaking world by the end of

the nineteenth century. In 1897 the French economist Edmond Demolins published

in Paris a study of Anglo-Saxon Superiority which went through five editions in two

months.42 The book received favorable reviews throughout the English-speaking

world. Theodore Roosevelt WTote admiringly of the book to his British friend Cecil

Spring-Rice, and read the volume on the way to Cuba with bis Rough Riders.

Neither the French nor French-Canadians, ofcourse, shared this view. Yet as a

brilliant politician and masterful public speaker, Laurieroften adopted Anglo-Saxon

rhetoric. noting that Canadians and Americans had the same blood and belonged to

the same family. Laurier used such public rhetoric not becallse he was an Anglo­

Saxonist. but because he knew such language would he readily understood and

accepted by bis English-speaking audience, whether in the United States, Canada, or

Great Britain.

42 Anderson. 66-7. 2010.
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Assessing English-Canadian thought at the end of the nineteenth century

constitutes a large and important part ofCanadian historiography. Historians

represent Canada's relationship with the empire and the United States, and the birth

of English-Canadian and French-Canadian nationalism, as the opening chapter of

C..anada's twentieth century. ln the United States, however, 1ittle work has been done

on Anglo-Saxonism as a shared strand of continental thought, and Canadian­

American relations are usually presented as a Mere subset of Anglo-American

relations. A study either of Canadian Anglo-Saxonism and the United States or

American Anglo-Saxonism and Canada would have provided a c1earand discreet

subject. What, then, is the value ofa comparative approach? One reason is the

unique dimension of Canadian-American relations at the bme. Perhaps no two

countries have ever had so much social, intellectual and economic intercourse

without having diplomatie relations. Since "Canadian-American relations"

technically did not exist, the historian must rely heavily on a comparison of

prevailing ideas and other cross-border exchanges. With Canada and the United

States this becomes even more noteworthy because each country constituted part of

a greater English-speaking community. An ideology like racial Anglo-Saxonism

Dot only altered the way Canadians and Americans looked at their own countries, but

it altered the way they viewed their shared continent as weil. In such a context of

commonality, any study that looks only at one nation's view of the other necessarily

begs the question, What did people on the other side of the border think? Did they

reciprocate? How did they differ? A perfcet comparative approach would cover

Anglo-Saxonism throughout the English-speaking world. Vet such an undertaking

would be difficult at best, and George Fredrickson bas questioned the value of

comparative national studies that treat more than two countties.43 Fredrickson and

others, notably Robin Winks and John Lewis Gaddis, have urged the comparative

43 Fredrickson. UIntroduclioD."
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approach in the study of American racism and diplomacy.44 Winks notes that the

very organization of university history departments~with courses and professors that

focus on national histories~ induces Ua subtle Whig bias by which students are led

to the conelusion that what bistory is ail about is the rise of the nation state.n This

conclusion~Winks continues~ "in tum leads research students to the conclusion that

the nation state is the best receptaele for the collection of historical data. 9945 Like

interdisciplinary studies~ comparative history breaks free of the traditional approach~

yet doing 50 involves some risk. As Winks and Fredrickson note~ comparative

history requires the historian to become adept in at least two national histories~ to

travel more~ and to risk being criticized for superficiality. Moreover~ the comparative

historian tends to weight one nation more than the other~ wbile elaiming for that

country either '~otal regularity" or Uabsolute uniqueness."46 Comparative history~

then~often requires more time and a greater sense of balance.

Anglo-Saxonism was ooly one strand of thought in the Victorian English­

speaking world The racial ideology co-existed with other ideologies~like

nationalism and imperialism~and often co-existed in the same person. AngIo­

Saxonism was not held universally~and was not necessarily the dominant or most

important ideology in Canadian-American relations. Instead~ it represented an

important theme by which Many, but by no means ail, English-Canadians and

Americans viewed each other and their shared continenL Thus, in a study of tom­

of-the-century Anglo-Saxonism, sorne of the most important figures of the emare

44 Robin Winks. 'rn.e American Struggle with 'lmperialism': How WORIs Frighlen. ft in Rob
Kroes. cd.• The American ldentity: Fusion and fragmentalÏolb (Amslerdam. 1980). 143-17; Jobn
Lewis Gaddis. "New CODceptual Approaches to the Study ofAmerican Foreign Relalions:
Inlerdiscipliuary Perspectives." Diplomatie History 14. (Summer 1990).411-16. Both works cïted
in Edward Crapol. ''Coming to Terms with Empire: 1be Historiography ofLate-N"meteenlh­
Century American Relations." Diplomatie History 16. 4. (1992). 573-97. Once again. Ihougb. a
discussion ofrace and diplomacy is couched in tenns of "empire...
4S Robin W. Winks. The ReIevaoce ofCaDadian History: U.S. and Imperial Perspeçtives•
(Toronto: Macmillan and Co.• 1979). xili.
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absent or underrepresentecL while other~ seemingly more obscure figures~ are

elevated in importance because they strongly espoused Anglo-Saxonism. Moreover,

as no official relations existed between the two countries, this work focuses on

people or forums with the ability 10 affect Canadian-American relations, especially

those that fostered good Nonh American relations as part of the Anglo-American

rapprochement. For instance, the French-Canadian premier was clearly not an

adherent of Anglo-Saxonism. Moreover, Opposition leaders like Sir Charles

Tupperor Robert Borden concemed themselves more with party politics than with

Anglo-Saxon relations. Loyalists like Colonel George Denison and George Parkin

also had little interest in fostering friendly Canadian-American relations. Instead~

figures like American-bom Member of Parliamenl and unofficial diplomal John

Charlton~and Queen~s Ouarterly editor George Gran~ gain importance because they

not only proclaimed Anglo-Saxonism and amiable Canadian-American relations, but

they occupied positions that gave them pulpits from which ta preach. Likewise in

the United States~ American presidents Grover Cleveland and William McKinley did

not use much Anglo-Saxon rhetoric, but other important Americans like Theodore

Roosevelt, Henry Adams, and John Hay did Moreover, editors like Albert Shaw

and Whitelaw Reid not only used their journals as forums for Anglo-Saxonism, but

held a certain prominence in American public life. Finally, a man Iike Goldwin

Smith could daim to he a true resident of the North Atlantic Triangle. As a

controversialist he was widely condemned by Many, yet he was one of the Most read

and widelyquoted figures in the Victorianage.47

As weil as the published leuers and papers of key figures~archivai malerial

from bath Canada and the United States bas been used. Anglo-Saxon rhetoric is

largely absent from the official or semi-official papers of politicians and diplomats.

46 Fredrickson. Chapter Three UFrom Exceptionalism to Variability: Recent Developmcnts in
Cross-Natiooal Comparative History. n
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Instead, Anglo-Saxonism found a more ready forum in the printed media of the clay.

Accordingly, a large numberof contemporary books,journals and newspapers have

been consulted, especially during the periods surrounding key events of the Anglo-

American rapprochement This is not a content analysis, with no note taken of the

number of times the words "Canadan or "Anglo-Saxon" appear in a certain

journal. Only the meaning, and not the quantity, ofCanadian and American public

opinion has been studied. As this is not a history of the North Atlantic Triangle,

British sources have been avoided. A number ofscholars have aIready investigated

the British view of the United States and vice-versaduring the Anglo-American

rapprochement48 Moreover, including the British view would Mean assessing how

the British perceived Canada and the North American continent, a potentially

valuable, but certainly difficult, undertaking. However, sometimes British sources

are used when ils seemed reckless to ignore them, lite the short-lived Britishjournal

''The Anglo-Saxon Review," or W.T. Stead's book, The Americani211tion of the

World.

North American Anglo-Saxonism existed in a very definite context, at the

same moment that Anglo-Saxonism reached its zenith in the English-speaking

world. The years 1895-1903 formed the framework of shared Canadian-American

r3Cist ideology, just as they formed the framework for the Anglo-American

rapprochement Although sorne historians have taken their studies of the

rapprochement up to the outbreak of World War 1, ail agree that 1895-1905, from

the Venezuelacrisis to the Russo-Japanese War, form the core period. The years

1905-1914 represent the "cleaning of the slate," or the confirmation ofan already-

47 FJi:zabeth Wallace, Goldwin Smith: Victoria liberal. (fŒODIO. 1957), 61lreface."
48 Anderson. RaœaodRapprochement; Israel T. Naanami, 'The 6 Anglo-Saxon Idea' and British
Public Opinion... Canadia Historical Review 32. 1. (March 1951).43-60; Geoffrey Seed. "British
Views of American Policy in the Pbilippines Retlected in Joumals of Opini~ 1898-1907."
Journal ofAmerican Studies 2. 1. (1975). 49-64; and Seed, 6'British Reactions ta American
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existing rapprochemenL Just as distinct events shaped Anglo-American relations

during this time~ 50 too did they shape Canadian-American relations. These events

were: the Venezuela boundary crisis~ the Anglo-American Joint High Commission~

the Spanish-American War, the annexation of the Philippines, the South African

War, and the Alaska boundary dispute. The Alaska boundary crisis represented the

unique continental contextof the rapprochement, with Canada directly affected by

American daims of hemispherical hegemony. The resulting Canadian bitterness

ended much of the rhetoric of Anglo-Saxon continental unity. The years, 1903­

1914 round Canada claiming more independence from bath Great Britain and the

United States~ and defending its national interests without resorting to previous

imperial or Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. The idea ofCanada as a bridge between the two

Anglo-Saxon powers would have a hiatus until after the World War, and Anglo­

Saxonism in general became increasingly anachronistic. With waves of non-Aryan

immigrants arriving in North America, the rise ofFrench-Canadian nationalism, and

the anti-American reciprocity election in 1911, Anglo-Saxon rhetoric melted away.

Moreover, with the 1903 Panamanian Revolution, the building of the isthmian canal,

and the 1904 Roosevelt Corollary ta the Monroe Doctrine, Canadadiminished in

Americans' world-view. The realities of the new century severely challenged the

racist ideology of the old century.

North American Anglo-Saxonism represented a short-lived and often

ephemeral phenomenon. The brierjuneture of racial ideologyand the

rapprochement May explain why it bas received sc little attention, leading historians

to adhere to traditional assumptions. Namely, historians have focused on the

"imperial" interpretation of North America al the tum-of-the-century. The United

States appeared preoccupied by the Caribbean and Pacifie, with Canada playing no

Imperialism ReOected in loumais of Opiniœ, 1898-1900," PoIilical Science Ouarterly 73. (lune
1958), 254-72.
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part in the new relevance of the Monroe Doctrine. Canada, on the other band,

appeared true to its Loyalist tradition and preoccupied by the South African War.

Moreover, historians have had difficulty looking beyond traditional American

anglophobia and Canadian anti-Americanism, treating these trends of thought as

unquestionable constants of their respective national histories. Finally, there has

been a tendency 10 treat Canadian-American relations of this period either as a Mere

subset of Anglo-American relations, or a continentalist blending of borders. A

study of North American Anglo-Saxonism May put some of these fallacies 10 rest

English-Canadians and Americans responded 10 the rapprochement by employing a

common racial ideology. In doing so, they altered the way they perceived each other

and their shared continent. For a time, al least, EngIish-speaking North Americans

viewed their relations and the great events of the tum-of-the-century as bringing

about a reunion of the Anglo-Saxon family.

To summarize briefly, Anglo-Saxon rhetoric gave tum-of-the-century English­

speaking North AmericaDS a common point of reference in adapting to the Anglo­

American rapprochement To put itanother way, Anglo-Saxonism was an

ideological device by which Canadians and Americans could negotiate the

rapprochement Anglo-Saxonism provided an ideological rationale that could

compete, and often coincide, with tIaditional elements ofnational identity,like

Canadian imperialism and American anglophobia. Canadians and Americans

utilized Anglo-Saxon rhetoric in responding to Anglo-American crises and their

resolution, as illustrated in Chapter One on the Venezuela Crisis. Yet Anglo­

Saxonism had limits to its persuasive powers, as John Charlton discovered in the

failure of reciprocity negotiations and the 1898-99Joint High Commission (Chapter

Two). In 1898 Many Canadians initially displayed traditional suspicion of

American expansionist motives both in North America and the West Indies. Yet
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following the British lead, Canadians accepted America's rise to Imperial power,

using Anglo-Saxon rhetoric 10 view the war with Spain and the annexation of the

Philippines as part of a common Anglo-Saxon mission, as depicted by Rudyard

Kipling' s UWhite Man's Burden" (Chapter 3). America' s carrying of the Anglo­

Saxon mission to Cuba and the Philippines provided many English-Canadians with

a positive example on the eve of the empire's war in South Africa. Moreover,

Anglo-Saxon rhetoric and the rapprochement offered~a the opportunity 10

play a unique role in Anglo-American relations, as a go-between or "linch-pin" for

the two powers. Prime Minister Wilfrid Laurier look advantage of this new status to

press for Canaclian rights regarding the modus vivendi for the Alaska boundary and

the abrogation of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty. The result was increased Canadian

control of the Dominion's extemal affairs, and the compartmentalization of

Canadian-American affairs withinAnglo-American relations (CoopterFour).

Laurier, however, pressed Canada's position on Alaska to littleavail. As with

reciprocity, AngIo-Saxonism could not overcome the reality ofNorth American

power politics, President Theodore Roosevelt' s maneuverings, or the British need

for American friendship (Chapler Five). After the Alaska decision, Anglo-Saxon

rhetoric waned, yet Canadian-American relations emerged on a new level, with

Canadians and Americans largely accepting their common destiny on the continenL
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CHAPTERONE

The Venezuela Crisis, Canada, and American ''Hemispherism'':
The North American Context of the Rapprochement and the Anglo-Saxon

Response

We are much interested in the outcome of the Venezuela matter. 1
earnestly hope our government do~n~t back down. If there is a muss
1shaH try 10 have a band in it myself! They~ 11 have to employa lot
of men as green as 1 am even for the conquest of Canada...

Theodore Roosevelt to William Sheffield Cowles~ 22 December 18951

Let us pray that Canada will interpose no captious and unnecessary
obstacles to the rea1ization ofa state of concord~peaœ~ and good will
among all the Anglo-Saxon States of the world~and especially between the
two great representative nations of that race.

John Charlton in Canadian Magazine, January 18971

The Venezuela Boundary Crisis served as an important and necessary first step in

America~s rise to world power status. During the crisis the United States asserted

hegemony over the western hemisphere~placing the nation in potential conflict with

Great Britain. Aftera few weeks of war-talk Great Britain quickly backed down~

essentiallyacknowledging American dominance on the American continents.

America's waming ta the European powersactually served British interests.

Worried about the threat that other European POwers p:>sed to British interests in

Arrica. Asia, and the Middle East~British statesmen viewed American hegemony in

the western hemisphere as a guarantee of the status quo, and thus as a guarantee of

British interests. With the United States holding the British flank in the New

World, the British could tum their attention elsewhere. During the crisis the

Jameson Raid in the Transvaal and the German Kaiser' s congratulatory telegram to

the Boers underscored the importance of American friendship. The crisis marked

l Flling E. Morisoo, cd. (el al), The Lenen ofTheodore Roosevelt: The Years of Prepara!iœ.
Volume J. (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 1951).501.
2 John Charlton. "Canada and the Venezuela Settlemeot: A Reply to Mr. Blackstock." The
CanadianMaga7ine VDI. 3, (January 1897).258-61.
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the first step in the rapprochement that began a century marked by the uspecial

relationship" between the United States and Great Britain.

As historians have notOO the crisis resulted from the state of the UAmerican

Mind~~~ as Henry Steele Commagercalled i~ at the tum-of-the-century.

Anglophobi~partisan politics~and the Roosevelt-Lodge-Mahan school of a

Uvigorous" Foreign policyall found an oudet in the dispute over the Venezuelan

border. Claiming hegemony over the entire hemisphere was a new and bold

assertion~yet Americans cloaked the idea in the old and familiar words of the

Monroe Doctrine. According to Dexter Perkins, the Venezuela Crisis elevated the

Monroe Doctrine to a new prominence in American political thought and resulted in

a much broader interpretation. Focusing primarily on LatinAmeri~ however,

Perkins almost completely overlooks the place ofCanada in the new interpretation

of the Monroe Doctrine. Indeed, Perkins asserts tbat, "In general, the question of

the relationship of Canada 10 the American dogma was hanUy broached in the

nineteenth or the early-twentieth century.,,3 Perkins's view is a common one.

Most historians have treated the Monroe Doctrine only as it relates ta Latin America

and have labeled Canada an "exception" in the American view.

Yet during the Venezuela Crisis Americans focused on Canada in two related

ways. Americans believed that in any conflict with Great Britain Canada would be

either the field of battle or a "hostage" against British belligerence. For a war­

hungry Anglophobe like Theodore Roosevelt in 1896, a war with Great Britain

would provide the opportunity to remove the British from North America once and

for ail and unite the continent above the Rio Grande under American role.

Roosevelt's focus on Canada resulted from old ideas of Manifest Destiny,

Continentaiism, and Anglophobia. Yet it also resulted from the Monroe Doctrine's

3 Dexter Perkins, A History of the Monroe Doctrine, (Boston: little, Brown and Company, 1963),
356-7.
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explicit inclusion of Canada as part of the American hemisphere. In 1895 and 1896,

Americans did not speak only of Latin Ameri~ but of the entire Western

hemisphere fa1ling under the purview of the Monroe Doctrine. When Secretary of

State Richard Olney addressed the British through the American Ambassador in

London, Thomas Bayard, he stated that sheer distance made uany pennanent

political union between an European and an American state unnatural and

inexpedient.n4 For those who questioned whether this applied to European

possessions north of the Rio Grande, Olney clearly stated, 57he states of America,

South as weil as North, by geographical affinity, by natural sympathy, by similarity

ofgovernmental constitutions, are friends and allies, commercially and politically, of

the United States." Though historians have caIled Olney's interpretation of the

Monroe Doctrine highly flawed, the overwhelming majority ofAmericans in

December, 1895, agreed with the Secretary of State. Canada was "an American

nation," and Americans claimed an interest in Canada's political fate.

Cmtadians responded to the Venezuela Crisis and American threats with an

oUlPQuring of imperialloyalty, and harsh criticism for the "mobocracy" to the

south. Like their American neighbors, the Canadian response contained old

elements of loyalty to Great Britain, pride in the Empire, and anti-Americanism.

Nonnan Penlington sees the Canadian reaction 10 the Venezuela crisis leading

directly to English-Canadian imperialism during the South African War.S Other

historians have noted that uexcept for a Iittle paper-planning," Canadians for the

last time actively prepared for an American attaek.6 Conservative journals strongly

4 Richard Olney 10 Thomas Bayard, 20 July, 1895, in PerIâns, 149-50.
S Norman Penlington, Canada and Imperialisme 1896-1899, ([oronto: UDivenity ofToroato
Press, 1965),261.
6 C.P. Stacey, Canada and the Age ofConflicl. Volume 1: 1867-1921, ([oronto: UDiversity of
Toronto Press, 1984),50. Sec a1so Richard A. PrestOD, Canadaand "Imperial Defense": AStudy
of the Origins of the British Commoowealth's Defense Organïzation. 1867-1919, (Durbam, NC:
Duke University Press, 1967), 229-35, and 339-42; and a1so bis TheDefenceofthe UDdefeoded
Border: Planning for War in North America. 1867-1939, (1977).
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urged preparations for an American invasion, including the anning and drilling of

the Canadian militia. '1)on't let us dream of 1812 and wake up fools," wamed one

Ottawa paper.7

The Venezuela crisis quicldy abated. The threat ofdisrupting the

voluminous Anglo-American trade caused the American stock market to crash, while

both the United States and Great Britain faced more serious crises on the

international front. Another rebellion in the Spanish colony of Cuba focused

American attention on a decades-old problem. In South Aftica, Great Britain facOO a

restless Boer population that attraeted the sympathies ofa belligerent Germany. The

crisis resulted in trans-Atlantic declarations of friendsbip, the cali for Anglo-Saxon

unity, and SPeCulation about an Anglo-American alliance. The rapid resolution of

the Venezuela Crisis has deflated the historical importance of the event in the minds

of bis1orians. The crisis has usually been dismissed as simply an election year

stunt Richard Olney has been characterized as a ucantankerous" old man

completely unfit fordiplomacy, and putting one overon a presidentdistracted by the

birth of bis baby girl.8 Yet the Anglo-American crisis resulted in British

acquiescence to American hegemony in the hemisphere, the fundamental elementof

the rapprochement. 1t also 100 to a rebirth of the Monroe Doctrine, and America' s

ascension 10 the ranks ofworld power. Finally, the Venezuelacrisis illustrated that

North America would he the theater for much of the Anglo-American

rapprochement Separated by three thousand miles ofocean, Anglo-American

relations would play themselves out where their interests came into conflict and their

territory came into contact. Yet the crisis also showed that a corresponding

Canadian-American rapprochement would he problematic, facing a long histol)' of

7 Ottawa Eveoing Journal. 23 December 1895.
8 Perkins. 174; Thomas A. Bailey. A Diplomatie History of the American People. lenlb ediliou.
(Englewood Cliffs. NJ: PrenlÏce-HalI. IDe., 1980).440.
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American Anglophobi~Canadian Loyalism~and a new assertion of the Monroe

Doctrine.

How could Canadians and Americans~ bristling under threats and acrimony,

accommodate themselves to the new international reali ty? How would Americans

come to see Canada as an exception to the Monroe Doctrine? How would

Canadians dismiss American "spread-eagle"-ism as a threat to Canadian

sovereignty, and instead promote the unique Canadian role in bringing about Anglo­

American friendship? Many English-gpeakjng North Americans adapted Anglo­

Saxon ideology to the new reality of American hegemonyon the continent anJ

Anglo-American relations. Through the prism ofAnglo-Saxonism, Americans came

to view Canada as a racial exception to the Monroe Doctrine. Although the

Venezuela Crisis initially sparked a calI for the ousterofail Europeans powers from

the western hemisphere, the Anglo-American rapprochement 100Americans to view

Canada as a racial exception. As a fellow Anglo-Saxon state, not ooly did

Americans stop viewing Canada as a threat, but actually viewOO the Dominion as a

good and trusted friend on the republic' s northern frontier. Moreover, Americans

began differentiating Canada from Great Britain and the empire. No longer did

Americans view Canada as an outpost of a hostile European power. Instead, the

Venezuela crisis and the ensuing rapprochement 100 Americans 10 see Canada as a

distinct, Anglo-Saxon nation with which the United States could share the continent

in hannony. Indeed, many Americans stressed the essential unity of the United

States and Canada. This emphasis on Canada's independence from England, its

racial affinity with the United States, and the unity of Anglo-Saxons on the continent

led to a resurgence of political union propaganda in the United States. Sucb tait fit

weil ioto the expansionist debate. Unlike the annexation of Hawaii, which President

GroverCleveland rejected in 1893 owing to, in part, the territory's racial makeup,

Anglo-Saxon Canadacould be incorporated into the republic with comparative ease.
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In an era ofaggressive American hemispherism and expansion, Americans used

racial rhetoric 10 adapt to the AngIo-American rapProchement, altering their view of

Canada in fundamental ways.

American assertions of the Monroe Doctrine, the republic's rise to great

powerstatus, and the Anglo-American rapprochement also challenged Canadians'

perception of their place on the continent. Although English-Canadians initiaIly

bristled at American aggressiveness during the Venezuela crisis, and responded with

knee-jerk avowals of loyalty, British acquiescence forced Canadians to

accommodate thernselves to the new international reafity. While sorne English­

Canadians responded with shrill anti-Americanism or intense imperialism, many

others viewed America' s new role as world power as being of benefit to Canada.

English-Canadians viewed Americans as "cousins" within a larger Anglo-Saxon

family, and welcomed the rapprochement as a "family reumon" of the Anglo­

Saxon race. Canadian journalists and politieians certainly took their eue in pan

from their British counterparts who filled the pages of the British press with caUs

for Anglo-Saxon amity. Yet English-Canadians did not merely ape the British.

Instead, Canadians felt they had a special role to play as a feUow Anglo-Saxon state

in fostering Anglo-American friendship. Not only did Canadians firmly state that

Canada should take no action that might hinder bringing about a reumon of the two

great branches of the Anglo-Saxon family, but Many English-Canadians declared

that the dominion should actively help bring about such a reunion. Historians

would later cali this concePtion of Canadian mission the "Iinch-pin" theory, and

found it especially prevalent in Canadian thinking after World War J. Yet the

Venezuela crisis and other events during the rapprochementclearly show that a

version of the theory existed at least two decades earlier. With English-Canadians

intent on fostering good relations between the two great members of the Anglo­

Saxon family, this earlier version might he called an Angl~Saxon version of the
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linch-pin theory. Like their American cousins, English-Canadians utilized the

common rhetoric ofAnglo-Saxonism to alter their view of their nation, their

neighbor, and their shared continent

The Venezuela Crisis and American "Hemispherism"

The dispute over the boundary between Venezuela and British Guiana dated from

the 1840s. Like the Alaska Boundary crisis between Canada and the United States a

few years later, the discovery of gold in the disputed in region in 1886 caused a

rupture between the British and Venezuelan governments. The crisis simmered

without resolution for several years until the former American minister to Caracas,

William Scruggs, was bired by the Venezuelan government to influence American

opinion in Venezuela's ravor. In October 1894, Scruggs published a small

pamphlet, '''British Aggressions in Venezuela, orthe Monroe Doctrine on Trial.~'

The pamphlet was widely read by leading American men, and in early 1895, the

Senate and the House of Representatives unanimously passed a joint resolution

recommending arbitration to setde the boundaJy dispute. Although Democratic

president Grover Cleveland signed the resolution, the Republicans sought to use the

Venezuela issue as a weapon in their continued attack on the President' s foreign

policy.

Leading the attaek on the President was Massachusetts Senator Henry Cabot

Lodge. In March Lodge wrote an article for Forum magazine entided "Our

Blundering Foreign Policy." Lodge look up the popular, and poIitically beneficial,

undertaking ofassailing Cleveland~s rejection of the annexation ofHawaii. Yet

Lodge a1so revealed a nomber of ideas that wouId guide him and other proponents

of the "large POlicy" of American expansionism. Lodge did not simply oudine a

program ofoverseas annexation and expansion. Instead, he argued in favor of what

bas been called "hemispherism." Lodge asserted American hegemony over the
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western hemisphere9 and especially North America This territory constitute~ in

Lodge9 s words9 ""our citadel of our power and greatness as a nation." Pacifie

islands such as Samoa and Hawaii he referred to as the ""outworks essential to the

defense of that citadel. 99 Great Britain held a central place in this formulation of

America9s future. By failing to annex Hawaii 9 the United States was ""throwing the

Hawaiian people into the arms of England." Lodge extended his fear of the British

Empire 10 its outpost in North Ameri~Canada. "'fhe Government ofCanada is

hostile to US9

79 Lodge wrote. "'fhey lose no opportunity of injuring us."

According to Lodge the United States should give Canada no access to American

markets9 unless the dominion '''unite with us eitherentirely or as to tariffs.'9 Indeed9

Lodge asserted that "'from the Rio Grande to the Arctie Ocean there should he but

one fiag and one country.,,9 The annexation of extraterritorial possessions, the

construction ofan isthmian canal, and the building ofa large navy, then, would only

serve to ensure American hegemony in this hemisphere. This transitional stage

between insularityand expansionism was, as the historian William Widenor says,

""an important landmark on the road to an imperial future."lo

OnIya few months later, in June 1895, Lodge published an article in The

North American Review entided uEngland, Venezuela, and the Monroe Doctrine."

In this article Lodge repeated a number of themes from bis Forum article of March,

and presented the Venezuela boundary crisis as a test case ofAmerican hegemony

in the hemisphere. If Great Britain were aIIowed to take even a square foot of

territory in Venezuela, Lodge argu~'~ere is nolbing 10 prevent her taking the

whole of Venezuela or any other South American state." If the United States

allowed Great Britain a free band in the crisis, the republic would become

increasingly uhemmed in by British naval posts and European dependencies."

9 Henry Cabot Lodge. "Our Blundering Foreign Policy:' f2Dm! 19. (March 1895), 8-17.
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Taking up the theme ofScruggs's pamphlet and orthe American press since early

that year. Lodge sought to make the hallowed Monroe Doctrine the handmaid of

Arnerican hemispherism. ~vrhe American people are not ready to abandon the

Monroe doctrine.79 Lodge declared. u or give up their rightful supremacy in the

Western Hemisphere." Asserting the Monroe Doctrine now would end British

Uterritorial aggressions" and prevent any future European encroachments. ~vrhe

supremacy of the Monroe doctrine should he established and at once," the Senator

concluded, "peaceably ifwe cao. forcibly ifwe must."u Lodge's twoarticles

illustrated that America' s bold assertion of the Monroe Doctrine and American

hemispheric hegemony during the Venezuela Crisis did not materialize out of thin

air, or Mere party politics, but occurred within a firm ideological context and broader

agenda of strengthening America' s hand on the world stage.

With Lodge and the Republicans threatening to make a firm stance on

Venezuela a strong position from which to attaek the Democrats, President

Cleveland and bis new SecretaryofState, Richard Olney, set out to prove themselves

equally stout defenders of the Monroe Doctrine.11 In JuIy Olney, possibly

influenced by Lodge' s June Review article13
, sent a message 10 the British

govemment via the American ambassador in London, Thomas Bayard. The

message bas since been criticized by historians as tacdess and historically

inaccurate. Yet it remains a remarkable example of the ideological underpinnings of

10 William C. Widenor. Henry Cabot Lodge and the Search for an American FOI'eign Poliey.
(Berkeley: University of Califoroia Press. 1980), 107.
Il Henry Cabot Lodge, uEngiand, Venezuela, and the Monroe Doctrine," North American Review
160,463, (June 1895),651-58.
12 The previous Secretary ofSrate, WalterGresbam, bad died suddeo1y in May. Wbile Gœsbam
was diplomatie, OIDey was cbaractaized by "bis oatural acerbity of lemper." (Perkins, 174)
Although OIDey's lemperamenl may have made bis communications with the British more hostile
in tone, Oeveland approved ofOlney's message. Moreover, Republican attac:ks made il difficult
for the President 10 take anything but a fum stand.
13 "That OlDey was defmitely iDfluenœd by the language of Lodge is sœlethïng that cannat he
proved," Dexter Perkins wntes. UBut the DOle whieh he~ for Lord Salisbury was wrïtten in
a similar spirit." (perkins, 174-5).
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American foreign l'OHey on the eve ofattaining great power status. Olney's note,

which was heartily approved by Cleveland, boldly assened American hegemony in

the western hemisphere and declared ~~nnatural"any conneetion bet\veen a

European power and an American nation. "That distance and three thousand miles

of intervening ocean," Olney wrote, ~~make any permanent political union hetween

an EuroPean and an American state unnatural and inexpedient will hardly he

denied." As justification of this poliey, Olney offered a wider Interpretation of the

Monroe Doctrine. While Lord Salisbury and some American political scientists of

the day eriticized Olney' s misinterpretation of the 1823 doctrine, Oiney simply

dusted off an old argument and adapted il to America' s new position al the end of

the nineteenth century. As President Cleveland stated in justifYing the invocation of

the Monroe Doctrine in his December 17 message to Congress, the doctrine ~~as

intended to apply to every stage ofour nationallife, and cao not become obsolete

while our Republic endures." Indeed, American foreign poliey makers tinkered

with the Monroe Doctrine as the ideological underpinnings of a continually

changing American poliey weil into the next century. 14

Taken together, Lodge and Olney's 1895 writings on American

hemispherism offer a strikingly unified view of American foreign poliey at the end

of the nineteenth century. Moreover, both writers made perfecdy clear that Canada

was no exception to American hegemony in the hemisphere. In Lodge' s March

Forum artiele he had asserted that "from the Rio Grande to the Aretie Ocean there

should be but one country." Race figured prominendy in this vision of American

greatness, including the old theory that white men were poorly adapted for southem

climes. The United States did not seek 10 extend American lenitory to the south,

Lodge wrole, ~'for neither the population nor the lands of CentIal or South America

14 See Dot onIy Perkins. bUl a1so Gaddis Smith. The Last Years orthe Monroe Doctrine. 1945­
1993. (New York: Hill and Wang. 19(4).
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would be desirable additions to the United States.99 These same factors, however,

offered no barrier to the absorption of Canada "Neither race nor climate forbids

this extension," Lodge stated, ~6and every consideration of national growth and

national welfare demands it."15 Olney, too, included Canada under the umbrella of

the Monroe Doctrine and hemispheric hegemony. Not ooly did Olney declare the

connection between Canada and Great Britain to he ~~nnatural and inexpedient/'

but he asserted that the people of the western hemisphere shared naturally inherent

interests:

The states ofAmerica, South as weil as North, by geograpbical
proximity, by natura! sympathy, by similarityof governmental
constitutions, are friends and allies, commercially and politicaIly, of
the United States. To a1low the subjugation of any of them byan
European power is, ofcourse, to completely reverse that situation and
signifies the loss of the advantages incident to their natural relations
to us.

Ofcourse, by no stretch of the imagination could the Latin American republics he

called "allies" of the United States. Nor could Olney truly claim that bis nation

and those to the south were linked by Unatural sympathy" or a 6'similarity of

governmental institutions." Yet as Dexter Perkins has rigbdy pointed out, Olney

was not penning a ~~bistorical tract," but a rhetorical text meant to pressure the

British and win favor at home. He established a logjcal-sounding dichotamy

between the "natura!" relations among the states of the western hemisphere, and the

"unnatural" relations between some of those states and European powers. The

United States had a vital interest in preventing "the loss of advantages" that would

result from the subjugation ofa neighbor state 10 a European power. Moreover, the

United States remained willing 10 counter any European encroachments ioto the

American sphere of influence. '7o-day the United States is practically sovereign

on this continent," Olney affirmed in one of the more striking passages of bis

"diplomatie" note, "and its fiat is law ~pon the subjects ta which it confines its

15 Lodge. "Our Blundering Foreign Policy:' 16-17.
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interposition.n Finally. Olney flexed the newly-developed muscles ofan American

world power, stating thatAmerica's ~~infiniteresourcescombined with its isolated

position render it master of the situation and practically invulnerable as against any

or ail other powers." The United States stood ready to defend its hegemony in the

western hemisphere against ail corners.

Together. Lodge and Olney had resurrected the Monroe Doctrine and put it

into the service of American hemispherism. Moreover, both men explicitly included

Canada within America' s sphere of power. Before Cleveland made the message

public in December, its contents provoked strong reactions from those who read il.

Clearly Cleveland supported the bold assertion of the Monroe Doctrine. Upon

reading a draft of Olney's note 10 the British Cleveland wrote to bis Secretary of

States a glowing endorsement:

1read yourdeliverance on Venezuelan affairs the day you left it with
me. Its [sic] the best thing of the kind 1have ever read and it leads to
a conclusion tbat one cannat escape if he tries -- that is if there is
anything of the Monroe Doctrine al ail. You show there is a great
deal of that and place it 1 think on betterand more defensible ground
than any of yoUf predecessors -- gr mine. "16

When Ambassador Bayard expressed bis misgivings as to the belligerent tone of the

note, Cleveland expressed incredulity and affirmed bis suppon of the Monroe

Doctrine. "1 am entirely clear that the Doctrine is not obsolete,'~Cleveland wrote,

~~and it should he ~6defended and maintained for its value and importance 10 our

government and welfare, and that its defense and maintenance involve its application

when a state of facts arises requiring il.,,17 Long before Cleveland made the

message public. the president, bis SecretaryofState, and theadministration's

harshest crilie were in near-total agreement conœming the Monroe Doctrine' s

sanction of American hegemony in the western hemisphere.

16 New York Pubüc library. Miaoform Oepadment, GroverOevelaud Papers. Cevelaud to
Olney, 7 July 1895.
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Canada and the Monroe Doctrine

When Prime Minister Salisbury received Olney' s note, he regarded it as a low

priority and delayed replying. When he did reply, the British Prime Minister wrote

with a lecturing and dismissive tone that grated on Cleveland and Olney. Salisbury

dismissed Olney's reference to the Monroe Doctrine, stating it had no standing in

intemationallaw and, furthennore, had u no relation 10 the state of things in which

we live al the present day." Salisbury also look ombrage al Olney's labeling as

4~nnatural"the connection belWeen an American nation and a European power.

4'The necessary meaning of these words is that the union between Great Blitain and

Canada," Salisbury stated U[is] 'inexpedient and unnatural' ." Salisbury infonned

the United States government that London did not understand America' s interest in

a border dispute miles from American terri1ory, and that the British govemment

would not submit the problem to arbitration. Salisbury replied 10 Olney's

undiplomatic note with an equallackofdiplomatie tacL Moreover, by bis complete

refusaI ofarbitration, without leaving open the possibility of future discussion on the

matter, Salisbury placed the president in an embarrassing and politically untenable

position. To save face with the Republicans, Cleveland was left with only one

ehoiœ. He took the matter 10 the country.

On Deœmber 17, 1895, Cleveland sent 10 the Congress a message detailing

the American demand, and British refusai, ofarbitration on the Venezuela boundary.

The president oudined Salisbury' s objection ta American interference and the

British Prime Minister' s dismissal of the Monroe Doctrine. Cleveland ended bis

message by asking Congress 10 make an appropriation for an American

Commission to investigate the Venezuela boundary dispute. Upon the report of the

17 Allan Nevins. Letters ofGroverOeve1aud. 18S0-19Œ. (Boston. 1933). Oeveland to Bayard, 29
Deœmber 1895.417-18.
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Commission, Cleveland said, ~'it will in my opinion he the duty of the United States

to resist by every means in ils power as a willful aggression upon its rights and

interests the appropriation by Great Britain ofany lands or the exereise of

govemmental jurisdietion overany territory we have detennined of right belongs 10

Venezuela...18 When Cleveland finished reading of the message, raueous applause

broke out in both the House and the Senate. The next day the House unanimously

approved a bill to establish a commission to investigate the Venezuela boundary.

Although at the lime many American historians and political scientists finnly

stated that Cleveland had misinterpreted or misapplied the Monroe Doctrine, the

great bulk of the American press and public supported the presidenL 19 As the

Atlantic Monthly told its readers concerning the president' s message, ''whether he

was historically correct bas ceased to he a matterof practical importance. The

American people...have accepted and approved bis understanding of the doctrine. It

is the Monroe Doctrine now, whether it was 50 before or noL.....%0 Certainly

Cleveland and Olney's view of American power in the hemisphere coincided with

that of the advocates of a ~'vigorous" foreign l'OHey. Theodore Roosevelt wrote bis

friend Henry Cabot Lodge and declared himself ''very much pleased with the

President's or rather with Olney's message" and called il a ~'vindication" of

Lodge' s position.21 Henry Adams wrote to Olney the night of Cleveland's

message to Congress, and said, "1 pray you to he assured that your message of this

18 ""Message of the President." Deœmber27, 1895, Papen Relating ID Foreign Relations of the
United States. with the Annual Message of the President ta Cougress (1895>, (Wasbingtoo:
Govemment Printing Office, 1896), 542-5.
19 Sec Tbeodore Wooisley, "The President's Mouroe Doclrine," Forum 20, (February 1896), 705-
12; John Basselt Moore, "The Momoe Doctrine," Polilical Scieuce Ouarterly XI, l, (March 1896),
1-29; Alfred C. Cassatt, ""1be Monroe DocbÏDc: Defence, Not Defiance,'" E!!!!!!! 20. (Dec:ember
1895),456-64; John W. Burgess, 'The Recent Pseudo-Mooroeism," PoIitical ScienceOuarterly
XI. 1. (March 1896),44-67.
10 Editorial, 'The Presideocy aud Mr. OIney," Atlantic MOIIthly 77, 463, (May 1896), 680.
21 Remy Cabot Lodge, cd., Seledioos fmm thè CorresPODdenœ ofTheodore Roosevelt and Remy
Cabot Lodgç. 1~1914,Volume l, (New York: Cbarles Scriboer's Sous, 1925>, Roosevelt to
Lodge, 20 Dec:ember 1895, 200.
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day commands my strongest possible approval and support."11 The press echoed

the president in declaring the United States willing to fight overapparent British

encroachment in the western hemisphere. The Atlanta Constitution printed a cartoon

of Uncle Sam and Lord Salisbury facing off across the Venezuela boundary.

··Salisbury, we've had fooling enough," Uncle Sam says to the portly prime

minister, "If you cross that line l'Il shoot." Bebind Uncle Sam the ghostly

apparition of James Monroe urges, "Go it, Samuel, my boy.,,13 The New Orleans

Times-Democrat asserted that ~~Great Britain must accept the Monroe doctrine in

regard to all American territory."Z4 The New York Tribune also approved of the

president's interpretation of the Monroe Doctrine, calling il, ··simply a notice 10 all

monarchies to keep off the grass," while the United States was ~~e big policeman

with a club standing by to enforce the notice. ,,15 The New York Times printed a

ditty entitled ~~John Bull's Cheap-Jack Show," depicting Great Britaio as a carnival

hustler, grabbing land in the hemisphere through sleight-of-band. ~~our tent, cheap

lion, and show must go," the Times said. ~The law for thieves is rather roughlAnd

tough, you know."Z6 Lord Salisbury had made a grievous mistake in misjudging

the feeling of the American people and the Ceveland administration. The President,

bis political opponents, and the national press presented to the British a near­

unifonn front in the American assenion ofhemispheric hegemony.

The outburst of nationalism and jingoism should oot he dismissed as a Mere

political stunl, for it represented a key way-station on the road to American great

power status. A uoanimous assertion of American hegemony in the hemisphere

necessarily preceded the Spanish-American War and the annexation ofHawaii,

Guam, Puerto Rico and the Philippines. Moreover, Americans did nol limil the

22 Adams to Olney, 17 December 1895, HemyAdams, Volume IV, 346.
23 Atlanta Constitution, 18 December 1895.
:lA New Orleans Times-Democrat, reprinled in Adanta Constitution, 20 December 1895.
2S New Yorle Tribune, 30 December 1895.
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application of the Monroe Doctrine to Latin Americaonly. Far from viewing

Canada as an exception to the doctrine~ Americans explicitly included Canada both

in the talk of a possible war and of America~s rights in the hemisphere. American

newspapers referred to Canada as a "hostage'~ 10 British good behavior, as the

American army could overrun the Dominion in a matter of days. "It is nol likely~n

the Atlanta Constitution declared~ ~'hat England would be willing to exchange

Canada for any two or three South American Republics. "27 The New York Times

printed General Miles's comment that he needed only ten days of preparation

before taking Canad~ ~~and intimated that he would do 50." General Lew Wallace

of Indiana welcomed a scrap with England, for al ils conclusion, ~~e would own

everything on this side of the globe from the Gulf of Mexico to the north pole."

The Times aIso drew a connection between the Venezuela boundary dispute and the

Anglo-Canadian dispute over the Alaska boundary. "Venezuela to-day," an

editorial stated~ "Alaska tomorrow. Il is weil to remember that an English boundary

line always extends just far enough to include gold fields... There are gold fields in

Alaska. "28C~ then, figured very Pf0mïnendy in the American conception of

the hemisphere. The Dominion represented the outpost ofa hostile European

power, a potential battlefield in the fight for hemispheric hegemony, and the pot.ential

source of future conflict between the United States and Great Brifain. The dispute

over British Guiana gave new prominence ta the destiny of the Anglo-Saxon

territory 10 the north~ in which Americans were uItimately much more interested.

American politicians upheld the president's interpretation of the Monroe

Doctrine, and also included Canada within the purview of the Doctrine and the

sphere of American dominance. No Senator orCongressman viewed Canada as an

"exception" 10 the American doctrine. Indeed, in debating the merits of the

26 New York Times. 22 December 1895.
rr Adanta COnstitutiOD. 22 December 1895.
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presidenCs message and the status of the Monroe Doctrine, American politicians

constantly referred to Canada as a British outpost and Uhostage." Yet these same

politicians also laced their rhetoric with references 10 the Anglo-Saxon race and the

fami1y of English-speaking nations. In the House of Representatives, Congressman

Hiu introduced the bill for the appropriation of funds to establish a Venezuela

commission. He declared the republic to he as uone man" in the crisis, and

received great applause.29 During the brief debate that followed, Congressman

BouteHe received applause for bis cali for Ucool deliberation and judicious

prejudice" to a matter that affected Uthe interests of the two great English-speaking

nations of the world," and raised the PQssibility of Uarmed conflict hetween the two

great Anglo-Saxon peoples of the world."30 BouleHe's rhetoric illustrated not 001y

that uEnglish-speaking" and UAnglo-Saxon" were interchangeable, but tbat

Americanjingoism was tempered by the thoughtofwarwith afellow Anglo-Saxon

nation. Despite such misgivings the House quicldy passed the bill appropriating

$100,000 for the commission. and debate over the Monroe Doctrine and the crisis

with Great Britain moved to the Senate.

The Senators SPQke at much greater length on the situation and were no less

vigorous in their defense of the Monroe Doctrine. Senator Morgan echoed

Secretary Olney wben he proclaimed the United States ''he controlling nationality

on this continent," and read extracts from Olney's message to Ambassador BaYard

to make clear that, as he said, the Senators "accept and adopt bis definitions of the

Monroe Doctrine." Morgan a1so reiterated the sentiment of the Atlantic Monthly

when the journal declared President Cleveland's interpretation to he American

policy, although it migbt have been technically incorrect. If the President's

arguments were wrong, Morgan declared, ';bey are still American. The president

:zR New Ycxk Times. 21 December 1895.
29 Govemmenl Printing Office. Cœgressiooal Record, 18 Deœmber 1895. 238.
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has adopted the American judgment on this question....,,31 The Senators displayed

near-unanimity in their support of the Monroe Doctrine, illustrating that American

hemispherism had essentially become the policy of the United States. And like the

president and Secretary of State, the Senators widened the interpretation of the

Monroe Doctrine and declared ail European territory in the New World to he

unnatural and a threat to American interests. In doing so, the members of the upper

legislative chamber necessarily widened their view of the situation beyond the

immediate matterof the Venezuela boundary, and included Canada within their

discussion. Senator Voorhees announced, ~~ere will be no war here" because

there existed "a hostage 1ying on this continent north of us." "England will not

fight on an issue of this kind," the Senator affirmed, "She does not dare tO.,,32

Senators Davis and Stewart both linked the present boundary crisis to the conflict

with Canada concerning the Alaska houndary. Senator Davis introduced a

resolution to inquire immediately as 10 the status of the Alaska boundary, and

whether or not England encroached upon American territory. The resolution

prompted Senator Allen to comment that Davis believed "that it is good policy to

kilt two birds with one stone and fight out two controversies with one war."33 Yet

Senator Stewart also pointed out that Great Britain lay claim 10 American territory in

Alaska, as Partof a long list of outstanding British irritants and outrages. For the

Senators, Canada represented not only a hostage to British good behavior. but an

example of a pattern ofcontinued British encroachments in the New World. For

SenatorTurpie, however. Canada represented a direct threat 10 the United States and

a pretext to wage war. "We are not hound to wait for an actual aggression." Turpie

declared, "We are not bound to wait for an attaek." He cited an expert on

intemationallaw who stated that, "appearances ofdanger give the right to make

30 Ibid.• 239-240.
31 Ibid. 242.
32 Ibid. 244.
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war,n and that Ua nation that has a neighbor at once powerful and ambitious has her

ail at stake." Aceording to the Senator, Canada fit this description:

We have such a neighbor. 1 know it is a very common thing to refer
to the 3,000 miles of ocean waste between us; but recolleet that our
neighborhood with Great Britain is not hound by that, but by a Mere
imaginary line on terra finna, the southem line of the Dominion of
Canada.

Turpie' s view of Canada was a common one at the end of the nineteenth century. If

Canadians prided themselves on their growing autonomy represented by the title

uDominion,n Americans continued to view Canada merely as a British outpost on

their northem border. For Americans the Utermn Dominion indicated not a degree

of independence from England, but an irritating reminder of Canada' s continued

link to the empire. When SenatorTurpie made a point of referring to the

uDominion of Canada,n he did sa with the puropse of reminding bis audience of

Canada' s intimate Iink with Great Britain.

On December30 Henry Cabot Lodge ïmally look the floor of the Senate

chamber to address the present crisis. For thase already familiar with bis Many

previous declarations on foreign policy, Lodge's Senate speech offered little new.

Lodge reiterated bis belief in American hegemony in the New World, saying, ~'We

must he leaders in the Western hemisphere.n For Lodge the present moment found

the United States al an bistorie crossroads. For thirty years, Lodge said, Americans

Ubaye been absorbed in healing the ravages of the civil war and in completing the

conquest of the great continent which was our inheritance. That work is done. The

American people have begjn to tom their eyes toward those interests of the United

States which lie beyond our borders and yet sa near our doors." For Lodge and

other advocates of the "large policy," convincing Americans that they indeed had

interests heyond their borders constituted a serious task. The Venezuela crisis and

the assertion of the Monroe Doctrine Pt:Ovided an opportunity for Lodge to illustrale

33 Ibid.• 254.
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the connection hetween interests ubeyond our borders" and American interests at

home. Like the other Senators before himyhighlighting the position of Canada

served this purpose weIl. In the present crisisyLodge saidyAmericans "see another

nation hemming them in with fortifications and encroaching upon regions which

must remain what they have always been -- American." FurthermoreyBritish

encroachments in Alaska paralleled those in Venezuel~ iIIustrating that a firm stand

must he taken now in arder to maintain American hegemony in the hemisphere.

"We know the attitude [the British] assume in Venezuela They are attempting to

take land on the Alaskan boundary.... It is not by accident that these events have ail

occurred or ail come to an acute stage within the past year. n The Venezuela

boundary crisisythenywas no isolated inciden~ but part ofa pattern ofBritish

aggrandizement in the western hemisphere that challenged America's interesls and

security. Although Lodge merely repeated old themesythe presentcrisis

underscored the need for a ''vigorous'y foreign pllicy. Theodore Roosevelt wrote

Lodge and called the speech uadmirable'y and one that would uranIe as a public

document with the great speeches of the great men in time Past when they discussed

great questions. n34

At one point in bis speech 10 the Senate, Lodge asserted that the United

States ushall not he menaced even by that nation to whom we are united by the

bonds of blood.'y By these words he addressed the common argument that a war

between the two great Anglo-Saxon nations was an impossibility. lOOgeY s fellow

Senators had laced their rhetoric concerning Venezuela with references 10 the

familial relations among the Anglo-Saxon nations. By doing so, they indicated a

way for Americans ta alter their view ofGreat Britain and Canada even as they

lambasted the empire and ils New World outposts. Ideas of race made Americans

envision a naturaI bond between England and the United States. Even Lodge could

34 Lodge. SdectiODS, J. Roosevelt to Lodge. 2 Ianuary 1896. 206.

44



•

•

•

not stop from referring to Great Britain and America as '~e two great English­

speaking nations of the world~n reaffinning that naturaI bond even as he denounced

"English aggressions on American soi1.n35 Many other Senators utilized such

language. In defending American hegemony in the hemisphere Senator Sherman

differentiated the continents of the New World from those of Africa and Asia.

European powers might conquer and carve up territories inhabited by heathen

people ofcolor~ but America stood by its right to prevent those powers from

"treating America as an Africa. n After aIl. the Senator stated~ '7hese continents are

settled in every part by people of European and Christian races. and are controlled

by them." Senator Allen of Nebraska also affinned bis support of the Monroe

Doctrine as a "law of self-defense~"but believed there was no likelihood of war.

"1 have sometimes been inclined to believe." Allen said. "that there was more of

political warfare in the future between the two great political parties of the Union

than there would be between Great Britain and the United States." Senator Teller

declared that "it would be the most inhuman thing in the world for these two great

English-speaking peoples to go to war~" and referred ta the British as "our English

brethren."36 On December 20 the Senate chaplain opened the proceeding with a

prayer that called for peace with Angl<rSaxon rhetoric. '~orbid that the two

foremost nations of the world." the chaplain prayed. '''which bear the name of

Christ~with one language. one faith~ one baptism~ one Lord~ should be embroiled in

war in ail its horrors and barbarisms." He called for a "spirit ofjustice and

magnanimity" between the two "kindred people" 50 that this would become "an

august and memorable Christmas in the bislory of the English-speaking world.,,37

Finally. Senator Cali a1so pointed to the essential unity of the two peoples. 'ihe

Kingdom of Great Britain is composed of a people of the same blood as the greater

3S Coogressional Reco~ December 19. 1895.243.
36 Ibid.• 247.
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pan of our own people,99 the Senator said. 'They have contributed the larger part to

the civilization which has been developed by the Christian religion.99 Indeed, the

United States and Great Britain were together "the main piIlars of the civilization of

the world." By including Anglo-Saxon rhetoric in theirdefense of American rights.

the Senators illustrated that racial ideas had begun to undermine Anglophobia and

pave the way for a common understanding. Canada rnight be a serious obstacle in

the path of reconciliation, but racial rhetoric would provide a way ofaccommodating

Canada' s place in American hemispherism.

One leading American who made clear bis view of the connection between

American hemispherism and the place ofCanada was the editorof the American

Monthly Review of Reviews, Dr. Albert Shaw.38 Shaw. a native of Ohio and a

graduate of Iowa College. received bis doctorale in political science from Johns

Hopkins University. William T. Steacl the founder and editor of the British journal

Review ofReviews chose Shaw as editor for an American version of the same

journal in 1891. Shaw was a prominent Republican and a frequent corresPQndentof

Many leading PQliticians, namely bis good friend SenatorAlbert Beveridge.39 Most

revealing. however, were bis letters to bis friend and employer, Stead. In writing to

Stead Shaw revealed bimself to he an American nationalist. who argued strongly in

favor ofAmerican hegemony in the hemisphere. His view closely pamlleled that of

Henry Cabot Lodge in seeing British possessions in North America both as

unnatural and as a threat to American interests. As with Lodge. such an attitude cao

not he dismissed simply as Angiophobia After all, Shaw penned bis letters to

Stead. Rather, Shaw regarded American hegemony in the hemisphere as necessary

37 Ibid., December 20. 252.
38 The mosl comprehensive work on Shaw is Uoyd J. Graybar. Albert Shaw of lhe Reviewof
Reviews, (LexinglOll. KY: The University Press of KeDtueky. 1974). Wbile DOlÏDg Shaw's
Anglo-Saxonism. Graybar colors Shaw as an American natiooalist walking "'band in band" wilh
Roosevell.
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to American interests. For Shaw as others~ the British Empire constituted~ '~e lion

in the path" to American greatness.

While Americans waited to hear back from the British govemment prior to

Cleveland' s December 1895 message~ Shaw' s employer, William Stead~ made a

public stand in ms British journal declaring Great Britain an "American power"

due to British possessions in the hemisphere. Cana~ said Stead~ had an equal right

to grow and prosPer as an American republic. To hemispherists sucb as Shaw and

Lodge. such an assertion was anathema to their ideas ofAmerican hegemony, and

Shaw made c1ear bis attitude in a letter to Stead.

The Dominion of Canada may be a sovereign member of the family
of nations whenever the people of the Dominion of Canada 50
ordain. But the present link between the Govemment at Ottawa and
the Govemment at London does not serve to make the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland an American power. You
claim for British Guiana or Canada as much a right to grow and
extend in this Hemisphere as any ofour full-fledged American
Govemments. But ourcontention is thatCanadaand British Guiana
have no right to extend their domain in the Western hemisphere by
getting a big European power 10 put its military force back of their
feeble colonial pretensions....40

Shaw c1early differentiated between the immature colonial possessions of Great

Britain and the "full-fledged" nations of the western hemisphere. While Canadians

viewed the sobriquet of "Dominion" as conferring autonomous status, Americans

found the titlea grating reminderofCanada's connection ID Great BritaiD. Indeed,

ooly when Canada no longer tied itself 10 the Empire would the Dominion become a

"sovereign member of the family of nations." Shaw repeated this assertion in the

December 1895 issue of bis journal. If the Dominion would sever its connection to

Great Britain, "Canada May become an 'American power.,,, Yet the imperial

connection did not maire Great Britain an American power~ Shaw stated, ~'any more

39 Beveridge's friendsbip with Shaw and the Shaw-Beveridge «IrespondeDce receive mudlattenlion
in Qaude G. Bowers. Beveridgeand the Progressive Era. (New York: The LiteJary Guildo 1932).
40 New York Public Library. Manusc:ripl Division. Albert Shaw Papers. Shaw ta Stead, 27
November 1895.
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than those relations make Canada a European power." MoreoveT, Shaw confrrmed

Olney's view of the unnatural connection between American and European states.

~'To any right-minded American," Shaw wrote, uthis whole system of European

colonies within the bounds of the Western hemisphere is astrife-inciting and a

vexatious thing.,,41 On the eve of the Venezuela crisis Shaw stated a primary facet

of American hemispherism at the tum-of-the-century. Not only should American

policy prevent any European encroachments in the western hemisphere, but it should

challenge the very idea of colonial possession in the American hemisphere. Primary

among those possessions was the Dominion of Canada.

Like Many Americans, Shaw's words ref1ected an intertwining of

nationalism and Angiophobia that viewed Canada as an obstacle to a '1>ax

Americana" in the western hemisphere. On the eve of the Venezuela crisis and the

Cuban rebellion, Shaw's reference to European possession in the hemisphere as

"strife-inciting" and "vexatious" are certainly portentous. Yet like Many English­

speaking North Americans, Shaw also believed in the superiority and unity of the

Anglo-Saxon race. Indeed, as Shaw lectured bis British friend, Anglophobia and

Anglo-Saxonism often seem to coexist. After arguing that colonial possessions did

not malee England an American power, Shaw said, "1 believe that Anglo-Saxon

civili:zation would have a better chance if England were a little less greedy for

territory." The American editor interpreted the Venezuela dispute within the context

of the United States and the British Empire constituting a single civilization.

England, according to Shaw, was breaking the rules of fair play through its land­

grabbing. Shaw echoed the American press and American politicians by speaking

of bath defending American rights and abhorring fratricide within the Anglo-Saxon

race ail in the same breath. Such ideas coexisted within American ideology, and

41 Albert Shaw, UIs Eogland an •Ameriçan Power'''!''. Review ofReviews 12. 12. (Deœmber
1895),645.
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while it appeared to sow the seeds ofconflict with Great Britain, it also paved the

way for the conflict's resolution.

A few days after Cleveland's message to Congress calling for an American

commission to investigate the boundary, Shaw again lectured Stead on England's

rash actions.

1am very sony Salisbury takes as recldess and haughty a course in
refusing a peaceful settlement of the Venezuela question. We shall
stand by the Monroe Doctrine on this side of the Atlantic, and there
will be trouble between England and the United States if England
will not do what is right, bonest, and civilized.42

Again Shaw drew upon the lexicon of Anglo-Saxonism when be chastised Stead's

country for notacting ucivilized." Like many Americans Shaw seemed especially

vexed by the British and Canadian inclination to label Canada a ""Dominion," with

the trappings ofbath an independent nation and a colony. Shaw echoed Secretary of

State Olney in calling such a contradictory status for Canada both unnatural and

dangerous.

We in this country are perfectlyaware that Canada, in all its ordinary
institutions of govemment, is just as much an independent country as
Mexico is. Canada wants ail the privileges ofan independent
American power, and does not admit that England bas any rigbts to
control Canadian policies or destinies. But this far she has preferred
to remain in a position where she cannot be beld responsible, but cao
fall back on the immense figbting power of England.

Canada sougbt to bave its cake and eat il, toc> -- the Dominion wanted the status of

an independent nation, yet bold on ta the protection of the Royal Navy and the

influence of Downing StreeL Americans saw the two as mutually exclusive, and

cbafed at the contradiction. As Olney bad conveyed 10 Salisbury, this was the

source of American frustration over Venezuela. "We are an extremely patient and

long suffering nation ta endure 50 improper an anomaly," Shaw wrote 10 Stead.

"'The situation will not always endure the strain." Again, Shaw waggled bis finger

at bis British friend and couched bis words in an aura of moral indignation. Yet as

42 Albert Shaw Papen. Shaw ta Stead. 30 December 1895.
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before, Shaw softened the blow of bis rhetoric by emphasizing the common bonds

of Americans and Britons. He expressed affection for the British, and bis hope that

he would one day see an independent Australia and uC3nada adopl a flag of her

own." For Shaw, this was the higher destiny for ail Anglo-Saxon Dominions. ~~I

believe in the English race as a colonizing and a governing race," Shaw concluded,

"but when 1 use the word governing 1Mean il in the sense of self-goveming." The

two ideas of "colonizingY
' and ~~self-governingn seem contradictory at first. Yet

coming after Shaw' s comments on Australia and~ he clearly meant to

underline the anomaly ofa British colony inhabited by Anglo-Saxons. While he

had previously SPQken ofCanada and Guiana in the same sentence, now he

differentiated between the two. One was an Anglo-Saxon colony, the other was not,

and Anglo-Saxon nations followed a higher destiny.

A few weeks later, following the Jameson Raidy the Kaiser's telegram, and

British acquiescence in the Venezuelaaffair, Shaw wrote again to the British writer

and editor. Based upon their previous correspondence conceming the status of

British possessions in the western hemisphere and the future status ofan Anglo­

Saxon Dominion like Canada, Shaw widened bis discourse into a discussion of the

future of ail Anglo-Saxon nations. Once agmn Canada figured prominendy in bis

reasoning. Shaw told Stead that bis attitude toward Canada and the other

Dominions reflected ~~no malevolent design against the British Empire." Instead,

Shaw wrote, ~1 merely hold to the view, whichy as 1always understood, was your

own view; namely, that British North America would never reach a position ofstable

or political equilibrium until federated with the United States." For Shaw such a

federation would he the natural oulcome of the Dominions attaining true autonomy.

Yet all of the Anglo-Saxon nations wouId continue to be drawn toward each other by

the bonds of blood. While Canada's CQntinued unnatural attachment to England

served to divide the United States from Great Britain, the true independence ofail
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the English-speaking nations would bind ail together into a single family. Shaw

wrote at length on this subject

1believe as strongly as ail the facts will justify in the great destiny of
the English-speaking areas, and in the value ofail the real binds
which hold the American, the Australian, the Canadian and the South
African alike in close and dear relationship with England, the
common mother of us aiL But as 1 look to the future, it seems to me
perfectly sure that Canada, Australiaand South Africa, let us say
twenty, thirty or forty years hence, would grow faster and amount to
more if they were independent countries, while their political
independence would make such an alliance between England, the
United States and these other English-speaking regions as would
amount virtually to one federation....

Shaw's attitudes appeared formed much more by racial ideology than by

anglophobia Using the familial terms ofAnglO-Saxonism he referred to England

as '~e mother of us al1." Moreover, he looked forward to the day when ail

English-speaking nations would form a single federation, with political

independence for the Anglo-Saxon Dominions a necessary prerequisite.

Shaw' s vision of an Anglo-Saxon federation was a common one at the tum

of the century. Many men in the United States, Great Britain, and the English­

speaking dominions held the notion that loyalty to the race existed on a higher plane

than loyalty to ones nation. Such a union would serve to ensure the peace of the

world and the onward march ofcivilization and Christianity. The idea took hold

among many Social Gospellers who gave turn-of-the-century Anglo-Saxonism a

millennial quality. With the dawn ofanew and uncertain century, many believed

that English-speaking men across the globe must band together to continue Gad's

mission. Shaw's correspondent, William Stead, shared many of the same ideas. In

1902 he published a volume entitied The Americanization of the World: or, the

Trend of theTwentieth Centurv. Stead warned bis fellow-coUDtrymen that the

empire risked losing its place among the great powers of the world. 6'Unless we

cao succeed in merging the British Empire in the English-speaking United States of

the World," Stead wrote, "the disintegration of our Empire, and our definite
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displacement from the position ofcommercial and financial primacy is only a matter

of lime, and probably a very short time.YY Stead made clear that racial affinity

conslituted the foundation of such a federation:

If, on the other hand, we subslitute for the insular patriotism ofour
nation the broader patriotism of the race, and frankly throw in our lot
with the Americans 10 realize the great ideal of Race Unio~ we shaH
enter upon a new era of power and prosperity the like of which the
race has never realized since the world began.

Stead cited the emergence of the United States as 6~e greatest of world-Powersn

as the greatest phenomenon of the time. Instead of constituting a threat to the

empire, AmericaYs new status actually created newand greater opportunities for the

British. Together, the United States and Great Britain would form a unified entity

with unlimited power for good. 66We shall continue on a wider scale,n Stead wrote,

6~O carry out the providential mission which has been entrusted 10 the English­

speaking Race, whose United States will be able 10 secure the peace of the

W orld. n43 For Stead, a powerful Anglo-Saxon United States indicated a means by

which great Britain might maintain ils status among nations. By utilizing Angl~

Saxon rhetoric, a possible threat became a naturaI benefit

Just as the British used Angl~Saxonism10 alter their ideas of the United

States, sa, too, did Many Americans employ Anglo-Saxon rhetoric to alter their view

of Great Britain and Canada. Shaw conveyed to Stead bis understanding of their

basic agreement upon the Anglo-Saxon apportionment of the world.

When the UReviewn was founded, and you and 1 proceeded to
apportion the earth, you assured me, as 1 understood il, that sa far as
Anglo-Saxon institutions were concerned you fully conceded 10 the
United States the priority and the essential hegemony of the Western
Hemisphere. You have more than once assured me personally, and if
1mistake not have said in print, that you would welcome the day
when the Nonh American republic extended from the Arctic ocean 10
the isthmus ofPcmama.44

43 William T. Stead. uPrefaœ," The Americanization of the WorIdj or.The Trend of the Twentieth
Cennuv. (London: Review of Reviews Aunual. 19029 reprinted by Garland Publishing. 1972).
44 Albert Shaw Papers. Shaw to Stead. 20 January 1896.

S2



•

•

•

Few British Anglo-Saxonists sought American rule over~ however, and few

Americans wished to extend American rule over tropical climes assumed to be

inhabitable by white men. Yet Stead and Shaw, among others, would agree that

American hegemony in the western hemisphere would guarantee the status quo and

protect British interests and UAnglo-Saxon institutions.n Shaw employed the

Anglo-American journal as an apt metaphor for the Anglo-American rapprochement,

~~apportioningn the earth between the two great Anglo-Saxon powers.

Canada's Reaction

Just as Americans reacted ta the Venezuela crisis with the expected outburst of

Anglophobia, English-Canadians responded with traditional exclamations of

Loyalism. Canadians declared their unbending loyalty to Great Britain, vowed to

derend against any attaek by the Uni ted States, and rejected President Cleveland's

extension of the Monroe Doctrine. Yet only the Most Tory of the Loyalist press

took an explicit anti-American stand. Of these the Halifax Herald was Most virulenL

In an editorial on December 21, the paper derided the citizen of the United States.

~'The American people send missionaries 10 the heathen," the Herald observed,

Ubut we venture to assert that there are more people who have ail the vices of the

heathen in the United States than in any country on the face of Ïhe globe."45 The

paper ca.lled American politicians ~~reckless and corrupt" and the American press

Umadly jingoistic." Yet Most of the English-Canadian press look a more moderate

tone. Canadian editors urged their readers to take no offensive action that might

lead to hostilities. Certainly this May have resulted from Canadians realizing their

untenable position in the event ofan Anglo-American war. Yet the press a1so

stressed Canadian-American ties and the unily of the Anglo-Saxon family. On the

surface, then, the Venezuela crisis resul~ in typical expressions of Canadian
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loyalty. Yet it also led to Canadian professions of racial affinity with their American

neighbors. Such expressions of Anglo-Saxon rhetoric constituted an important step

in Canadians accepting an Anglo-American rapprochement based upon American

hegemony in the hemisphere. Many Canadian historians have depicted the crisis as

leading to increased anti-Americanism which resulted in heightened Canadian

imperialism. This May have been the result among the Most strident of Loyalists.

For Many other Canadians~however~ the crisis marked an important step in

establishing a new relationship with the United States and seeing a common destiny

for the Anglo-Saxon family~ both on the continent and tbroughout the world.

While Canadians vowed to stand with the mother country in case of war~

they also expressed their belief that war would not come. Many editors pressed

their readers to refrain from offensive actions. Leading among these was John W.

Daroe of the Manitoba Free Press, ajournai owned by Oifford Siflon, future

Member of Parliament for Winnipeg and Minister of Interior in the Laurier

government. Soon after President Cleveland's message, the Feee Press published

an editorial with the headline "Avoid Irritation." Despite the offensive tone of the

American president' s message, the paper said, ~'Canadians should he careful to

avoid giving the least cause for irritation." Indeed, the paper continued, if

Canadians were honest with themselves, ''we should have to reproacb ourselves for

being responsible for Most of the ill-feeling towards England that undoubtedly

exists across the border." The editorial referred 10 "Canadian selfishness" during

the Bering Sea dispute and looming trouble in Alaska. "Let us avoid even the

appearance of suspicion oroffence~" the paperconcluded.46

Another influential proponent ofCanadian moderation during the Venezuela

crisis was the Very Reverend George M. Grant, the Principal ofQueen's University

45 Halifax Haald, 21 Deœmber 1895.
46 Manitoba Free Press, 20 Deœmber 1895.
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and the editor of Queen' s Ouarterly.47 Grant had long been an advocate of Anglo­

American solidarity. Indeed, Grant believed that Canada stood at the nexus of the

British and American peoples, and had a udivine missionn to be a "living link"

between the two great Anglo-Saxon nations. As early as 1887 Grant had

proclaimed that Canada

was American because the abnosphere, climate and other physical
conditions onder which people grew up, determined to a great extent
their character and place in bistory. But it was also British, because
we have inherited from Britain not merely that which the United
States bas inherited, language, literature, laws and blood, and the
fondamental principles ofcivil and religious life, butalso continuity
of nationallife.48

Throughout the Anglo-American rapprochement Grant would interpret Canada's

mission via such Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. Grant advocated Canada acting as a "linch-

pinn between the United States and GreatBritain based upon Canada's unique

British-American heritage. Although most historians place the linch-pin theory of

Canadian national mission after World War 1, c1early an Anglo-Saxon version of the

theory existed sorne time before.

Grant received much attention during the Venezuela crisis, with bis words

and writings appearing not ooly in Oueen's Ouarterly, but also in Canadian

Magazine and Methodist Magazine, bath of wbich supponed the Social Gospel.

The Free Press reprinted a sermon of Grant' s in which he said that Great Britain

should ~~put up with aImost everything from the United States short of a direct

attack."49 In the January issue of Oueen's 0uarterly Grant repeated bis plea that

uno provocation must come from our side."so Grant, a believer in the Social

-n See Carl Berger, The Sense of Power. Berger notes tbat by the end of the Dineteenth century
Grant bad "atlaiDed the stature ofa Christian statesman and moral guardian by speakiDg out CIl

public questioDS." (25) Berger is caMful to differentiate the imperialism ofGrant and bis fellow
Canada First member. Colonel George Oenison. (171)
48 G.M. Grant Papers. vol. 25, c1ipping from the Toronto Mail 14 February 1887, in Berger, The
Sense of Power. 171.
49 Free Press.. 23 December 1895.
sa "Current Events," Queeo's Quanedv m. 3, (January 1896), 238.
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Gospel and a hater of war, obviously sought to err on the side of caution in

preventing a eonfliet with the United States. And he was happy with the results. In

the February edition of Methodist Magazine Grant noted that Canadians had

responded to Americanjingoism with great Moderation. ~"'here was no outery,"

Grant observed, "no boasting; no word indicating hatred of our neighbours; no

retorts....n51 Canadians dismissed American spread-eagle-ism as Mere political

maneuvering and went quietly about their business.

Like Many other Canadians, Grant declared that Great Britain, Canada and

the United States were inextricably linked together and would not go to War. A

number of papers pointed to the great volume of trade.51 Yet much more

significantly, the English-Canadian press affirmed the impossibility of war between

the United States and the British Empire because of the bonds of race. In doing so,

journalists and editors œrtainly took their lead in part from the British press. After

President Cleveland' s message the New York World cabled leading British men in

politics, the royal family, and religion to comment upon the prospect ofwar between

the United States and Great Britain. Their answers had an immediate calming effect

in the United States, and set the tone for much of the Canadian press. Not

surprisingly, the British decried the possibility of war because of, as the prince of

Wales said,. the "warm feeling of friendship which bas existed" between the two

eountries for so long. Yet the British went beyond merely wishing forpeace; they

employed Anglo-Saxon rhetoric that underscored the naturaI bonds hetween the

United States and Great Britain and their common mission in the world. Lord

Rosebery, the Liberal leader, said such a war would he "the greatest crime on

record" especially as the 'bvo mighty nations of the Anglo-Saxon race" appeared

ready to "overshadow the world in [the] best interests of Christianity and

SI George M. Grant, "Our Origins:' MethodistMagaz.ine xun, 2. 143.
52 Ottawa EveDing Joumal, 31 Deœmber 1895. and Montreal Gazelle, 2S Deœmber 1895.
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civilization." The leading men of English religion especially underscored the

familial relations between Great Britain and the United States and the two nations'

civilizing mission. "Our common humanity and our Christianity would sternly

condemn a fratricidal war," Cardinal Vaughn said. "We are too closely hound to

America by blood, respect and affection." The Bishop of Manchester stated that an

Anglo-American conflict would be "a civil war" and a "crime against civilization."

Finally. the Archbishop of Armagh called such a war '~nnatural strife between

mother and daughter, the leaders in [the] progress [of] Christianity and

civilization.,,53 Such public overtures from leading British figures might he said to

have been the opening movements toward the Anglo..American rapprochement,

coming even before the turmoil in South Africaand the Kaiser's menacing telegram.

While such Anglo-Saxon rhetoric did not, in the end, cause the rapprochement, it

certainly provided the ideological justification. Moreover, when the British spoke of

"fratricidal war" and the progress of "Christianity and civilization," they drew

upon language and ideas common tbroughout the North Atlantic triangle.

The English-Canadian press echoed the Anglo..Saxon sentiments of the

British. No American or Englishman would go to war, said the Free Press.

"especially over such a wretehed question as tbis Venezuelan boundary.,,54 "Setde

Il," a headline in the same paper demanded, for the present crisis did Dot merit

risking '~e goodwill of the United States." The citizens of the United States and

Great Britain were essentially one people, and the paper looked toward the day when

"the Anglo-American people will be masters of the world.•dS For Principal Grant,

too, the racial unity of the Anglo-American people prohibited any "fratricidal

strife. "56 Americans and British were not about to "slaughter kinsfolk," Grant

53 Quoled in Montreal Gazette, 26 December 1895.
54 Manitoba Free Press, 23 Deœmber 1895.
55 Manitoba Free Press, 8 January 1896.
56 George Grant, uOur Origins," Queep' sQuartedy m, l, (January 1896), 142.
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stated in a December sermon. In Oueen's Ouarterly he wondered al the 6~ad fever

for war" in the United States. Such an outburst Uon the part of a Parisian mob"

would he understandable, but not u on the part of English-speaking men, of their

race, religion and business habits." Despite President Cleveland's strongly-worded

message, Grant did not believe that the American president would allow a war and

thus 66sacrifice civilization."s7 Canadian Myazine noted Grant's comments in the

Week where he stated, 661 believe that the child is barn who will see a moral reunion

of the English-speaking race, commercial union based on free trade, a common

tribunal and a common citizenship, if not more." Moreover, the journal called Grant

u one of Canada' s representative men" whose views reflected 6~e hopes of Many

Canadians."58

Many periodicals repeated the idea of the essential unity of all English­

speaking men. The Toronto Globe even quoted the French-Canadian Liberal leader,

Wilfrid Laurier, who said, 6'fhe best feeling in Canadaand in the United States to­

day would regard a war between Great Britain and the United States as being as

fratricidal as that in which thirty years ago were shed pools of blood."59 Although

c1early not Anglo-Saxon himself, Laurier was a master of rhetoric and would often

employ Anglo-Saxonist language 10 underscore bis desire for Canadian-American

harmony. The Globe also quoted the British politician Arthur Balfour who stated

that 6~e British people have a pride of race which embraced every English­

speaking community in the world, and an Anglo-Saxon patriotism." Indeed the

Globe, the leading organ of the Liberal party in Canada and the paper with the

widest circulation in Ontario, utilized much Anglo-Saxon rhetoric in its response to

the Venezuelacrisis. lnitially, its headlines and editorial comments were

indistinguisbable from most other Canadian newspapers. On December 18 the

57 Ibid., 237-8.
58 "Current Thougbt," CanadianMagazine VI. 2. (December 1895).
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Globe called Cleveland the ~lnostextreme jingoist" and the president's message to

Congress Ua practical declaration of war." A few days laler, an editorial notOO that

~~the theatre of war" would consist of '~e coasts and frontiers of the United States

and Canada" Canada, the paper declared, '~accepts absolutely without

murmuring" the "grave" situation facing Canada, and stood ready to ~~co-operate

fully with Britain." Yet the same editorial hoped to see all avenues of diplomacy

exhausted in order to "prevent such a calamity as war between the two great

English-speaking peoples of the world" Moreover, the paper notOO the affinity

between Canadians and Americans, and viewOO the future of the continent in racial

lenns: ~lhere is surely room on tbis North American continent for the peaceful

development of two nations ofEnglish-speaking people. and peaceful development

is the only ambition of the people of Canada."6O

Only days later the Globe expanded upon the theme ofAnglo-American

affinity, expressing shock that Americans would ponder "war with a country ta

whom they are everlastingly hound by blood, religion and literature." "Il is

inexplicable." an editarial entitled '7he War Cloud" stated, since "Americans

speak the Engiish tongue, welcome English capital. read English books, witness

English plays, listen ta English lecturers, and buyand selI more with England than

with any other country in the world'061 On Christmas Eve, a week after President

Cleveland' s message to Congress. the paper included interviews with some of

Ontario' s leading men. Sorne, such as o. A. Howland, former Mayor ofToronta

and a member of the provinciallegislature, urgOO Canada ta make the necessary

preparations for a conflict. Yet he also cautioned Canadians to refrain from

'~nnecessary language" that would excite the situation and lead, not merely ta war,

but to the "ruin of civilization." The paper noted that most of those who had

59 Toronto Globe, 18 January 1896.
60 Toronto Globe. 21 December 1895.
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expressed opinions believed that there would be no war "between the two nations so

closely allied to each other.u Included among these was Dr. Withrowyeditorof the

Methodist Magazine. UWhat is to be feared worse than war with ail its bloodshed

and barbarismyn he wrote to the Globe, "is kindling the fires of hate between

kindred people and creating a bitter feud which would outlast a century.'y The

paper's editorial page continued to address the crisis and in an editorial entitled

uSpurious Patriotismn sought the reasons behind American Anglophobia, which

caused Americans to be "ill-disposed towards their kindred on the other side of the

Atlantic."62

The theme ofan Anglo-American war being a war between kin was a

common oney and taken up by other periodicals. The Montreal Daily Star had

initially responded 10 the crisis with avowals of loyalty and even offered to oudit a

regimentand support the men's families while they were in the field. Yetalmost

simultaneously the paperoffered a moderate tone, praying that "western civilization

May he spared this unnatural scourge.,,63 "No Canadian wishes a war with the

United States,u the paper stated. "It would present the spectacle of the two leading

columns of civilization pausing in the march forward to tire upon each other.,764

The Canadian Magazine printed a poem entitled "Fratricide" bya LondonyOntarioy

author:

War with our brother? -- sooner let our hands
FaU pamlyzed forever by our sides;
Forbid i~ Heavenythat these fair fields run red
With blood we deem no other than our own.65

While the English-Canadian press initially responded ta President Cleveland's

message with outrage and caUs for the preparation of Canada's defense, within a

61 Toronto Globe. 23 December 1895.
62 Toronto Globe. 24 December 1895
63 Montteal Dailv Star, 23 Deœmber 1895.
~ Ibid.• 28 December 1895.
6S F.P.B.y uFratricidey" CaDadianMaga7ine 6.4. (February 1896).380.
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\Veek the ne\Vspapers' tone had become much more moderate. While Canadians

\Vould do their duty and stand by the Mother Country, they abhorred the thought of

a ~1"ratricidal" \Var \Vith the United States. With the crisis coming only thirty years

after the end of the American Civil War, Many English-Canadian \Vriters made the

implicit point that an Angl~American\Var would really be an Anglo-Saxon war - a

\Var with the United States, as the above poem stated, would he a ~~ar with our

brother."

During the Venezuela crisis, Many Canadian public men studiously avoided

making statements in arder to avoid complicating Anglo-American relations. Sir

Charles Tupper' s comment on December 27 that no ~'fratricidal war" would occur

between '~e two great Anglo-Saxon nations of the world" was a rare one.66 The

Christmas holiday may have also played a role in Canadian politicians' initiallack

ofcomment. Such reticence proved wise since by the time the House of Commons

reconvened in February, the situation had altered significantly. Tensions in the Cape

had reached a new high with Colonel Jameson's botehed coup attempt on December

29, and the entire British Empire bristled upon word of the German Kaiser' s

congratulatory telegram to President Paul Kruger. The Kaiser had applauded the

South Africans' ability 10 put down the rebellion 'without appealing to the aid of

friendly powers." Now EngIand found herself faced with international crises on

two fronts. Unwilling to risk a serious breach with the Americans while facing

possible German interference in the Cape, Lord Salisbury agreed to put the

Venezuela boundary question ta arbitration. Moreover, leading British politicians,

writers, and even the Prince of Wales, filled the pages of the British press with

declarations of goodwill and affection for their American cousins. Threatened by

European rivais, the British essentially conceded American hegemony in the western

66 Toronto Mail and Empire, 28 Dccember 1895.
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hemisphere~ viewing American preservation of the status quo in the Americas as a

henefit to imperial policy.

Such was the situation when the House of Commons reconvened and a

motion entered addressing the recent crises with both the United States and

Germany. The motion eonsisted of two parts. The ficst part assured the imperiai

government of Canada's ~1Jnalterableloyalty and devotion to the British Throne

and eonstitution.t7 and that in the case of confliet, U no other part of the Empire than

the Dominion ofCanada would more substantial sacrifices attest the determination

of Her Majesty' s subjects to maintain unimpaired the integrity and inviolate the

honour of Her Majesty' s Empire.'~ Such a declaration of loyalty offered little that

was new. stating only that Canada stood with the Mother Country no matter what

erisis arose. While slightly belligerent in tone, the object of the motion appeared to

he Germany and not the United States~ since the second part of the motion

expressed the udesire of the people of Canada to maintain the Most friendly

relations with their kinsmen of the United States. t7 Simultaneously expressing

loyalty to the empire and friendship with the United States, the Commons motion

illustrated that Canadian imperialism did not always Mean anti-Americanism. At the

end of the nineteenth century.loyalty to the empire and identity of interest with the

United States were not mutually exclusive, but actually co-existed quite easily.

Indeed~ Many Canadians viewed friendly and profitable Canadian-American

relations as serving imperial needs. The ability of English-Canadians to identify

simultaneously with their British and American cousins was reflected by the

motion~s reference to Canadians' ~6kinsmenof the United States." Although

openly discussing war with the republic only a few weeks earlier, Canadians quickly

reconcHed themselves to the reality of the rapprochement through the medium of

race.

62



•

•

•

One after the other Canadian Members of PMliament stood 10 support the

motion and proclaim friendship with the United States. In pan many of these men

may have simply been copying what their British counterparts had been saying

publicly for weeks. Yet the Canadian M.P.s did more than merely ape British

politicians. Instead, through their support of the motion the Canadian M.P.s

illustrated that they possessed a unique conception not only of the empire's

relations with the United States, but aIso of the role that Canada could play in

bringing about Anglo-American goodwill. As Canada's raie in Anglo-American

relations could only be peripheral, the M.P.s' discussion was limited to generalized

rhetoric. Yet such rhe10ric showed that they conceived of Anglo-Canadian­

American relations through the medium of race. The M.P.s stressed their kinship

with the Americans, and their common ties of race and language.

In introducing bis motion for better relations between the two countries,

William McNeill repeated the idea of Americans being the "kin" of Canadians. He

declared that "it is the eamest wish of every Canadian to maintain the most friendly

relations with the great people who divide this continent with us, whom we regard as

our kindred." 67 McNeill spoke of the "extraordinary development of the feeling

of kinshipn by British people for Americans, and echoed Canadian and British

newspapers in referring 10 an Anglo-American war as &1mnatural fratricidal strife.n

Canadians did not want war, McNeill stated, &&and least of all do we expect to have

war with our own kith and kin.n68 Louis Davies of Prince Edward Island also

expressed "horror" at the possibility of Canadians being threatened by &&her own

kïn.n &&CommerciaIly and sociaIly," Davies said, "our relations are intertwined and

untied, and are becoming yearly more 50." Davies pointed out the essential unity of

the British and American peoples, and even drew upon an American source:

67 House of Commons. Debates, 5 February 1896, 1187.
68 Ibid., 1189.
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Largely speaking the same language, largely drawing inspiration
from the same sources, and worshipping at the same altars, 1 believe
in the sentiment expressed the other day by a Senator of the United
States [Wolcott] that, after ail, blood is thickerthan water, and that
the man or the nation who precipitates a war and all ils horrors
between these two great English-~ngnations, would he
commining a crime against humanity.69

George Cockbum repeated Davies' s point about the common Anglo-Saxon heritage

of Canada and the United States. "They are no doubt," Cockbum said, 6'peoples

whose national roots go down deep into the same past as our own; we draw from the

fountain the same literature; we have the same science, the same arts, the same

language; we worship...at the same altars; our institutions are to a great extent

similar. ,,70 With such characteristics transcending national boundaries, Cockbum

suggested that Canadians 66rise to the conception of a higher patriotism," one above

the 66domestic patriotism" of '~e Canadian for Canada" or the 66ImPerial

patriotism for the Imperial Empire." Cockbum painted a picture of the English­

Canadian as having an ever-increasing circle of loyalty, first 10 Canada, then to the

greater empire, then 10 the even greater Anglo-Saxon race. Anglo-Saxonism allowed

Canadians to have sympathy and even identify with Americans without undennining

their loyalty to either the nation or the empire.

After Cockbum Sir Richard Cartwright continued the discussion of Anglo­

Canadian-American relations using the racial theme. Cartwright noted the

'~emendousconsequences" of a "collision unhappily ever occurring between the

!Wo great Anglo-Saxon nations." He stated that "such a war would be a fratricidal

war," and evidently meant il bath figuratively and literally. u[T]here is scarcelyone

family in ten in the Dominion of Canada," Cartwrighl pronounced, 4'which has not

a son or a brother or a near relative in sorne part of the United States.77 The cultural,

business, and familial ties between the lWO nations were so great in fac~ th~

according to Cartwright, 66Canada and tlte Northem States, at any rate, are more

69 Ibid.. 1192-3.
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closely knit together in a great many ways than the North and the South were before

the war. ,,71 Cartwright made c1ear that he viewed the recent Venezuela crisis in

racial terms, expressing disbelief, as Many Canadians and Americans had, that Grea[

Britain and the United States would go to war over something 50 trivial as a few

acres of South American swamp. uI think il would he a thousand pities,"

Cartwright said, ~'were a singJe drop of Angl<rSaxon blood shed for the sake of ail

those murderous man-monkeys in South America." For Cartwrigh~one of the

Liberal leaders and future Cabinet memher, viewing Anglo-American relations

through the prism of race made the choice for Canada c1ear. The Dominion had

much more in cornmon with Americans and their "Anglo-Saxon bloodn than with

the "murderous rnan-monkeys.n

Finally, a few more M.P.s reiterated the themes discussed by McNeill,

Cockburn, and CanwrighL Following upon Cartwright's poin~ one noted that he

had a son in the United States.7
%Another stated that Canadians and Americans, by

their uconnection of blood, by geographical position, by long tradition,n the two

people uought to he the closest friends in the world.,,73 Any conflictarising

between the two countries would thus he l''only of the nature ofa lovers' quarrel, or

aquarrel between near relatives." The two nations were, afterall, related 10 each

other 66direcdy by blood.,,74 SirJames Grant noted the essential identity of interest

between Canadians and Americans, noting that 6~ousandsof our young men

fought and fell on their battlefields for the abolition of slavery, and for the extension

of the principles ofcivilization." Grant even went 50 far as to pledge that 66if the

United States were in trouble again to-morrow, the people of Canada would he

70 Ibid., 1194.
71 Ibid., 1199.
72 Ibid., 1205.
73 Ibid. 1208.
7. Ibid., 1209.
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willing to assist them out of their difficulty..,,75 With the America.n press focusing

on the renewed rebellion on the Spanish island of Cuba, sueh a commitment

certainly went further than Most Canadians were willing to go. Yet with ail the taIt

throughout the North Atlantic Triangle about an UAnglo-Saxon alliance," Grant's

pledge adhered to the spirit of the time. After all, as Grant declared, Canadians and

Americans constituted a single people: "'We are one people on this North American

continent. We cultivate the same fields, and we promote the same principles of

literature, science, and art. Let us advance in unity and peace.,,76 Within ooly a few

weeks, Canadians had moved from talking of war with the United States to talking

of a brilliant future for the two nations. Indeed, such effusive expressions of the

essential unity among ail Anglo-Saxon peoples came directly on the heels of a

vigorous political union movement. By viewing their English-speaking '~cousins"

in the republic as partof a larger, single family, Canadians reconciled themselves 10

the new international realities.

Sir James Grant and the other M.P.s' comments about Anglo-Saxon unity

were colored by the international situation. The United States had asserted

hegemony in the western hemisphere, and Great Britain, threatened with belligerent

Boers and a saber-rattling Kaiser, acquiesced. The speeches of the Canadian

POliticians, then, moved logically from affirmations offriendship with the United

States and the unity of the English-speaking world, to the PQSsibility of Anglo­

American cooPeration. The simultaneous Venezuela and South Africa crises

underscored for Many the isolation of the British Empire amidst numerous rivais.

An alliance between the United States and the British Empire would not only protect

Canada, but would constitute a ''family reunion" among the Anglo-Saxon nations.

Made highly aware of the Empire's precarious position by recent events, manyof

the Canadian M.P.s showed themselves eager 10 roster such an alliance. In

7S Ibid., 1212
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introducing bis motion McNeill expressed bis gratification al seeing the nation

preparing for better defense. Yet he quicldy added that such provisions did not

necessarily arise ubecause of anything that May have happened on our southem

border." Unfortunately, McNeill said, "proofs of unfriendliness seem to come

from the four corners of the world.,,77 Louis Davies made more explicit the

connection he viewed between threats from European powers and the desire for

doser Anglo-American cooperation. Davies spoke of British interests in the Cape

being umenaced by the German autocraL" He then declared himself to he in favor

of an Anglo-American alliance in the strongest terms. "An alliance hetween Great

Britain and the United States would he the guarantee of the world's peace, no nation

and combination of nations is strong enough to withstand a union between the

greatest Empire in the world and the greatesl republic in the world." Davies

refeITed to a recent, bighly-publicized speech by the British politician Arthur

Balfour, who hoped to see Great Britain and the United States work 10gether "10

promote and extend the Anglo-Saxon ideas of liberty," and by doing 50 "fulfill the

duties Providence had entrusted to her." Davies called Balfour's remarks ''noble

words," and the religious ovenones evidendy struck a chord with this leading

Liberal and future MinisterofFisheries. Davies simply repeated afrequendy­

expressed sentiment about Anglo-American relations: a war between the two Angla­

Saxon nations would he a crime against God and humanity, while an alliance

between them would bring peace, extend liberty, and fulftll the duties of Providence.

Yet like many of the English-Canadian commentators during the crisis, especially

George Grant, Davies helieved Canada had a special duty to foster such an alliance.

u[E]very Canadian who helps forward such a blessed consummation," Davies said,

"makes a substantial and national offering 10 the Empire." With bis reference 10 a

76 Ibid., 1213
77 Ibid., 1189.
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Ublessed consummation" between the United States and Great Britain~Davies

called upon Canada to act as matchmaker between the Anglo-Saxon powers.

In bis comments Richard Cartwright also linked an Anglo-American alliance

to the present international situation. England~ he said~ Ustands in a state of splendid

but dangerous isolation." An alliance between the '~l40~OOO,()()() English people~n

Cartwright said~ evidently meaning English-sPeaking people~ would not only place

the empire in a more secure position; through such an alliance Ua very great security

would he given to the peace and welfare of the world al large and ta the future

progress of the world at large." Cartwright concluded by agreeing with Davies that

ail Canadian men ~~hocao aid and help, and who do aid and help~ in promoting

that, will render the greatest service that cao he rendered 10 Canada in the first place,

and the British Empire atlarge, in the second place.,t Just as a numher of English­

Canadians had proposed a ularger loyalty'" 10 the Anglo-Saxon race, Cartwright

and other M.P.s discussed the overlapping and mutually supporting loyalties of

Canadians. A Canadian might take an action that henefitedCan~England~ the

British Empire, and the Anglo-Saxon race, including the United States. Clearly for

the Canadian representatives, none of these loyalties excluded the other.

By means of Anglo-Saxon rhetoric~ widl its emphasis on familial lies, racial

affinity, and a common mission~English-Canadians greatly modified their initial

response to the Venezuela crisis. Cries about American uspread-eagle-ism" or

~)ingoism"were quickly replaced with expressions of friendship and caution.

Fears about an American attaek were replaced by fears ofan apocalyptic war

between the Anglo-Saxon powers. Canadian uloyalty" during the crisis initially

meant providing a unified front to the Americans and shouldering a fair, Canadian

share of the defense burden. However, Canadian "'loyalty" 800n came to Mean

doing nolbing to irritate Anglo-American relations, and even helping to foster those

relations by whatever means available. To English-Canadians, the nation's national
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mission moved from that of an outpost of the British Empire to a country that was

both British and American, as weil as Anglo-Saxon. Such themes would he

repeated during the events tbat constituted the Anglo-American rapprochement and

Arnerica's rise to world power. Byearly 1896, Canadians had already significantly

altered their perception of the United States by way of Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. The

United States was not sorne foreign menace that threatened Canada's very existence,

but a member of a global Anglo-Saxon family. With threats to the British Empire

on a number of fronts, Canadians would rejoice in the Anglo-Saxon affinity of their

southem neighbors.

The Aftermath: Anglo-Saxonism Entrenehed

With the failed Jameson Raid in the Transvaal and the Kaiser' s congratulatory

telegram to President Kruger, the British govemment quickly chose acquiesœnce in

the Venezuela matter over facing crises on two fronts. Through the intermediary of

Lord Playfair, a former Liberal Cabinet minister, Salisbury suggested to

Ambassador Bayard not only '1"riendly arbitrationu of the Venezuela boundary, but

a1so a conference of the European powers with colonies in the western hemisphere

to "proclaim the Monroe Doctrine. 9
,78 Recalling Salisbury's previous rejection of

arbitration and bis pedagogical dismissaI of the Monroe Doctrine, the British

government's new position represented a near-complete about-face. Although

Bayard favored such a conference, Olney quicldy rejected that idea, explaining that

the United States was "content" with the "existing status of the Monroe

Doctrine. ,,79

By the end of the month, the British and Americans had agreed upon an

Anglo-American Commission to arbitrate the line. The British essentially conceded

78 Bayard to Olney. 13 January 1896. in Henry James. Richard OIney and His Public Service.
(Boston: Houghtonand MifOinCo.• 1923. reprint: New York, DeCapa Press. 1971).228.
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to the American right to intervene in the Venezuela dispute. That "concessionn \Vas

the essence of bath America's rise to world power and the parallel Angl<:rAmerican

rapprochemenL

Ambassador Bayard had long worked to bring about a better Anglo­

American relationship, and often utilized Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. Yet many blamed

him personally for the Venezuelacrisis, fornothaving made America's position

clear to the British. "If the American feeling had been properly represented to Lord

Salisbury by the American Ambassador,n Senator Lodge wrote Henry White,

whom Olney had used as an unofficial agent during the Venezuela crisis, "all this

trouble could have been avoided."so Indeed, Bayard had been unhappy with

Olney's provocative missive ta the British Oovernment, and both the President and

the SecretaJy of State had chided the ambassador for bis stance. Bayard's case

illustrated the limits ofAnglo-Saxon rhetoric. Although the American ambassador

to Great Britain used such rhetoric 10 Coster better Angio..American relations, bis

ideal differed significandy from thase who 80ught 10 assert American hegemony

and flex America' s new world-power muscles. Bayard's Anglo..Saxonism did not

help bring about the Anglo-American rapprochement Ind~ it may have

precipitated an Anglo..American connict by causing Bayard to dilute the force of

American feeling regarding Venezuela and the Monroe Doctrine. The settlement of

the Venezuela crisis came as a relief 10 Bayard, and had, as he wrote to President

Cleveland, accomplished ''the maintenance of friendly competition in the onward

march of civilization of the two great branches of the Engiish-speaking people.nSI

Only after the crisis did Bayard's Angio..Saxonism coïncide with the new friendly

feeling between the United States and Great Britain.

79 Olney ta Bayard. 14 January 1896, ibid. 229.
80 Remy White Papers. Manuscript Division. Ubrary ofCongress. ùxlge to White. 12 March
1896.
81 Nevins. Bayard to Oeveland. 29 January 1896,426.
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In the Capitol Senator Wolcott reciprocated the Anglo-Saxon expressions of

goodwill from the other side of the Atlantic. In a speech that received much

comment the Senator from Colorado thanked God he was of the Anglo-Saxon race,

and sPQke atlength of the Anglo-Americans' common blood and common mission.

uEverywhere upon the earth," he said, "it is our mission ta ameliorate, to civilize, to

Christianize, to loosen the bonds ofcaptivity, and point the souls of men to noble

heights." The advancement of the human race meant '1he spread of the religion of

Christ and the dominance of the English-speak:ing people, and wherever you find

both, you find communities where freedom exists and law is obeyed.n Once the

applause had died down, Wolcott continued along the familiar Anglo-Saxon line:

Blood is thicker than water, and until some quarrel divides us, which
Heaven forbid, May these (wo great nations, of the same speech and
Iineage and traditions, stand as brothers, shoulder to shouIder, in the
interest ofhumanity, by their union compelling peace, and awaiting
the coming of the day when nation shaH not lift sword agaïnst nation,
neither shaH they leam war any more.81

Wolcott spoke in the familial, biblical and millennial terms of Anglo-Saxonism. He

repeated the old refrain that "blood is thicker than water," and referred to Anglo­

Saxons as ubrothers.n Finally, Wolcott expressed the popular view that an Anglo­

American combination couid dictate not onIy the spread ofcivilization, but the end

ofwar itself. Already Americans understood tbat Anglo-American relations had

entered a new phase, and they viewed it through the prism ofAnglo-Saxonism.

Ofcourse, not everyone held such views. In a January 261etter to bis

daughter Anna, Theodore Roosevelt called Wolcott's address "a very foolish pro­

English and anti-American speech." Roosevelt still harbored oId Anglophobic

feelings that had ooly been exacerbated by the Venezuela matter. In the same letter

Roosevelt praised Olney as "far more of a man than the president,n high praise

from the masculinity-minded Dakota "dude,n and criticized John Hay as "more

82 Wolcott's speech, quoted in Toronto Mail and Fmpire, 23 Jauuary 1896.
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English than the English.,,83 Yet the outbreak of renewed rebellion in Cuba and the

prospect ofwar in South Africa began to alter Roosevelt' s view of the British. Two

months later he wrote to Henry White bis view that American foreign poHcy

"should emphatically he vigorous," and blamed England's current erisis in the

Transvaal on Gladstooe's "cowardly relreat" in the Cape and bis previous

"magnanimity" to the Boers. Roosevelt did oot express Anglophobie glee that

EngJand might get her nose bloodied by the Boers, but great regret that "the English

had serious trouble ahead of them at the Cape and in South Africa generally." "1

am very sorry for this," Roosevelt told White,

for though 1 gready admire the Boers, 1 feel it is to the interest of
civilization that the English-speak:ing race should be dominant in
South Africa, exactly as it is for the interestofcivilization that the
United States themselves, the greatest branch of the English­
speaking race, shouId he dominant in the Western hemisphere.84

Roosevelt's words summed up the view of Many Americans at the time. While

Many viewed the Boers as a righteous and oppressed people standing firm in the

face ofa distant colonial power, the world's needs mandated that Anglo-Saxon

peoples, and not those ofTeutonic, oreven Duteh extraction like Roosevelt himself,

rule in Africa. Roosevelt used the rhetoric ofAnglo-Saxonism liberally in bis letter

to White, citing the needs of "civilization," and referring to the United States as a

"branch of the English-speaking race." Moreover, Roosevelt used Anglo-Saxon

rhetorie to accommodate bis views to the changing international situation, with the

world divided ioto Anglo-Saxon spheres of influence. A year later he speculated

upoo the common destiny of Anglo-Saxon peoples, hoping to see them remain a

vigorous and colonizing race. urrlhere are still great waste spaces," he wrote,

"whieh the English-speaking peoples undoubtedly have the vigor to fille America

north of the Rio Grande, and Australia, and perbaps Arrica south of the Z3mbesi, aU

possess acomparatively dense civilized.population. English in law, longue,

83 Manson. Roosevelt ta Anna Roosevelt Cowles, 26 January 1896. Volume J. 510-511.
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government and culture, and with English the dominant strain of blood.,~s

Roosevelt worried about the future ofbis race, cornparing Anglo-Saxon civilization

to the early Romans, whose fall, he believecL was caused by the dilution of blood

through mixing with inferior races, and the contemporary Siavs. Through such

postulations Roosevelt illustrated the quasi-Darwinian and pseudo-scientific strain

that ran through Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. Though an American nationalist beyond

compare, Roosevelt aIso defined America' s future within the context of the Anglo­

Saxon race, and viewed bis nation as the leading member ofa related family of

nations.

The Venezuela crisis entrenched Anglo-Saxonism in the rhetoric ofAnglo­

American relations, and in the way Americans viewed Canada. In February the

industrialist Andrew Carnegie publisbed an article in the North American Review

entitled ~'The Venezuela Question.,,86 In the article Carnegieexplained theearlier

crisis using Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. While sorne Anglophobes had seen Great

Britain's Venezuela stance as typica1 British land-grabbing, Carnegie called such

~~land hunger" a ~~leading characteristic of the English-speaking race." As fellow

members of the AngicrSaxon family, Americans shared in the divine mission of

spreading justice and liberty throughout the world ~'The EngIish-speaking race is

the ~boss' race of the worlel," Carnegie wrote. ~,t cao acquire, cao colonize, cao

rule. 1t establishes law and administers justice everywhere il settles, where before

there was neither the one or the other. It tolerates ail religions and encourages a free

press; it makes free men in free states." As a new crisis faced the British in South

84 Ibid.• Roosevelt to Henry White. 30 March 1896. Volume 1. 523.
85 Ibid.. Roosevelt to Cecil Spring-Ricc. June 1897. Volume 1. 620-21.
86 Andrew Carnegie, "'The Veœzuelan Questioo." North Amaican Review 162.471, (February
1895), 129-144. Camegie's article was foUowed by the British author James Brycc's article,
"British Feelings on the Venezuelan Qucstioo:' 145-153. Bryce wrote of British horror al the
thought ofwar with the United States. •...or we.and the Americans come of the same stock. speak
the same language. read the same books.lbink upon similar Iines. are connected by a Ibousand ties
of family and friendship." (ISO)
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Afri~ such a statement from one of America9 s leading men served as a staunch

defense of British hegemony in the Cape. Moreover9 \Vith a renewed rebellion in

Cuba against Spanish autœracy. Carnegie reflected the beliefof many that the

Anglo-Saxon was particularly fit ta colonize and govem distant lands. Like

Roosevel~Carnegie viewed ail Anglo-Saxons as having united overseas interests.

Carnegie also employed the old rhetoric of family relations when describing

the United States9 Great Britain. and her Dominions. UHer office is that of

mother,99 Carnegie said9 reiterating the old metaphor. Like Albert Shaw, Carnegie

believed in the inevitability ofself-government for the maturing DominioDS9 justas

the independence of the thirteen American colonies had been inevitable. "[S]he

begets numerous children9

t9 Carnegie said9

nurses them tenderly9 is a most generous paren~ but ail hercare leads
to one inevitable end - herchildren obtain maturity and leave the
bousehold. Ali that there was of this Republic was once bers; it is
nowalliost. Canada remains ooly nominally hers, a wayward chiId,
unjust and tyrannical to her mother because bursting ioto manhood.

Carnegie cited Canada' s growing daims ofautonomy, including taxing British

products9 opting out of the British imperial copyright laws9 and causing disputes

\Vith the United States over Bering Sea seals and the Alaskan boundary. Instead of

finding fauIt with Canada, Carnegie rejoiced in the Dominion9 s show of

independence. "Ail these resdess l'evolts against authority prove that the days of

her dependence upon the old land pass quicldy.t9 Carnegie wrote. Carnegie did not

view Canada as a British threat 10 American security and an obstacle ta its Manifest

Destiny, but as an increasingly independent nation sharing the same continent

Again like Shaw, Carnegie placed great emphasis on the residents of the maturing

Dominions being of the same self-governing race -- or "familyU --as Americans:

We should he greatly sorrowful for Britain if it were not clearly seen
that this growth ofcolonies to maturity, and thence to independence9

was favorable 10 the increase, enterprise and powerofour English­
speaking race as a whole. One Cannot help feeling sorry for the
mother who sees her children successively leave her to start in life
for themselves, and we how before this wonderful, small but mighty

74



•

•

•

old mother England in reverence and sympathize deeply with her in
the wrenches which she is compelled 10 undergo in the course of
nature. Nevertheless, it is better for our race that it should be so. If
her offspring were content 10 live as colonists, we could no longer be
proud of our blood.

Canada, then, was not some '~nnatural"outpost of monarchism and imperialism,

but was as organic as a child. Moreover, instead ofa threat 10 the United States,

these increasingly autonomous Anglo-Saxon dominions were cause for joy as they

were ''favorable 10 the increase, enterprise and power ofour English-speaking race

as a whole." In looking at Canada Carnegie broadened bis view beyond the

dominion's attachment to England and instead saw her attaehment to and

advancement of the Anglo-Saxon race.

Like so Many in the English-speaking world Carnegie employed the

missionary rhetoric of Anglo-Saxonism in bis discussion of Angl~Saxon

colonization. Carnegie dismissed the "agencies" of this colonization as

unimportant, for "overail there rests this source of satisfaction tbat, upon the whole,

the management of the land acquired by our race has been best for the higher

interests of humanity." Carnegie also utilized explicit Darwinian rhetoric. '1t is an

evolution," he wrote, ''the fittest driving out the least fit; the best supplanting the

inferior; and the interests ofcivilization rendered the acquisition of the land

neœssary. n Anglo-Saxon rhetoric seemed 10 bridge the late nineteenth century

conflict between the sacred and the scientific. Carnegie could readily speak of the

divine mission of the race, acting "in the best interest of bumanity," while giving the

same rhetoric a scientific veneer by calling Anglo-Saxon colonization "an

evolution." While Anglo-Saxonism May have been vaguely defined, it was this very

flexibility tbat gave it such a broad appeal. Witb Anglo-Saxonism weil established

as an American ideology by the end of the nineteenth œntury, Carnegie could safely

use its rhetoric and appeal 10 a large audience
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The aftermath of the Venezuela crisis caused other Americans to reevaluale

Anglo-American relations in racial terms, whileclaiming for Canada greater

independence as an Anglo-Saxon nation of its own. In the Nonh American Review

the writer and frequent commentatoron Canadian affairs David Wells evaluated

Anglo-American relations and the nature of the British Empire.87 Wells began by

affirming that Americans and British were uessentially of the same blood, language,

religion, and political principles." After explaining away some of the grounds of

the recent American animosity, he launched into a discourse on the near-indePendent

condition of Canada, which England had granted "a substantially free and

independent government." The duties of the appointed Govemor General were

umainly ceremonial and nominal." '7he people," Wells wrote, "elect their own

legislators, their ministers, or state administrators; and the concurrence of the crown

is not required in the appointment of any public officer below the Govemor."

Canada, as other authors had noted, was essentially an independent nation, a matured

formercolony. British colonization, Wells stated, had brought to the clarkest

regions of the world ucivilization, the Christian religion, order, justice and

prosperity." The United States now had the opportunity 10 share in the great work

of the British Empire, as bath people shared the "Anglo-Saxon element." Wells

urged the United States to strengthen "the bonds of peaœ and friendship with

England" and "unite the two foremost and most progressive nations of the worId."

Political scientists also took up the standard ofAnglo-American unity.

Writing in the Political Science Quartedy the economist and industrialist Edward

Atkinson noted that "the great groups of the English-speaking people of ail sections

of the world are becoming more and more interdependenl" Atkinson, an anti­

imperialist, pacifisl, and advocate of free trade, argued for "commercial union

frT David A. Wells. ''Great Brirain and the United States: TbeirTnae Relations:' North American
Review 162. 473. (April 1896). 38S405.
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among the English-speaking people, t7 but also advocated the establishment ofan

International Court ofLaw, shared Anglo-American control of interoceanic canals

and waterways, and the joint protection of "islands in midocean," such as the

Hawaiian Islands. In the same issue writer Sidney Sherwood aIso argued for an

Anglo-Americanalliance.88 Such a combination would "make most strongly for

progress in civilization.n Sherwood had no doubt as to the superiority ofAnglo­

Saxon institutions and practices. "By a fimt union hetween ail EngIish-speaking

peoples," Sherwood wrote. '~eir supremacy in industrial methods, in free

governmenl, and in moral living would he made unassailable. n Sherwood

recognized bis assertion of Anglo-Saxon superiority as "an arrogant pretension,n

yet in Darwinian terms said "history justifies it" '70 live with us the rest of the

world would he forced te live like us," Sherwood concluded. "And that is a fair

definition of progress." For Sherwood and other writers, the Darwinian aspect to

an Anglo-American alliance bad a dual nature. Not ooly did the two nations

represent the highest level ofcivilization, but theAng1~Americanway of Iife was in

a contest \Vith those of othernations and racial groups. The continued progress of

the world depended upon an Anglo-American union, and a victory for the Anglo­

Saxon way of life.

Notall Americans favored an alliance with Great Britain, however, especially

as itcontravened George Washington's hundred-yearold entreaty for the United

States to avoid "entangling alliances." Yet the resoIUtiOD of the Venezuela crisis

had fired the American imagination with anotherarena of Anglo-American

cooperation: arbitration. Many Americans wrïters proposed the establishment of a

permanent Anglo-American Court ofArbitration te seUle peacefully any dispute

among the Anglo-Saxon nations of the world. For SOlDe this represented a logical

and practical step that took advantage of the recent rapprochement For others,

88 Sidney Sberwood, "An Alliance with Eogland the Basis of a Rational Foreign PoIicy:'lbid.,
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however, arbitration constituted a tirst step toward increasingly intimate Anglo­

American relations and the ultimate union ofail Anglo-Saxons. Moreover. Many

Americans gave special prominence to Canada in suggesting arbitration. After all,

Canadian-American disputes appeared to be the leading cause of Anglo-American

hostility and thus an obstacle to Anglo-Saxon harmony. E.l. Phelps, a law

professor and one-lÏme United States minister to Great Britain, made this point in

bis Atlantic Monthly article, uArbitration and our Relations with England." Phelps

wrote that "Great Britain May perceive the importance ofso far repressing the

conduct ofCanada towards us as to guard agaiDSt the sort of injustice that irritates,

perhaps, even more than it wrongs." With the Venezuela crisis behind the two

powers, Phelps wrote, '7hat is the oniy quarter in which any serious trouble

between England and the United States is reasonably 10 be looked for.,t89 The

journal Arena also called for the establishment of a "court between England and

America," that would "practically include ail English-speaking nations, since

Australia, Canada, and South African states" were "integml parts of Great

Britain. '190 By establishing a court ofarbitration, the Anglo-Saxon states of the

world would taIœ a giant step in the progress of their race specifically, and of

mankind generally. As a fel10w English-speaking nation and member of the British

Empire, these writers included Canada as part of the Anglo-Saxon family.

Unlike those writers who included Canada under the purview of England,

however, Albert Shaw once again made a distinction when considering Canada and

any scheme of arbitration. In doing so, Shaw look up the oId themes of Canadian­

American irritation, and the natural affinity of the Nonh American peoples. Shaw

saw little need for an Anglo-American tribunal when aU outstanding and pltential

89-99.
89 E.J. Phelps. ""Arbitration and our Relatious with Eogland:' Adanlic Monthly 78. 465. (July
1896). 26-34.
90 E.P. PoweU. ""Internatiooal Arbitration." &S!!! 17.85. (December 1896).97-111.
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disputes involved distincdy North American affairs. "On account of the contiguity

of the United States and Cana~t9he wrote in ReviewofReviews, "there are always

likely to arise sorne questions of minor consequence that affect solely our people

and those of the Dominion." Indeed~Shaw continued bis theme of distinguisbing

Canadians from the British and did so in the Anglo-Saxon rhetoric of kinship.

"[T]he Canadians are related to us by virtue of constant intercourse~"Shaw wrote,

"and also by virtue of ties of blood across the boundary line, very much more

intimately than theyare related 10 England." Shaw stated the need for a tribunal of

arbitration made up solely of Canadians and Americans for questions ~'which affect

merely the people of Canada and the United States in theircapacity as occupants of

North America." In stating bis belief in the need for a distincdy North American

tribunal~ Shaw reemphasized bis position that England should not be considered an

American power. Separating Canada from the mother countJy through arbittation

would further dilute the already-tenuous bonds between Great Britain and ber North

American Dominion. Yet Shaw also believed that just as North Americans shared a

distinct relationship~so~ too, their problems should be resoIved in a distinct tribunal.

Onlya "c1ear recognition of the fundamental and complete distinction between

questions ofa strictly North American characteT, and questions properly arising

between the United States and the United Kingdom peT se would a110w for a

pennanent treaty ofarbitration.,,91

Just as he viewed AngJo-American relations through the prism ofAnglo­

Saxonism, Shaw interpreted Canadian-American relations through the medium of

North American racial affinity. When a Manitoban wrote Shaw to disagree with the

editor's view of Venezuela and '~certain international questions," Shaw p1acated the

Canadian by appealing to their shared heritage. ''From wbat you say of your own

connections and anceslors," Shaw wro~, "1 find tbat we have the same racial blood

91 Albert Shaw. &The Progress of the Wood:' Review of Reviews 13.3, (March 1896),266-67.
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in our veins, and probably hold identical opinions upon almost ail practical

subjects. 9991 Just as Canadian and American politicians and joumaIists frequently

did, Shaw appealed to bis correspondent by drawing upon the pervasive rhetoric of

Anglo-Saxonism. Public men and writers Iike Shaw used Anglo-Saxon rhetoric to

appeaI to a broad audience, and to bridge the gaps between diverse groups, or 10 use

Shaw's words.. to illustrate that ail English-speak:ers held "identica1 opinions upon

almost ail practical subjects." Such rhetoric was, quite Iiterally, the common

language of English-speaking North America.

In Canada as weil theaftennathofthe Venezuelacrisis foundAnglo­

Saxonism entrenched as the rhetoric with which to assess North American and

Angio-American relations. In January Canadians responded warmly to Senator

Wolcott's Anglo-Saxonist speech, with the Conservative organ The Daily Mail and

Empire leading the way. In an editoriaI entided UA Speech True to the Language"

the paper called Wolcott' s speech the ubravest, worthiest utterance made byan

American public man upon the Venezuelan boundary dispute." The editoriaI gave

special prominence to "the noble sentiments to which he gave utterance when

speaking of the civilizing and Christianizing work that he believed the two English­

speaking nations are called to do." The paper concluded by contrasting Wolcott's

position with Senator Lodge's ')ingoism," and giving the Colorado Senator's

speech possibly the highest praise il could muster: ''Senator Wolcott' s speech

could not he more fair-lDÏnded and British if it bad been delivered in the British

House of Lords instead of in the American Senate.'993 Even the most imperialist

and conservative of the English-Canadian papers, it seemed, could reciprocate

American hopes ofa common Anglo-Saxon future. Most English-Canadians

92 Albert Shaw Papen. Shaw to W.T. Reid. 23 Marcb 1896.
93 Toronto Mail and Empire. 24 January 1896..
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agreed that the English-speaking peoples of the world shared a common ucivilizing

and Christianizing" mission.

The recent scare in South Africa had underscored the empire's vulnerability.

and English-Canadians interpreted Anglo-Saxon relations within that contexte In

lanuary the Canadianjoumal Saturday Night noted that uRussi~Gennany. and

France seem almest upon the point of casting themselves upon Great Britain." and

contrasted British opinion toward the European plwers on one band and the United

States on the other. The British were much more willing for a Usingle-handed"

fight against the European powers than '1"or the spilling of brothers' blood in North

America." The journal noted the expression of goodwill sent by the Prince of

Wales to New York, sayjng that even "the dignity of the throne has to give a little

because of the British desire for peaœ with kinsfolk" Unlike Many of its fellow

periodicals, Saturday Night noted that relations of the Prince of Wales sat on both

the German and Russian thrones, but that the Prince had not interposed when the

Kaiser Uset Great Britain ablaze by outraging diplomacy." The Anglo-Saxon

kinship rhetoric c1early applied to the racial makeup of nations, but not to the royal

family tree that branched throughout Europe. The journal al50 asserted that ''the

English-speaking countries should he a11ied together," for the "the mother of

nations does not forget ber offspring." Just as the South African crisis led

Canadians to find common cause with their American cousins, 50 Saturday Night

sougbt to present the Transvaal as a problem facing ail English-speakin8 peoples:

Out in the Transvaal there are probably thousands of Americans, for
there are hundreds of Canadians. In the eye of the Boers ail are a1ike
Englisb, are a1ike wondering how they cao procure the Iiberties that
are enjoyed wherever the English language is the longue of the
people. Our cause is common wherever trade or pleasure takes us,
and ail the jingoes alive cannot undo wbat nature does in this respect
If the United States were a1lied with Great Britain for mutual interest
and peace -- for theyare the two plwers that falten in peace -- they
could command al will." .

94 Saturday Nigh~ 11 January 1896.

81



•

•

•

The common race ofCanadians and Americans not only precluded the possibility of

war, therefore, but made alliance between EngIish-speaking peoples a natural

prospect. The near-simultaneous crises in Venezuela and South Africaforced

English-Canadians to appeal to their American kinsmen to join with the British ~1"or

mutual interest and peace.n

The seUlement of the crisis was received with relief in other quarters of

Canada. Canadian Masazine reiterated the unity of the Engiish-speaking race,

stating that the Venezuela question would not, uendanger the measure of gcxxi­

feeling which obtains between two great nations with a common language, the same

blood, ajoint literature and acivilization which is essentially indivisible.'~5 The

actual settlement of:he Venezuela question came about in November 1896 with a

treaty signed by Venezuela and Great Britain (and ratified the following February),

based on the ruling of the American boundary commission. The treaty sent the

dispute to a board ofarbitration, but greatly favored Great Britain byexempting land

held by either party for over fifty years. With the rapprochement now in place, the

British had cooperated gladly with the commission and the American ruling favored

England. OnIy sorne "arm-twisting" of the Venezuelans by Secretary Olney made

the treaty acceptable to Caracas.96 For the most part the English-Canadian press

welcomed the settlement as further proofof the friendly feeling now existing

between the United States and Great Britain and the effectiveness ofarbitration.

Moreover, Canadians welcomed America' s new role as "proteetorate" of the Latin

American republics, less than a year after disputing the relevancy of the Monroe

Doctrine. Just as the United States had come to distinguish Canada from the other

states of the western hernisphere based on race and self-government, DOW Canadians

95 "Current Tbougbts." CaoadianMagaàne 6. 5. (Marcb 1896). 482.
96 Thomas A. Bailey. A Diplomatie History of the American People, tentb edition. (EDglewood
aiffs. NJ: Prentice-Hall me.. 1980). 446.
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used much the same language 10 distinguish themselves from their Latin America.n

neighbors. The Globe welcomed the treaty as binding the United States to

uguardianship over the semi-civilized little republics ofCentral and South

America. n The United States would undertake "police dutyn to keep ~'the ragged

linIe beggarsn in line, and thus prevent future crises. The Toronto paper asserted

that the original Anglo-American arbitration treaty would ~~robablyprovide for the

submission of ail disputes 10 a similar tribunal" to prevent a matter such as the

Venezuelan boundary becoming the cause of Anglo-American friction.97 In

Queen' s Ouarterly George Grant also welcomed American hegemony in the

western hemisphere, saying that "every English speaking man ought to hold up

both bands for such a principle on more grounds than one.'" After ail, American

hegemony of Latin America ~6does not touch Canada," Grant said, but only the

~~quarrelsome,semi-bankrupt, semi-civilized Spanish-American states.n98 Like the

Globe Grant, who had previously called the Monroe Doctrine "Iike the handle of a

jug -- ail on one side,n now accepted American hegemony as a boon for all Anglo­

Saxons. Canada could share in America's power as part of the English-speaking

family, and quite distinct from the '6semi-civilizedn states of Latin America. The

Manitoba Free Press printed a cartoon of the equally-stout Lord Salisbury and

President Cleveland walking ann-in-ann over the caption 66Anglo-Saxon Unity For

Ever!,,99 The Mail and Empire declared themselves to he ~'SatisfiedAil Around'"

in an editorial that welcomed the 66growth of friendship between the two great

branches of the Anglo-Saxon family. "100 The editor of Canadian Myazine also

welcomed the ~~rospectof a peaceful and speedy settlement'" to the Venezuelan

dispute. "The Anglo-Saxon race," the paper continued, "holds in its hand., at

97 Toronto Globe. 12 November 1896.
98 "Current Events:' Queen'sQuartedy 4, 3, (January (897), 238.
99 Manitoba Free Press, 12 November 1896.
100 Toronto Daily Mail and Empire, 14 November 1896.
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ANGLO-SAXON UNITY"FOR EVER' --

•

SA1.1'.URT-M. do .CII .., •••• 1 .11I ..."_ ufNIu" ....ul... ............ _ •
.....r\tI... ' ...._·

CLEVELAND-·· End. "i , ....... "."" .......... ho, ..

ln November. 1896. the lribunal ofarbib'aIÏOIl teviewing the Venezuela boundary
dispne handed down a judgment largely favorable 10 Great 8ritain. Many viewed
the decisïon as disposing ofa nettlesome Anglo-American problem, as weil as
establishing a pr~cDt for setding fUbJre disputes. In this Globe cartoon, the
equally corpulent President Cleveland and Prime Minister Salisbury walk arm-in­
arrn carrying the "Basis of Arbitratiœ" and "OIney's Happy Thoughts." while
leaving behind them "WarTalk"and 'acleveland's Venezuela Message." (Toronto
Globe. 12 November 1896)
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present~ the destiny of the worId, for no other race at ail equals it in intellectual

powerand progressive civilization. Though that race May he divided into two parts

politically~ there is no reason why it should not he united for material and intellectuaI

progresse n101 When the English-Canadian press celebrated the referral of the

Venezuelan dispute 10 arbitration, they did so by marking it as a step in the progress

of Anglo-Saxon civilization. For many, arbitration was both a result and a proof of

Anglo-Saxon superiority~and a neœssary step in the reunion of the Anglo-Saxon

family. Ail that was desired now, many believed, was an arbitration treaty between

Great Britain and the United States "to settle," as George Grant said, uall disputed

questions between [the British people] and their kinsfolk."

Grant did not have long to wail In January of the next year, Great Britain

and the United States concluded a general arbitration treaty. Once again~ the

English-Canadian press welcomed the Olney-Pauncefote Treaty as an advance in

civilization and in the Anglo-Saxon rapprochement The Free Press announced the

treaty with a front-page headline: uMiLLENNIAL DAWN! Beginning of a New

Epoch in Civilization -- Of Universal Peace." The treaty would, the paper believed,

~~ell nigh render war impossible between the two countries," and ushered in "an

em of peace, good-will, and good-fellowship between these kindred nations."102

The Monetary Times believed the treaty represented "a distinct step in the upward

march ofour western civilization."103 The Ottawa Evenina Journal used almast the

same language, calling the treaty Ua new era in civilisation, an epoch in history, a

gigantic assertion of international commOR sense and humanity," and "a great

stride...towards the millennium."104 The Mail and EmPire also used the missionary

rhetoric of Anglo-Saxonism, calling the arbilration treaty "one of the great

lOI "eurrent Tbougbts:' CanadianMagazine 8, 2, (Deœmber 1896), 187.
101 Manitoba Flee Press, 12 and 13 January 1897.
lal MooelarV Times, 15 January 1897.
104 Ottawa EveningJournal, 14 January 1897.
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movements set up in the history of the English-speaking people."105 Finally, the

Canadian Myazine published a cartoon entitled '~What We Hope to See." In i~

John Bull and Columbia drive a horse-drawn sleigh toward a sign indicating ''To

National and Commercial Advantage." The sleigh pulls behind it a sied carrying a

young boy labeled "Canada." The scene conjures up a romance between John Bull

and uMiss Columbia" as the 'Young Canuck" says, "Here'shoping they May go

on forever and Dever fall out."106 The cartoon differed from most renderings of

Anglo-American frieDdship, depicting a "courtship" between Great Britain and

America, rather than "brotherhood" between John Bull and Uncle Sam. Yet the

kinship of the two nations is still implied. The "Young Canuck" trailing behind the

two adults a1so implies that Canada is an offspring of the two nations. Indeed, many

English-Canadians saw "British America" as a living Iink between the two Angio­

Saxon powers, and a still young child in the Anglo-Saxon family.

Not ail Canadians reveled in the Venezuelan settlement, however. Writing in

Canadian Myazine, George Tate Blackstoek, Q.C., severely criticized what he saw

as British betrayal of Canadian interests. He lambasted Britain's "placid

acquiesœnœ" and the "habituai ignorance and indifference which Engiishmen

generally display in dealing with the American section of the Empire." Though

Blackstoek viewed Canadians as '~ritons in America," he felt that this position left

Canada in a hopelessly inferior position, caught between the machinations of the two

great powers. The "American Briton," Blackstoek believed, was subjected to

"daily, if not hourly, humiliation" by British '~eakness and pusillanimity."

"[T)here is no claim too extravagant for the United States ta champion, no

proceeding tao high-handed for her 10 defend, while, on the other band, there is

scarcely any imposition or indignity which England will not in the end condone,'lI

lOS Toronto Daily Mail and Empire, 14 January 1897.
106 "Current Thoughts," CanadianMaga7ine 8, 4, (February 1897).
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\VHA"r WE HOPE TO SEE.
•

\\.u,," ~ôlnnu~k (,o;4"·hiIlIC ~" ~h..1d :tir. JCuli .;and )(i",~

4.·~lumhia': Il'''I"\··s h"tJin~ ll,,"y "Ia'- JfO ,. rM'e,"~r A!,d nev~r
ran ,t.d.

ln January, 1897, the United States and Great Britain siped a general arbitration
treaty, hoping to preveot a future crisis like thal over the Venezuela boundary a year
earlier. As tbat crisis bad seemed te threaIen canada, Canadians welcomed the
treaty as a step toward an Angl~Americanrapprochement and a gwuantee for
Canada' s security. This cartoon depic:ts the sleigh ..Arbitration" carrying John Bull
and uMiss Columbia" toward "National and Commercial Advantage," as "Young
Cannuc:k" catches a ride behind them. This UDusuai depiction ofJohn Bull with a
remale representation of the United States seems ta imply tbat Canada is their
offspring. (Canadian Magazine, February 1897)
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Blackstock stated. uSuch a position is absolutely intolerable.n The British deluded

themselves in believing that the United States reciprocated "their idyllic and

altruistic aspirations for the harmonyand union of the two peoples.n Indeed. the

situation was the exact opposite: "England has no such deadly.jealous and

persistent foe as the United States.n After further avowals of American hostility

and British acquiescence. Blackstock concluded byasserting the need for Imperial

Federation to give the colonies a voice in the formulation of policy. 6
6[1]f he had

had a Canadian statesman ofaverage patriotism and information at bis elbow."

Blackstock wrote, uLord Salisbury could [n]ever have fallen into such an errar."101

Clearly the recent Anglo..American rapprochement had not dampened the buming

Loyalism and anti-Americanism held in many English-Canadian quarters.

Blackstock's article contained no small measure ofa nascent Canadian nationalism.

defming Canadians not as British but as "American Britons." and viewing

Canadian interests as distinct from those of the Mother Country. Moreover.

Blackstock did not rejoice in American power as being of benefit ta all Anglo­

Saxons. but viewed it as a direct threat to Canada's position on the continent.

Blackstock's position was unusual, as he viewed the rapprochement as actually

being of detriment to Canada. instead of placing the Dominion in a more secure

pœition.

Blackstock's damning article elicited a reply from John Charlton, an

American-bom Liberal MemberofParliamentand a wealthy Ontario lumbennan

who advocated closer Canadian-American commercial ties (see next chapter). In bis

reply, a1so entided 66Canada and the Venezuelan Settlement," Charlton repeated a

number of themes that had been heard in Canada since January 1896. Charlton

argued that "concessions, and even sacrifices, May he made" in order to bring

1CT7 George Tale Blackstock. uCaœdaand the VenezueianSealement." CanadianMyaWle 8. 2.
(December 1896). 170-175.

86



•

•

•

about "harmony and union and a measurable unity of action among the various

English-speaking commonwealths of the world.9't An Anglo-American war,

Charlton stated, would have been "a measureless disaster...a blow 10 civilization and

human progress, a blow to human liberty, a crime black and direful." Charlton

welcomed American hegemony in the hemisphere as the "guardian of the rights of

the infant Republics ofAmerica" Most significantly, Charlton viewed Canada as

sharing in America's rise to world-power status, and of being able 10 play a

significant part in fostering friendly Anglo-American relations. Far from being a

threat ta Canada, American military power "may he made, in the good days to come

when Anglo-Saxon unity and concert of action is secured, an auxiliary to our own."

Within such an Anglo-Saxon family, Canada was unique among nations in the role

it could play:

Our own influence upon the future relations of the various Anglo­
Saxon commonwealths of the world can be made very potent, for
nearlyall the collisions and fractions that arise between Great Britain
and the United States are of Canadian origjn, and their evil influence
can he minimized, ifnot entirely removed, by the exercise of
forbearance and friendliness of feeling upon our own part.

Charlton' s entreaty might he likened to the opening of the medical profession' s

Hippocratic Oath: ''First do no harm." Just as Canadians and Americans had

viewed Canada as the potential battlefield in any Anglo-American conflict, sc

Charlton viewed Canada as the field where Anglo-American harmony could he

cultivated. Charlton repeated bis entreaty to Canadians in the concluding line to bis

article: "Let us pray that Canada will interpose no captious and unnecessary

obstacles ln the realization ofa state ofconcord, peace, and gcxxJ will among ail the

Anglo-Saxon States, and especially between the lWo great representative nations of

that race."

Certainly neither Blackstock's indictment of the British nor Charlton' s

tœdying to the Americans could he considered typical opinions of their clay. Yet

bath writers iocorporated old, familiar themes ofCanadian ideas of nationhood.
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Blackstock's advocacy of imperial federation built upon related ideas of imperialism

and anti-Americanismy while Charlton drew upon an Anglo-Saxon rhetoric that had

long been established throughout the English-speaking world. Viewed separatelyy

Blackstoek's and Charlton's articles appear at odds notonly with each other, but

with much of English-Canadian opinion at the tum-of-the-century. Certainly the

coming of the South African war would make both men's opinions seem out of

touch with the norme Yet taken 1Ogether, Blackstoek's and Charlton's articles

presented a growing conception of Canadaand Canadian identity, previously

espoused by members of the Canada First movement and the French-Canadian

nationalist Henri Bourassa. Bath men affirmed the need for a uCanadian voice" in

world and continental affairs, and advœated Canada taking a greater responsibility

for its own destiny. Blackstock saw Canada as achieving sucb a voice through an

imperial framework. while Charlton conœivedofan Anglo-Saxon framework.

Moreover, despite the apparent conttast between Blackstoek and Charlton' s views,

the two ideas of imperial federation and Anglo-Saxon unity were far from

contradictory or mutually exclusive. Afterail, Imperial Federation indieated union

of aIl the Anglo-Saxon nations of the world save one. The inCOrPOration of the

United States into such a union appeared as a logical, final step.

Indeed, this appeared 10 he the position taken by the editorof onwtiao

Magazine, John A. Cooper. Writing in August, 1897, Cooper declared Canada as

part of 'vr"he New Empire." Queen Victoria' s Diamond jubilee in June, the

attendant Colonial Conference, and the new Laurier government' s proposai for

preferential trade with Great Britain, 100 Cooper 10 characterize Canadaas '~n

limes as British to-day as she was a year ago." Such sentiment throughout the

empire would forge closer links hetween the dominions and the mother country in

terms of trade, defense, and representation. Yet Cooperapparendy viewed such a

closer federation of the empire as a preliminary first step only. "If this great
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combination of English-speaking nations cao be made a fmancial and material

success," the editor wrote,

there is no reason why the lost tribes should not retum. The United
States would find, perhaps, that their well-being, moral, intellectual
and material, would he best promoted by a reunion of the Angla­
Saxon races. Such a union would he productive not ooly of great
benefit to ail concemed, butof the best interests ofcivilization,
progress and development. Such a union would mean that
Christianity and Liberty would rule the world. 108

Despite the varied racial makeup of the British Empire, Cooper, like many other

English-Canadians, really ooly considered the self-goveming Anglo-Saxon

dominions for any scheme of federation. The empire was, then, a "great

combination of English-speaking nations." John Ferguson repeated this view in

Canadian Magazine in bis September 1896 article '1mperial Federation." A close

union between Britain and the colonies would benefit ail concemed in matters of

lrade and defense. "Bound together by the strong bonds of common ongin and

interests," Ferguson wrote, "the world would not again see a great scbism of the

Anglo-Saxon race, as was beheld when the United States declared for

independence."

Conclusion

During the Venezuela Crisis the United States asserted hegemony over the western

hemisphere and explicitly included Canada within its purview. While the initial

reaction to President Cleveland' s December 18 message 10 Congress prompted

traditional responses in bath English Canada and the United States, the acquiescence

ofGreat Britain in the face ofa renewed Transvaal crisis and German belligerence

significantly altered English-speaking North Americans' perceptions. Drawing

from a common Anglo-Saxon rhetoric, with its emphasis up:>n kinship ties,

Darwinian notions of racial competitio~,and a common civilizing mission,
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Americans and English-Canadians adapted their views ofeach other and their

continent to the new international status quo. Americans welcomed Canadians as

fellow Anglo-Saxons, capable ofself-governmen~and different from semi-civilized

Latin Americans who must necessarily fall under the Monroe Doctrine. Americans

stressed Canadian autonomy from Great Britain, regarding the dominion as a

virtually independent power and not ')mnaturally" connected 10 a distant European

power. English-Canadians. while initially threatened by Americanjingoism,

welcomed America' s rise to great power status. As an Anglo-Saxon nation, the

United States constituted a natural ally of Great Britain and the other Anglo-Saxon

dominions. Moreover, as "American Britons" themselves, Canada occupied a

unique position among nations in fostering friendly relations between the two great

branches of the English-speaking race. If Canada could act as an Anglo-Saxon

"Iinch-pin" it couId serve the progress of civilization and help usher in a new

millennial era.

Anglo-Saxonism was the language of the Anglo-American rapprochement

Yet unlike what Stuart Anderson asserts, Anglo-Saxon rhetoric was not a

detennining factor in the establishmentof the rapprochement Anglo-Saxonism,

a1though a powerful ideology, couId not force nations to work against theiT

perceived political and economic self-interest A striking example of the limits of

Anglo-Saxonism during the Venezuela crisis was Thomas Bayard, American

Ambassador to Great Britain. Bayard, a former Secretary ofState, was a prominent

Anglo-Saxonist who advocated closer relations between the United States and Great

Britain. Oddly, Anderson fails even 10 mention Bayard in bis book, letalone in bis

chapter on the Venezuela crisis. Tbis may be becanse Anderson concentrates on the

British side of the crisis. Yet Bayard arguably laid the groundwork fOT British

protestations against an Anglo-Saxon \yarand offers of friendsbip. Prominent

1111 "Current Thoughts." CanadianMacaDne 9, 4, (August 1897), 350-1.
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British church leaders, politicians, and members of the royal family, may have

especially utilized such language because the American ambassador himself did. In

such a case they would understandably expect their Anglo-Saxon rhetoric to secure

an appreciative reception in the United States and even he reciprocated. In reality,

Bayard' s Anglo-Saxonism alienated Many Americans, including Secretary ofState

Richard Olney, and May have actually provoked the crisis.

As Secretary of State during the first Cleveland administration from 1885-9,

Bayard worked 10 establish betterAnglo-American relations. Bayard believed in the

affinity of English-speaking peoples and the need to foster friendly relations among

those countries. For Bayard, the cultivation of friendly feelings actually lOOk

precedence over the arid technicalities of treaties. As he noted in a Memorandum in

1888, ~The great and paramount end in view is not a...special treaty or agreement,

but the establishment of good feelings and friendly relations between the two

countries. With!lm once set aroot, the~will come easily, and byeasy

stages. "109 Bayard actually addressed these words to Canada during the

Commercial Union debate. Bayard supported the movement, just as Goldwin Smith

did, because it would bring about greater unity among the Anglo-Saxon people.

When Sir Charles Tupper visited Bayard at the insistence of Erastus Wiman 10

discuss Commercial Union, Tupper stressed the importance of friendly Anglo­

American relations. Bayard replied, ~'Yes, 1feel thaL We are, ofcourse, the two

guardians of the civilization of the world"110 After Sir Richard Cartwright

introduced bis resolution favoring Commercial Union 10 the House ofCommons, he

sent a copy of bis supporting speech 10 Bayard, expressing the need for good

Canadian-American relations. Bayard replied,

109 Thomas Bayard Papers. Memonmdum. 141anuary 1888. in Charles CaIIan Tansill. 'The
Foœign Policy ofThomas F. Bayanll885-1897. (New York: Fordbam UDiversity Press. 1940).
552-3.
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The laws of health, moral 00 less than physical, demand respect for
the nature of man; and two neigbboring communities 10 he happy
with each other must he useful 10 each other. Therefore, ail
reciprocal commerce and convenieoce that can he induced and
fostered between the people ofCanada and those of the United
States meets my approval, and to the welfare of both eountries 1
heartily wish Gad Speed. ll1

Goldwin Smith eould not have said it better himself. Long before the

rapprochement, Bayard viewed North American affinity as demanding the '~espect

for the nature of man.n

To many, Bayard' s selection as ambassador to Great Britain in 1893 seemed

like a natural choice. Indeed, Bayard was America' s first ambassador 10 the Court

ofSL James, the formerPOsitionofministerbeingelevatedjust beforeBayard's

confirmation. His biographer caUs Bayard an "Ambassador of Goodwill" with an

"instinctive feeling of friendship for England."llZ A former Third Assistant

Secretary ofState under Bayard wrote congratulations 10 the new Ambassador,

stating, '7here are few...who now realize the extent to wbich the two great English­

speaking nations of the world are indebted 10 you for their present amicable

relations.n113 Bayard himself would later humbly note that people called bim "the

Ambassador of good feelings rather than of diplomacy.,,114 This was a curious

compliment to give a former Secretary of State and a Person occupying one of the

nation' s most important diplomatie posts. Yet upon fust setting foot in England,

Bayard set out to foster friendly Anglo-American relations through the use of

Anglo-Saxon rhetorie, while downplaying anything that rnight cause a rupture. In

bis first speech as ambassador on British soil, Bayard declared it bis duty to "bring

together into harmony the interests of the two great branches of the English-

lID Thomas Bayard Papen. Bayard-TupperconversaliOll MeDIOI1DIum. 21 May 1887. in Tansill.
540.
III Thomas Bayard Papen. Bayard to Cartwright" 31 May 1888. in TansilI. 555.
1I2 Tansill. 600 and 661. .
113 Thomas Bayard Papen. John Basselt Moore ta Bayard. 30 MardI 1893. in Tansill. 655-6.
114 The Nation 64. 1668. 17 (June 1897).
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speaking race." 115 At the unveiling of the Lowell Memorial at Westminster, Bayard

said, ult is a fine stroog saying that 'blood is thicker than water,' and every day

proves how the ties ofa common origin and ancestry are stronger than written

treaties, and inbom sympathies of race, in the end, cao silence international discords

and jealousies." Theo Bayard turned 10 Lowell, and spoke of the writer as he might

speak of himself: "1t was bis great and honorable purpose to bring the peoples of

Great Britain and the united into a better comprehension ofeach other -- to replace

suspicion by confidence, and ignorantanimosity by friendly appreciation." Finally,

Bayard called Lowell "a masterof the English tongue" who used bis skill with the

English language as "an agency to interpret the better feelings of both branches of

the race who share ils glories in common."116 Bayard May have seen himself as

fostering better relations between members of the same family, yet such an attitude

was problematic when held by someone expected to serve American interests.

By 1895 Many Americans were questioning the ambassador' s

Anglophilism. While Bayard's rhetoric endeared him to the British, it angered

many traditional Anglophobes in the United States. Just as the two govemments

were exchanging missives concerning Venezuela, Bayard gave a speech at

Edinburgh University praising Britain as a free-ttade nation in contrast to the petty

protectionism of the United States. Only days before Cleveland's explosive

message on Venezuela, Republicans seized upon Bayard's comments in order to

embarrass the Cleveland administration. In the House of Representatives Samuel

McCall of Massachusetts submitted a resolution askïng the president to give

information conceming Bayard' s speeches, and to infonn Congress whether he had

taken any steps to "recall or censure" Bayard. Nelson Dingley of Maine went a

step further and called Bayard's speech an "impeachable offense," which 100

William Barrett, also of Massachusetts, ~o submil a resolution directing the
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Comminee on Foreign Affairs 10 investigate Bayard's remarks and report whether

impeachment should he considered. The Washington Post called for Bayard's

resignation, saying, uIf not, he should he recalled. If not, he should he impeached.·'

With a major Anglo-American crisis brewing, the American ambassador to Great

Britain had lost the confidence of large number ofAmericans.

From the beginning, Bayard's Angl~Saxonism had colored bis view of the

Venezuela situation. Retlecting bis own feelings, he downplayed the affair as

nothing worth causing an Angl~Americandispute. At the end of 1893 Bayard had

written to Olney's predecessor, Walter Gresham, expressing his misgivings about

the United States backing Venezuela's claims against Great Britain. He pointed 10

the instability of Latin American governments and the irrational hostility ofsorne

Americans toward the British. Moreover, Bayard said, il was unrealistic 10 believe

that the United States might successfully extend American republicanism to Latin

America: ~We cannot give to the heterogeneous population of Mexico, Central

Ameri~and SouthAmeri~ the racial qualities, traditions, and education thatare the

prime bases of a republican state..."117 When the crisis came 10 a head in 1895,

Bayard' s view of the situation differed significantly from that of President

Cleveland and Secretary of State Olney. When Bayard forwarded 10 the State

Department Salisbury' s pedagogical missive in which he dismissed the Monroe

Doctrine and refused arbitration, Bayard characterized it as 66in good temper and

moderate in tone." uOurdifficulty," he continued, uis the wholly unreliable

character of the Venezuelan Rulers and her people." Finally, Bayard offered a

lecture of his own on the nature of the problem. 661 believe," he wrote, 6ihat your

interPOsition in this boundary dispute will check efficiently the tendency 10 6land­

grabbing' in South America, which is rather an Angl~Saxondisposition

evetyWhere. Arbitration is a Most wise~d honorabler~ but it must be

116 Tansill. 691.
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conducted and executed in a wise and honorable spirit."118 The British, according

to the ambassador, were guilty of nolbing that the United States had not done at

sorne point in ils history. Moreover, by asserting that America's actions must be

~~ise and honorable," he implied that they had been neither until that point.

Bayard was shocked at Cleveland's message to Congress, writing toa friend that he

viewed ~~oo much at stake even in the remote risk ofa collision between the nations

who are the main guardians under Gad of the world' s civilization.n Bayard, then,

became willing to promote any action that wouId settle the dispute, even if it meant a

sacrifice of American interests. Bayard strongly supported Salisbury's suggestion

for an international conference on the Monroe Doctrine, while Olney strongiy

opposed it. Time and again Olney expressed bis finn disagreement with Bayard's

proffered opinions. Finally, because he could not gel rid of Bayard, Olney simply

bypassed bim by using Henry White as bis PersoDai agent in Engiand. 119

Sorne years after the crisis, and after Bayard's death, OIDey wrote to a

correspondent bis views of Bayard's tenure as ambassador and bis actions during

the Venezuela crisis. Olney's words were a damning indictment of Bayard's

Anglo-Saxonism and the way it affected Anglo-American diplomacy, and deserve ta

be quoted at length:

It is not uncommon to have Mr. Bayard and bis course as
American Ambassador assigned as the real cause [of the Anglo­
Americanentente].

As you know, nothing could be farther from the truth. You
cannot bring two nations into relations of regard and friendsbip if,
while greatly gratifying the amour propre of the one, you gready
wound and offend thatofthe other. Mc. Bayard's sentimental
speeches lauding everything Engiish, comparing things English with

117 WaiterGresbam Papas. Bayard ID Gresbam. 28 December 1893. in TaœiIl. 660-1.
118 Bayard ta Oeveland. 4 December 1895. in Tansill. 716.
119 White bad been Fint Secretary at the American embassy in London uoder Bayard' s predecessor.
Tansill notes !bat White bad enemies in the new Ocvelaod adminisllalion tbat lOok office in May
of 1893. On Oeveland' s orders. then. Bayard asked for White' s resigoatiœ upon bis arrivai in
England White' s biograpber Allan Nevins blames Bayard for White' s dismissal. as did White' s
friends at the lime. includiDg Theodore Roosevcltand William McKinley. Tansill believes Ibis
episode influenced the Republican aiticismleveled al Bayard as weU as OIncy's hostile atlitude.
(fansill.658n.)
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things American a1ways 10 the disadvantageof the latter and even
attacking the domestic poJicy of bis own Government. made bis
countrymen, as you know, without distinction ofparty excessively
angry. You will remember the resolutions ofcensure presented in
the House of Representatives.

The constant stream of taffy played by Mr. Bayard upon the
EngJish people ticlded them, as a matter ofcourse -- perhaps to sorne
extent sickened them. However that May he, il gave the impression
that the Americans were pining for British friendsbip and affection.
And you will readily agree that the deeperand more wide-spread
such an impression, the less the respect John Bull reallyentertained
for us...

Under the circumstances you will understand that Mr.
Bayard could he of no assistance in bringing the matter to a
successful issue... 1 could not afford te be without authentic
information of the state of things in England -- of the views and
purposes of public men in and out of office. Being deprived of the
natural source and channels of information, 1 was obJiged to resort to
others and did so with entire succesS.110

The American Secretary ofState explicidy blamed the American ambassador for

precipitating the crisis. Moreover, Bayard's biased views made Olney unable to

regard him as a source of "authentic situation." Bayard, however, remained

unbowed by such criticism and utilized Anglo-Saxon rhetoric for the remainder of

bis tenure in England

One of Bayard's longtime friends was Goldwin Smith, who in writing of bis

friendship with the American statesman referred 10 Bayard as "a sound free-

trader. nl11 Like Many other Anglo-Saxon advocates in the late nineteenth century,

Bayard and Smith Iinked the ideas ofAnglo-Saxon unity and free trade in aImast

Darwinian tenns. If Anglo-Saxon unity were the natural orderof things, then trade

barriers created obstacles to Nature's plan. Indeed, Anglo-Saxonism and free trade

were often inseparable in the minds of Many English-speaking North Americans.

Bayard found himself in trouble with American politicians because ofcomments he

made critical ofAmerican protectionism. On March 20, 1896, the House of

120 Alfred L. P. Dennis. Adventures in American Diplœnacy, 1896-1906. (New York: E.P. Donon
and Co.• 1928).45-6. .
121 Goldwin Smith, Reminiscences. (New York, 1911).41.
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Representatives censured Bayard with a vote of 182 to 72. lZZ Although Bayard

received the censure ostensibly forcriticizing American domestie poliey, Olney's

words make clear that the Secretary ofState and others faulted the American

ambassador for bis too-vigorous advocacy of Anglo-American friendship. As the

censure came right on the heels of the Venezuela crisis, the censure appeared to

indicate American displeasure with Bayard's sacrificing American interests al the

attar of Anglo-Saxon unity. Anglo-Saxonism had limits. As Olney notOO, nyou

cannot bring two nations ioto relations of regard and frieodship if, while greatly

gratifying the amour propre of the one, you gready wound and offend that of the

other." In other words, Anglo-Saxonism could not forge an entente that sacrificed

American interests - or Canadian interests, depending upon the point ofview.

During the rapprochement, Canadian-American trade relations, and in

partieular reciprocity, were widely discussed in Canada The Liberal victory of

1896, afterdecades of near-uninterrupted Conservative rule, appeared 10 usher in a

new eraof Canadian-American commercial relations. Like Bayard and Smith,

advocates of free trade couched their arguments in Anglo-Saxon rhe1orie.

Reciprocity, then, indicated Dot ooly freer trade relations, but the Datural affinity and

growing unity of Anglo-Saxons on the North American continent Yet as Bayard

discovered, Anglo-Saxon rhetoric had limits, and could not make North Americans

disregard their economic well-being. John Charlton, an Anglo-Saxonist and

possibly the greatest tom-of-the-century advocate of reciprocity, would soon

discover the same thing.

122 Tansill. 745n.
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CHAPTERTWO

John Charlton and The Limits of Anglo-Saxonism:
The Failure of Reeiprocity and the Anglo-Americ:an Joint High

Commission

The commercial idea~ prompted by gain~ the national id~
strengthened by patriotic sentiment -- these forces have vigorous
play between two nations of the same race~ and theiropposition bas
created the perplexing resultant which now exists.

-John w. Russell~ "Our Trade Relations with Canada,"
North American Review June 1897.

Reciprœity in adjectives~ but no reciprocity in trade; rhetorical good­
will~ but tariff warail along the boundary.

-J.S. Willison in the Toronto Globe~ 24 February 1899.

Like Thomas Bayard in the United States~ many English-Canadians

associated the ideas ofcontinental free trade and Canadian-American racial affinity.

In the Handbook of COmmercial Union published by the Toronto Commercial

Union Club in 1888, a nomber of writers utilized Anglo-Saxon rhetoric to advœate

Unrestricted Reciprœity.l In bis "Introduction" and series of "Letters," Goldwin

Smith laced bis writing with racial arguments that wouId be echoed a few years later

in bis landmark Canada and the Canadian Question. "Unifying forces of various

kinds are constantly, and with ever-increasing energy~drawing together the two

1 Altbough lecbuically differen~advocales of Can;vlian-Americanfree trade used the terms
"Commercial Union" and "Umestricteci Reciprocity" synonymously. As Goldwin Smith wrote to
the New York Independent in a leuer that appeared January 24. 1888. IUCommercial Union,·
'Unrestricted Reciprocity,' ·Continental Free Tracte.' are three differem oames for the same or
nearly the same thing." Handbook ofCommercial Union: A Collection of Papen Read before the
Commercial Union auha Torootoa with Speeches. Leners and 0Iher Documents in Favour of
Unrestticted Recippcity wim the United States. (foroato: Hunier. Rose and Company. 1888).
245. Even the fJandbook's tide used the lWo terms iuterchangeably. Tecbuically~wbile
Umestricted Reciprocity iudicated fn:c tradeoaly, Commercial Union iDcluded ccmmOll North
American areas ofcommerce like the Atlantic fisheries. Advocates ofCommercial Union adopted
the oame. as Smith notes. "'in diRct conIradistiDclion to poIitical uniOD, and for the special
purpose of guarding against any sncb idea.·' Goldwin Smith••cLetters on Commercial Union.··
ibid., 233. The name apparendy backfued, with oppments r:L free ttade associaling Commercial
Union with American annexation.

98



•

•

•

portions of the Anglo-Saxon race upon this continen~" Smith wrote.2 "It is my

avowed conviction that the union of the English-speaking race upon this continent

will someday come to pass," he asserted in one place, while in another he wrote,

"The two families of the English-speaking race on this continent will sorne clay he

one people.,,3 Employing kinship rhetoric Smith called Canadians and Americans

"kindred" and identical "in blood.'94 Smith especially lamented the ~~schism in

the Anglo-Saxon race" because it had a1lowed French Canada to remain and

prosper as a racially distinct territory in the heart of an otherwise Anglo-Saxon

continent.S Only ~~e forces of a whole English-speaking continent might have

been potent enough to assimilate the French element in Quebec." Canadians

would never he "one people" 50 long as this "alien nationality'" existed in the heart

of the nation.6 Moreover, with French-Canadian numbers "multiplying" and

Quebec "rapidly extending it borders," the French nationality threatened to

~~overflow" into America' s northeastem states. The French-Canadian nationality,

Smith boldlyasserted., "aspires to a division of the continent,.,7 For Smith, the

questions of North American geographic, racial, and economic affinity were

inextricably intertwined.

Although Smith clearly advocated Commercial Union as a precursor to

continental Anglo-Saxon union, other English-Canadian free traders al50 plinted to

the natural affinity between Canadians and Americans. In doing 50 theyechoed

Smith in lamenting the "schism in the Anglo-Saxon race," noted the essential

kinship of Canadians and Americans, and presented Canada as a linch-pin between

the two great Anglo-Saxon powers, the United States and Great Britain. In

presenting bis resolution on Commercial Union to the House of Commons in

2 Smith, "lntroduction," ibid., xxxi.
3 Smith, uLeners:' ibid., 199 and 219.
4 Ibid., 199 and 237.
S Smith, "Commercial Union in ils American Aspects", 244.
6 Smith, uLeners:' ibid., 200.
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March 1888, Sir Richard Cartwright pointed to the "dangerous isolation" of the

British Empire, and the great advantage ofan alliance between "her and our

kinsmen and friends on the other side of the border." If, then, Canada established

Ua close and friendly intercourse" with the United States through uclose

commercial relations," the Dominion would "render to the Empire the greatest

service that any colony or dependency ever rendered to the parent state.,,8

Commercial Union would not benefit Canada ooly, but "render a most important

service to the whole empire by aiding to re-koit together those two great divisions of

our race.,,9 Moreover, the increasing number ofCanadians living in the United

States served to draw the two nations together. '7o-day, Sir," Cartwrightstated,

"the United States, in the most emphatic possible manner, are becoming literally

fiesh of our flesh and blood of our blood."10 Canadians, Cartwright said, faced a

choice. The Dominion could continue 10 be "a sort of hostage to the United States

for the good behaviourof England, or...a Hnk of union and concord between the two

great English races.nU Commercial Union, Cartwright concluded, would be "best

for us, best for the whole Empire, best for our kinsmen and neighbours on the other

side of the line."11

Üther Commercial Unionists look up the standard of racial affinity in

advocating freer trade relations. In writing of the mining interests T. D. Ledyard

pointed to the looacy of erecting hostile tariffs between "the inbabitants of this great

continent, who are of the same race, the same language, the same religion, and who

have the same interests."13 S. H. Janes, a Toronto real estate broker, echoed

Ledyard by calling continental free trade, "a destiny thaL..is clearly indicated by

7 Smith, "Commercial Union in ilS American Aspects." ibid. 244.
8 "Speech by the Hon. Sir Richard Cartwright. K.C.M.G.•" ibid.• 35.
9 Ibid.• 39.
10 Ibid.• 44.
Il Ibid., 48.
12 Ibid., 53.
13 T. D. Ledyard. "Commercial Uoionand die MiDing Inten:sts ofCanada,"ibid. 85.
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geogmphy, race, language, similarityof institutions, and the sacredness of

religion. "14 Another Canadian writer spoke of Americans as ""our own flesh and

blood, speaking the same language...and with the same ideas of liberty and

freedom. "15 The Attorney-General ofNovaScoti~ J. W. Langley.called

Americans Canada's ""English-speaking brethren on this continent" and spoke of

the shared ""glory of the race in the development of North America. .,16 Like Smith

and Cartwright, these writers also found it impossible to separate the ideas of racial

and economic affinity. If a map of North Ameri~one of which was included in the

Handbook, indicated the natural geographic and trading relationship between

Canada and the United States, then common sense indieated the Datural kinship

between the Anglo-Saxon peoples of the continent

Finally, one last example ofan advocate of Commercial Union also utilized

racial rhetoric. The Handbook reprinted the House of Commons speech of John

Charlton, a Liberal M.P. from Norfolk, as he replied 10 Conservative accusations of

disloyalty:

1believe it is a matterof interest to the whole Anglo-Saxon race, to
every English-speaking man...tbat friendly relations shouId exist
between the two great branches of the Anglo-Saxon farnily. 1believe
that any policy that will draw closer the bonds that connect the
United States and England, that will increase the cordiality existing
between thase two great powers, that will bave a tendency to bring
thase two powers to act in concert and in alliance, is a policy that
should receive the commendation and the support ofevery man, not
ooly in Canada, but in every English-speaking country in the
world 17

Like Goldwin Smith and the other Commercial Unionists, Charlton employed

Anglo-Saxon rhetoric to argue in ravor ofcloser Canadian-American trade relations.

As a wealthy Ontario lumbennan whose business consisted of exporting sawlogs to

14 S. H. Jaœs. "How Umesllicted Reciproàty \Vidl the United States Wouid Affect the Prosperity
ofTorooto." ibid., 98.
IS WB. H. l.nckhart Gordon••7be Fffect ofCommercial Union on Our Relatiœs \Vith Great
Britain," ibid. 100
16 J. W. Langley, "CUl'R:ot Objections to Commercial Union Coosïdered," ibid.. 115 and 121.
17 John Charlton. ··Reply in the House of Commons to dle Disloyalty Cry~" ibid.. 139-40.
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the United States~ Charlton clearly acted outofeconomic self-interesL Yet

Chari ton~ s ideas concerning free trade rested on a firm ideological foundation that

consisted ofa vehement belief in Anglo-Saxon affinity~ superiority~ and mission. As

an English-speaking North American al the end of the nineteenth century~

Charlton~sbeliefs simply retlected the ideas ofhis limes. Beginning \Vith the

Commercial Union debate and continuing for the next fifteen years~ Charlton

emerged as arguably the foremost advocate of Canadian-American reciprocity in

North America.

Charlton ~ s use of Anglo-Saxon rhetoric to serve bis own business interests

illustrated the Iimits ofAnglo-Saxonism. Although bis advocacy ofcloser relations

among the Anglo-Saxon nations appeared 10 come at a propitious moment as it

coincided with the Anglo-American rapprochemen~bis promotion of reciprocity

was doomed to failure. The McKinley tariff of 1890y the Wilson-Gorman tariff of

1894y and the Dingley tariff of 1897 gave periodic proofof entrenched American

protectionism. Moreovery despite the espousal of reciprocity by the Canadian

Liberais in their platform as stated al the Ottawa convention in 1893 (the s<rcalled

Ottawa Program) y the protectionist wing gradually eclipsed the free trade wing led

by men like Charlton. Indeed y Liberal leaders Iike Wilfrid Laurierand Richard

Cartwright viewed reciprocity as a political weapon with which 10attack the

protectionist National Policy of the Conservatives. This had led the Liberais to

adopl Commercial Union briefly in the late 1880sy ooly retreating from the position

after the Liberal defeat of 1891. Just as Commercial Union proved untenable to the

Canadian electorate which viewed itas a threat to Canadian autonomy. a national

dialogue about reciprocity could not taIœ place without references te Canada's

Loyalist heritage, American uspread-eagleism," and the integrity of the British

Empire. uAlI lOnds of seemingly ex~eous issues are injected into the stream of
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discussion~n the historian W.R. Graham wrote, 46gntil cold considerations of

economics are lost in the welterof words -- loyalty, king, empire, nationhood.nl8

Indeed, the Commercial Union debate illustrated the limits of Anglo-Saxon

rhetoric when discussing an issue that went to the heart of Canadian nationhood and

the country's economic well-being. From the beginning, the movement's

proponents had used Anglo-Saxonism as their chief rhetorical tool. Chiefamong

the movement's advocates was Goldwin Smith, former Oxford don, foonder of the

Commercial Union Club of Canada, and devout Anglo-Saxonist Smith~an anti­

imperialist~viewed Canada' s connection to a distant colonial power as unnatural and

believed Canada's ultimate destiny was to unite with the United States. 41'eople

have been made to see,n Smith wrote to a friend in 1884. 4~at a man may look

forward ta the union of the whole English-speaking race on this continent"19 For

Smith~Commercial Union would inevitably lead 10 Political Union and thus heal, in

one of bis favorite toms of phrase, the 44schism in the Anglo-Saxon race.nIO

Smith's greatest work on the subject was bis widely read Canada and the Canadian

Question, which was a scathing indictmentof Confederation. The geographical and

racial affinity of Nonh America made the union of Canada on an east-west axis an

abomination. Moreover, North America was destined to be an Anglo-Saxon

continent, and Canadian-American union would ensure the 4'racial" absorption of

Quebec.21 For Smith, Commercial Union mainly served the ultimate goal of the

complete union of the continent

In bis idealized advocacy ofCommercial Union, Smith differed significandy

from other supporters, such as Erastus Wiman, Richard Cartwright, and John

18 W.R. Graham. "Sir Richard Cartwright, Wtlfrid Laurier. and libetal Party Trade Policy. 1887:'
Caoadian HistoricaJ Review. 33. 1. (March 1952). 1.
19 Smith 10 George William Curtis. 17 December 1884. HauitaiD. Golwin Smith: ure and
OPinions. lOB.
20 Goldwin Smith. The Schism in the Ang1a.Saxon Race, An Address Before the CaoadianQub
of New York. (New York. 1887).
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Charlton. While ail tbree used Anglo-Saxon rhetoric, theyalso had self-serving

Înterests in Commercial Union. Wiman, a Canadian-bom New York millionaire,

had significant holdings in Canadian iron ore and American railway lines that he

hoped would benefit from abolition ofAmerican minerai dulies and integration of

the North American transportation system.22 Charlton, an American-bom Ontario

millionaire, would have benefited immensely from the removal of the American tariff

on lumber. Cartwright, on the other band, had long been a vigorous crusader against

the tariff wall of the National Policy, which be viewed as profiting only a bandful of

manufacturers. Equally, if not more, important, free trade offered Cartwright and bis

party a weapon witb which 10 attack the Conservatives. The retirementofLiberai

leader William Blake in the spring of 1887 had left the Liberal party in disarray and

seemingly condemned 10 the position ofa perennial opposition party. Cartwright

and the new party leader, Wilfrid Laurier, agreed on adopting Commercial Union as

the new liberal party standard, with Laurier cunningly lening bis chief Ontario

lieutenant lead the charge.23 The new policy provoked not only attacks from the

Conservatives, butalso grave doubts within the liberal ranks. Moreover. the

Imperial Government, in the persan ofJoseph Chamberlain, spoke out against the

policy, warning Canadians that Commercial Union meant the end ofCanadian

political independence and "political separation from Great Britun."24 In 1888 the

Liberal party began a slow retreat from Commercial Union, beginning a decade-long

process ofadopting an increasingly protectionist party platform; the 1888 liberal

party caucus adopted unrestricted policy as a less provocative poIicy.

21 GoidwinSmtb. Omada-audtbcCanadianQJeslion, (New York. 1891).
22 Robert Craig Brown. "The Commerical Uaioaists inCama aad the United SlaleS," CMJMfim

Historical Association ADoua! Report (1963), 119.
23 Graham persuasively argues agaiDsl Charles Taasill who says Laurier Uwas opposed ID the idea
of commercial union," and LaurierbiograpberO.D. Skelton who notes that laurier"stoodalooC"
from the movemeot Graham, 16.
24 Ibid., 13-14.
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Charlton's Washington trips served bis party leader's interests as much as

they did bis own. Such symbiotic self-interest retlected the nature of nineteenth

century Canadian party politics. As John Engiish has pointed ou~ Charlton was one

of many Canadian politicians who entered public life in order to press their own

financial objectives. Along with Charlton such men were involved in businesses

subject to government regulation and viewed their roles as necessary for the

development of the young nation. Arguably, such economic self-interest served as

the primary motive for men like Charlton ta enter politics in the first place. Yet tbis

self-interest also served the political developmentofan immature nation - a

44Conjunction of Interests," as Ben Forster notes.25 Far from being blind to

Cbarlton's self-interest, Lauriercarefully exploited it for bis own poIitical aims. The

Charlton-Laurier relationship revealed Laurier as a political manipulator.26

Lauriers very success as a party leader depended UPQD bis ability to balance

the disparate regional interests of the Liberal party. Witb the political integration of

the country still incomplete, Laurier necessarily pandered to regional and provincial

interests to maintain party cohesion. His first cabinet in 1896 included three

provincial premiers, notably the fonner Nova Scotian secessionist W. S. Fielding

and Ontario nationalist Oliver Mowat27 Regional interests a1so forced Laurier to

balance different attitudes toward free trade. From the time ofbis ascent 10 party

leader in 1887, Laurier displayed a willingness to a110w fellow Liberais to press

extreme positions for the sake of political gain while he saayed safely above the fray.

:!5 John Eoglisb. The Decline of Polities: The Cooservalives and the Party System. 1901-20.
([oronto: Uoiversity ofToronto Press. 1977).25-6; Ben Forster. A Conjonction of Interesls:
Business. Folities. and Tariffs. 1825-1879. (foroato: University ofToronto Press. 1986).
26 J. W. Dafoe wasoneoftbef'usttodescribe Laurier. "Macbiavellian.·· J. W. DElfoe. Laurier. A
Study in CaDadian Polities. ([oronto: Thomas Allen, 1922). 15.
Xl Did. 5-11. For more on the regiODal nature ofCanadian nalioual party polilics. see also R.
Mac:gœgoc Dawson. TbeGovemmentofCaDada, ([oronto: Univenity ofToronto Press. 1947).
5œ-l0; AlexanderBrady, Democracy in the Dominions, (foroato: UDiversity ofToronto Press.
1958). 104; and André Siegfried. The Race Questioo in Canada. ttanslatioD by E. Nash. (1907).
113.
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In 1887 Laurier agreed that the Liberal party must adopt Commercial Union as the

Liberais' "new departure," and watehed from the wings as Richard Cartwright

risked bis political career as the movement's primary advocate. As the party tumed

away from Commercial Union toward unrestricted reciprocity. Cartwright "became

the scapegoat and the sacrificial victim," while Laurieremerged with bis party

leadership enhanced18 After its 1891 defeat and the 1893 Liberal party convention,

the party retreated further from the position of unrestricted reciprocity. By the 1896

election, with a healthy economy and a growing manufacturing sector, protectionists

like Mowat held considerable power within the national party. Still, continuing

support for Cree trade in regions of primary production, such as the prairies and

rural Ontario, forced Laurier to pander to free trade interests. Lauriercould balance

these competing interests by giving Mowat a cabinet seat while sending Charlton on

fruidess missions 10 Washington. While a one-time free ttade Liberallike Richard

Cartwrightadapted to the changing political climate, Charlton maintained stubbom

adherence to an increasingly isolated position.

w. R. Graham makes plain that '''to a very large extent the temporary

insertion of unrestricted reciprocity into the creed of Canadian liberalism resulted

[rom the dictates ofexpediency." Moreover, he makes a poiot ofdifferentiating the

motives of John Charlton from those of Cartwrightand Laurier:

A man Iike John Charlton, with bis extensive lumber trade, was heart
and soul a commercial unionist, partly because, as bis diary makes
c1ear, he effected a oot unnatural identificatioo of bis own interests
with thase of the country as a whole. Not 50 with Laurier and
CartwrighL Unlike Charlton, their personal affairs did oot
particularly predispose them to the support of free trade with the
United States. To them it was primarily the one visible u new
departure" which had to he made if the party was 10 he rescued from
imminentdisiotegration.19

28 Graham. 18; Paul Douglas Stevens. '~urierand the Liberal Party in Ontario." uupubIisbed
Ph.D.• thesis. UDivenity of Toronto. (1966). cited in Carman Miller. ··Mowa~ Lawiel', aDd the
Federal Liberal Party. 1887-1897," in DonaldSw~ed.. Oliver Mowat's OnIario. (foronto:
Macmillan ofCaDa~ 1972). 81n; Dafoe,97.
29 Graham. 17.

106



•

•

•

This distinction between Charlton's interests and those of the party leaders would

increase over time, and u1timately lead to Charlton' s near-complete break with the

Liberais. Moreover, this characterization ofCharlton as a self-interested lumber

baron, whose bungling advocacy of free lumber caused bis party leaders no end of

trouble, is a common one among Canadian historians.30 Certainly Charlton acted

out of self-interest in promoting Canadian-American free trade, and as Graham

notes, identified bis interests with those of Canada. Yet Charlton's interests were

not limited solely to lumber. Charlton absorbed the arguments of men Iike Josiah

Strong and Goldwin Smith, and in doing so, became one of the foremost proponents

of friendly relations among the Anglo-Saxon nations. He infused bis rhetoric with

Strong's Protestant missionary zeal, and Smith's racial conception of North

America. Moreover, Charlton identified bis interests not just with Canada alone, but

with all of North America and Anglo-Saxon civilization. Since the progress of

Anglo-Saxon civilization meant the progress of the world, Charlton felt that he held

the destiny of the world in bis bands. To dismiss Charlton merelyas a self­

interested lumbennan would be to defïne the man as a two-dimensional caricature.

ln bis quest to secure freer Canadian-American tmde relations, Charlton

worked tirelessly 10 advocate reciprocity in Nonh America. He published articles in

major periodicals like Forum and North American Review, addressed audiences in

cities across the continent, and used bis position as a longtime Canadian Member of
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Parliament and influential businessman to gain entry into the corridors of power in

the American capital. For this reason, Laurier piclœd Charlton to he the Liberal

party's uunofficial envoy" to the Americans. Over the span of a decade beginning

in 1892, Charlton visited Washington at Laurier's request in order to sound out the

Americans on the possibility ofestablishing reciprocity. Laurier sought to use

Charlton' s information to attack the Conservative tariffand illustrate that al least

some measure of free trade could he gained from the Americans. After the Liberal

victory in 1896, Laurier sent Charlton to Washington more to placate the free trade

wing of the Liberal party, of which Charlton was a leader, than to secure any real

advantages from the Pr0tectionist McKinley administration. Charlton's diplomacy,

reaching its high point with bis being named a delegate for the Joint High

Commission of 1898-99, illustrated another key avenue by wbich Charlton sougbt

to advocate reciprocity and foster friendly Anglo-Saxon relations. The unofficial

nature of bis diplomacy invited the abuse of bis Tory opponents, his Liberal peers,

and future historians. As an unofficial representative of the prime minister of

Canada, Charlton traveled to Washington as a private citizen, al bis own eXPense,

and without credentials. He displayed an amazing degree ofnaiveté and

ingenuousness for someone who had been in Canadian politics for over two

decades. Time and again be would say too much, give an inopportune interview, or

30 R. Peler Gillis and Thomas R. Roacb call Charlton an "aggœssive businessman" who advocaled
Cree trade out of self-interest, in Lest Initiatives: Canada's Forest IndWlb'ics. Foœst Policyand
Forest Conservation, (New York: Gn:enwood Press, 1986), 84; 0.0. Stellon caIls Charlton
"indiscreet" during the Joint High Commission and promoûng '1oca1 inteœsts." in Life aud Letters
of Sir Wilfrid Lamier. Volume n. abridged reprint of 1921 edilion. David M. L. Farr. cd.
(foronto: McOeOaod and Stewart Limiled, 1965), 2090; Robert Craig Brown notes tbat wben
Cbarlton "did appear to speak for the Caoadian Uberais he ofren did 50 wilhout tbeir knowledge or
adviœ." in Canada's NaliODa1 PoIicy 1883-1900: A SlUdy in CaDadian-American Relations,
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1964). 184; Joseph Schull caUs Cbarltona "dubiOWI
asset" at the Joint High CommissiOIl of 1898-99 as he was "totally preoccupied with lumber aud
pressing for bis own interests," in I..auier. The Fust Canadian, (foronto: Macmillan ofCanada,
1965),371.
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publish an inappropriate article. Yet he was less a victim ofbis own self-interest

than he was of the nature of bis unofficial diplomacy.

For Charlton, then, reciprocity encapsulated bis wishes for better relations

among the English-speaking peoples of the continent Instead of relying solely

upon cold facts and figures to argue bis point, Charlton utilized the more dramatic

rhetoric of Anglo-Saxonism. In doing 50 he resembled public men in both Canada

and the United States who drew upon the common language of race, knowing that

their words would he instantly recognizable to and accepted by a wide audience. Yet

just as Anglo-Saxon rhetoric failed to convince Canadians of the need for

Commercial Union, 80, too, it fell on largely deafears in the American capital.

Anglo-Saxonism could not compete with a nation's perceived economic welfare.

Nor could racial ideology force nations inta agreement For many English-speaking

Nonh Americans the Anglo-American Joint High Commission of 1898-99

represented a sterling opportunity 10 dispose of all the onerous obstacles blocking

Anglo-Saxon harmony. Not only might old problems like the Bering Seals dispute

he finally settled, but a measure of reciprocity might he negotiated. Yet despite the

hopes of Many, the Commission ended in failure, foundering upon the disputed

Alaskan boundary. Moreover, few were overly displeased ta see the Commission

adjoum without an agreement in February 1899. Many people in both countries felt

that no settlement was better than a bad settlement that bargained away national

interests. Few invoked Anglo-Saxonism to moum the Commission's indefinite

adjoummenl Although Charlton's Anglo-Saxonistdiplomacy bore no fruit, bis

work and writings reOected a fundamental comerstoneof North American ideology

al the turn-of-the-œntury, and deserve further comment

Jobn Charlton 's Anglo-Saxonlsm
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In February 1894 John Charlton traveled to Washington~D.C.~ to argue forlumber

to he removed from the duty list under the pending Wilson-Gorman Tariff Bill.

Alone in bis hotel room and far from home~ Charlton notOO in bis diary feeling

··lonesome and blue." To alleviate bis depression Charlton read his New

Testament and "a couple of chapters of Strong's New Era." In 1893 the Reverend

Josiah Strong published The New Era: or. The Corning Kingdom, eight years after

bis best-selling Our Country: 115 Possible Future and Present Crisis.31 Strong' s

books are widely seen as having helped formulate a rationale for American

expansionism at the end of the nineteenth century.32 The comerstone of Strong' s

thinking was Anglo-Saxon superiority and mission, which brought Strong, as

Richard Hofstadter says, ·'to the bighest piteh of enthusiasm."33 As an American

nationalist, Strong also believed in American exceptionalism, and placed America's

unique identity and mission within a clear continental framework. ·'fbere cao be no

reasonable doubt~" Strong wrote in Our Country, "that North America is to he the

great home of the Anglo-Saxon, the principal seat of bis power, the center of bis life

and influence. Not only does it constitute seven-elevenths of bis possessions~ but

bis empire is unsevered, while the remaining four-elevenths are fragmentary and

scattered over the earth.,,34 Strong' s view reflected not only pride in America' s

growing wealth and power~ but in older ideas about the reforming influence of the

31 Our Country sold 176,000 copies by 1916. Dorothea R. Muller. "Josiah Strong and American
Nationalism: A Reevaluatioo," Tbe Journal ofAmerican HislOry 53. 3. (1966),488.
32 RichardHci'stadter. Social Darwinism in American Thought. (Bostœ: Beacon Press. 1983).
178-9; Remy Sreele Commager. The American MiDd. (New Haven: Yale Univenity Press. 1952),
47. Dorochea Muller disputes this nabon, believing Sttong did not advoc:ate American expansion.
but instead "evangelizing the wood tbrougb the persuasive powerofeumpleand practicc of
civilizatioo carried by its people to ail parts of the world as they traveled or migrated - but Dot by
the exleDsiœ of poIitical power or force." (489·90) Muller empbasizes the missiooary aspect of
Strong's wtÏtings and points out tbat he wrote Our Country al the request of the American Home
Missionary Society. Paul R. Meyer, in ''l'be Fear of Cultural Decline: Josiab SlroIIg's Tbought
about Refonn and Expansion." Church Histary 42. 3. (1973). 396405. points out tbat Strong was
an carly leader ofthe Social Gospel movement, and came 10 empbasize intemal Americ:ao refŒID
over expansion in bis later writings. Meyer, however. rails 10 cite Strong's The New Era.
33 Hofstadter. 178.
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New World. 44[O]n this continen~"he wrote, ~~God is training the Anglo-Saxon

race for its mission...preparing in ourcivilization the die with which to stamp the

nations. ,,35 For Strong, the limidess resources of North America made the

continent the crucible of the race.

Strong repeated many of his themes about Anglo-Saxon sUPeriority in The

New Era. A strong believer in Anglo-Saxonism, Charlton must have read Chapter

IV of Strong's book, ~'TheContributions Made by the Anglo-Saxon." After

asserting the superiority of Anglo-Saxon religious life, language, and political

institutions, Strong considers the great advantages of North America. While much

of the race is Uscattered over the earth," seven-twelfths of ail Anglo-Saxons live

within the unified confines of the continenL "Surely tbis majestic continent with its

unequaled resources is worthYand destined to he the home of this majestic race,"

Strong writes. North America was destined to he "the great centre of Anglo­

Saxondom." Finally, while sitting alone in his botel room, preparing to act as

liaison hetween Canada and the United States, Charlton may have read Strong' s

hopes, written on the eve of the Anglo-American rapprochement:

Il is devoudy to he hoped that the various branches of the Anglo­
Saxon race will sustain such relations 10 each other in the future that
their overwhelming superiority of power will he able to compel the
world' s~ and deliver the nations from the vampire of
militarism.36

Strong might have been addressing Charlton directly, imploring the devout

Presbyterian to foster friendly relations among the Anglo-Saxon nations for the

sake of civilization. With the New Testament in one band and Strong's New Era in

the other, Charlton sat in his Washington hotel room and girded himself for the

workahead.

34 Josiah Strong, Our Country: Ils Possible Future and Pœsent Crisis. (New York. 1891), 165.
35 ibid, 178.
36 Josiah Strong, The New &3: or. The Comin! Kingdom, (London: Hodder'andStoughton.
1893>, 74-75.
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John Charlton was bom in Garbuttsville,N.Y., in 1829.37 His English-born

father moved the family to a farm near Ayr, Upper Canada, in 1849. Four years

later Charlton became partners in a general store in Lynedoch wbich soon began

dealing in timber. From the age ofabout twenty-five until bis death in 1910,

Charlton made bis home in Lyndedoch and bis living in timber, expanding

operations into northem Michigan and upstate New Yorle. Charlton and bis

business interests prospered. In an 1896 diary entry Charlton estimated that bis

share of J. & T. Charlton, in which he shared interest with bis brotherThomas, came

to $325,000 for the American-based operations and $138,000 for the Canadian side.

Adding to this his uindividual account'" of $366,000, Charlton was just shy of

being a tum-of-the-eentury millionaire.38 In 1899 he formed a new partnership with

a Michigan lumberman to log Crown limits in northem Ontario, and within two

years Charlton could note that the company already had net assets of $250,()()().39

The profits made on buYing logging rights and selling the lumber regularly came to

six figures. Charlton seemed to wode unceasingly, traveling frequently between his

home in Lynedoch and his American oPerations in Tonawanda, New York. Adding

to this bis visits to American lumber centers in Buffalo, Cleveland, and Detroit.,

Charlton seemed to have SPent half bis life on trains. The result was nearly tragic.

In December, 1895, a p:>nerof the New Yorle Central Railway ran into Charlton

white he was alighting from a train, knocking him into a passing freight train.40

Barely escaping death, Charlton was incapacitated for six weeks with severe injuries,

including a fractured femur, and remained dependent upen a cane.

37 See the ""Introduction" to Charllon's Speeches aod Addresses: PoIitical. Litelary and Religious.
(Toronto: Morang and Co., Limitecl, 1905). Also see Thomas H. Fems 8Dd Robert Craig Brown,
"John Charlton." in RamsayCoo~general editor, Dictioparyofeanadian Biography. Volume
xm. 1901 to 1910. (Toronto: UDivenity ofToronto Press. 1994). 187-9.
38 Charlton Papers, Diary,16 Deœmber 1896.
39 Ibid., 12 August 1901.
40 Ibid.. 5 December 1895.
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In their entry for Charlton in the Dictiomuy of Canadian Biography. Thomas

Fems and Robert Craig Brown rightly note that Charlton' s career renected the fact

that upolitics in 19th-century Canada was about business and religion.,,41 A strict

believer in Sabbath observance, he forbade Sunday labor in bis lumber camps and

was elected vice-president of the Lord's Day Alliance in 1888.41 He taught Bible

class at bis local Presbyterian church, and commented on the content and quality of

the reverend' s sermon in bis diary each Sunday. While in New York in 1893 as one

of the Canadian delegates to the National Conference of Evangelical Churches on

Foreign Missions, Charlton met President Graver Cleveland43 The Presbyterian

M.P.'s political career reflected bis faith. On numerous occasions Charlton

introduced seduction bills that sought to raise the age of consent for girls and

punish men who seduced women through promises ofmarriage. Receiving little

support and numerous taunts, a watered-down version of the bill, known as the

Charlton Seduction Act, passed the House in 1886.44 Charlton's strong

Protestantism also led him to join only tweive other M.P.s 10 calI for disailowance of

the Jesuits' Estates Act in 1889, making him one of the Noble Thirteen or the

Devi!' s Oozen.45 Tbis public break with the Liberalleadersbip would seemingly

haunt Charlton's relationship with Laurier. At the end of 1897 a frustrated Charlton

noted: ur think my position on the Jesuit Estates Bill [sic] has bœn laid up against

me by the French Catholic Liberai leader.,,46

41 Feras aud Brown. 189.
42Ibid.• 188-9.
43 Charlton Papen. Diary. 1893 summary.
44 Ferus and Brown. 188. The autbors nole that Prime Minister John A. Macdooald "'Cacetiously
observed that the legislatioD would cause Ihousands of youag men to lcave die couotty."
45 Joseph Schull.. Laurier: The FirstCaMdjan. (Toronto: Macmmao orOlDada. 1965).226.
Schull recounts the Charlton-Laurier confrooraliœ over die bill. Charlton told LaurierthatCanada
should be a counlry of one race. Laurier rouodedœ CbarlloD: "' am ofFrench origio but 1 am a
Brilish subjecL WeU. what race would abat be? Is it the British lion that is to swallow the French
lamb or the French lamb that is to swallow the British lion? There cau be more than one race.. but
there shall be but one natioo."
46 Charlton Papen. Diary. 1897 summary.
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Aside from business and religion, Charlton's description of Laurier as ~~e

French Catholic" party leader reflected yet another companent of Charlton's

character. Like Many English-Canadians al the turn-of-the-century, Charlton finnly

believed in the superiority of Anglo-Saxons and of their God-given mandate to

control the North American continent. Such beliefs influenced his stance on the

Jesuits' Estates Bill in 1889'7, and 100 him to cali for a British garrison to he

stationed in Quebec during the South African War.48 Moreover, Anglo-Saxonism

strongly influenced bis thoughts on Canadian-American relations. In 1897

Charlton, writing in Canadian Magazine on uAmerican Trade Relations,n stated:

uI t is desirable in the interests of the entire race, and desirable in the interests of

humanity al large, that cordial relations should exist between the two great branches

of the Anglo-Saxon people." Canadian Liberais, he went on, "hope 10 make the

poHcy of the Dominion instrumental in promoting Anglo-Saxon peace and good

will. "49 ln 1898, Charlton praised the work of the Joint High Commission, of

which he was a member, in ils efforts ta 6'remove the causes of friction and ill will

that have existed between the two Anglo-Saxon commonwealths upon this

continent.,,50 Charlton expressed these beliefs in bis interviews with American

public men as weil. When two members of the Senate's Ways and Means

Committee agreed with Charlton's views on free lumber, but apologized that

"political reasons" kept them from acting upon tbeir beliefs, Charlton lectured

them:

1 urged that there were political Considerations ofa bigher cbaracter
than thase that influenced them -- the future relations for the two
Anglo-Saxon states on this continent, and these were considerations

47 Charlton told the House: "Now these are British provinces. The design was dJat lhese sbould be
Anglo-Saxon COIDDloowealtbs." Quoted in Fems and Brown. 189.
48 Speech to North Norfolk liberals at Simcoe, Onlario. 19 October 1900. Reprinted in Toronto
Globe, 20 October 1900.
49"AmericanTradeRdatiODS.n CaoadianMagazine 9, 6. (October 1897),506.
50 Charlton writing as 66A CaDadian Iiberal.n 'The ADgIo-AmericanJoint Rigil Commissioo.,nTbe
NorthAmerican Review 167.501. (August 1898). 165-66.
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of more importance than the mercenary selfish struggles of greedy
interests to get the advantage ofeach other.51

For Charlton, then, Canadian-American relations meant the relations of '~he two

Anglo-Sa..'Con states on tbis continenL" Moreover, while discussing reciprocity in

Washington Charlton often argued that uclose commercial relations would draw the

two peoples nearer together and might ultimately lead to political union."52 In part,

Charlton sougbt to counter the American argument that high tariff barriers would

force Canada into the anns of the United States. Instead, Charlton cleverly tumed

the argument on its head and argued that reciprocity would lead to more uintimate"

relations. As he told President Cleveland in 1893, Canada "could not he starved

into annexation...and that before the two countries were ready to unite there would

need to be a period of greater social and business ÏDtimacy.53"

While it wouId he difficult to describe Charlton as a true Political Unionist,54

he clearly believed in the fundamental unity of the continenL In expressing such

views Charlton drew upon the work of North American controversialist Goldwin

Smith, especially Smith's Qmada and the Canadian Question. [n 1898 Charlton

wrote:

The geographical relations of the territories of the United States and
Canadaare of such a nature as to invite freedom ofcommercial
intercourse. These countries are naturally drawn to each other by
community of race, and similarity in their laws and institutions.
Possessing a coterminous boundary, extending from ocean to ocean,
and having common interests, it is only in their poIiticaI autonomy
that environment and natural conditions permit distinct and separate
existence. Natural intimacyofassœiation, ifartificial barriers were
withdrawn, wouId he greater between such groups of provinces and
ofStates as the maritime provinces of Canada and the seaboard
States of the Union...than wouId he the intimacy of association and
commercial transactions hetween many of the groups of States in the
American Union.55

SI Charlton Papers. Diary. 30 April 30 1897.
52 Ibid. 16 January 1893.
53 Ibid. 12 January. 1893.
S4 "Political Union 1bardly look upoa as Iikely to he a practical questiOll witbin the space of your
liCe or my own:· Charlton wrote 10 Goldwin Smith in 1897. "and [ do nol discuss il. or take a
position upon il..... Goldwin Smith Papen. Natiœal Archives of Canada. 17 September 1897.
ss Charlton. 'The Aoglo-American Joint High Commissioo:' 166.
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Charlton wrote again about the "geographical affinitiesn and ''ies of race" in his

entry for Canada: An Encyclopedia of the Countly, "Canadian Trade Relations with

the United States." The editor of the encyclopedia, J. C. Hopkins, felt obligated to

note that Charlton' s article presented the "Continental school of fiscal thought,"

calling il "controversial" but "none the less valuable to the student of Canadian

political conditions.,,56 Charlton's business, dependent upon exporting the naturaI

resources ofOntario due south to the manufacturers of Michigan, Ohio, and New

York, aptly reflected the "Continental school of fiscal thought" And Charlton

himself, a Canadian who had been born in the United States, renected the "naturaI

affinities" of the two countries. Like Many English-speaking men at the tum-of-the

centwy, Charlton believed in Anglo-Saxon unity, and viewed friendly Canadian­

American relations as essential to ils achievemenL In 1897 he wrOle admiringly to

Goldwin Smith, another man perfecdy at home in any of the Anglo-Saxon nations:

1 desire to express to you my high sense of the services you have
perfOrnted for our common race, and my appreciation of the far­
reaching prescience which enables you to gauge correcdy the infinile
importance of securing barmonious relation between ail the Angla­
Saxon Commonwealths of the world.57

Charlton, too, hoped to render services for the "common race," and he clearly

viewed his trips to Washington to advocate freer Canadian-American trade through

the prism of Anglo-Saxonism.

Charlton and Liberal Party Trade Poliey

Charlton apparently undertook bis first trips to Washington in order to speak

against the proposed McKinley tariff. In April of 1890, and again in July, Charlton

made the acquaintance of various senators and representatives, including the

56 John Charlton, "Canadian Trade Relatioos with the United States:' in J.e. Hopkins, cd.,
Canada: An Encyclopedia of the Country, (Toronto, 1898), Vol. 1, 371.
57 Smith Papen, Charlton to Smith, 17 September 1897.
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chainnan of the Senate's Ways and Means Comminee, future president, and author

of the protectionist legislation, William McKinley. Passage of the McKinley tariff

in 1890 implemented the highest American dUlies on Canadian natural products

until that time, and led to Prime Minister John A. Macdonald's rejection of

reciprocity in the 1891 election. After the Liberal defeat in that election, Laurier

asked Charlton ta uproceed at once ta Washington as the envoy of the Liberal party

of Canada to establish an understanding as to what poliey upon the question of

reciprocity we can take common ground with the Americans on." Charlton seemed

quite excited by the prospect, and heartily endorsed bath the approach to the

Americans and the ideaof reciprocity.

Our leaders have at least come to the conclusion that if the Liberal
party of Canada bas the sympathy of American public men, as il
undoubtedly bas, it is time we had frequent communication with each
other and understand each other more fully. Here1ofore each side
has been working in the dark as 10 the views and desires of the other
and we mayjustas weil understand what are the exact details of a
commercial policy that can be made common ground and then stake
out unhesitatingly and boldly on that line arrived byofficial
assurances from American authorities that our labors will not be
poindess if we can carry the country.58

Over the next severa! years Charlton made severa( trips 10 Washington al Laurier' s

request, meeting with American politicians and mmng the argument for reciprocity.

During bis February 1894 viSÎt he pressed the Americans stronglyand successfully

for Canadian lumber to be removed from the duty Iist under the pending Wilson­

Gorman Tariff Bill.

Charlton's Washington visils did not come withouta political priee for the

Lynedoch lumberman. The Tory press often reported that Charlton traveled to the

American capital to advocate Canadian annexation, or to prevent Canadian export

dulies that might barm Charlton's business. In the House of Commons

ConservativemembersofparliamentdenouncedCharlton as a "Yankee traitor," and

compared him to a rogues' gallety of famous turncoats including Guy Fawkes,
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BenedictAmol~ and Judas Iscariot. Charlton often stood to defend himselfagainst

such attaeks, yet he did so without any support from bis fellow Liberais, let alone

from bis party leader. Indeed, when the Conservatives were able 10 draw Laurier

into the debate. the party leader made a great effort ta characterize Charlton's views

as his ··private opinion'9 and not uthe opinion of the party." These scenes typified

the relationship between Charlton and Laurier. The Liberal leader used the

lumberman for bis own political ends, while distancing himself from the resulting

criticism.

The prospect of a Liberal victory in the 1896 election provided Charlton with

a number of possibilities. Having served in the House for twenty-four years,

Charlton thought it time to receive the recognition due ta mm. Such recognition

would normally taIœ the form ofa Cabinet position. Yet on April 17, two months

before the election, Charlton met with Laurier to discuss a position for Charlton if

the Liberais won. As Charlton would make clear in the years ta come, he believed

that he had exchanged the promise ofa portfolio in favor of Lauriermaking bim

Canadian Commissioner to Washington.59 Based on Charlton's latercomments,

the position was to he modelled on George Brown' s temporary appointment to

Washington in 1874, also 10 negotiatea reciprocity treaty. One wonders al the

progression of the Charlton-Laurier conversation. Who suggested the idea of a

Canadian Commissioner? Did Charlton really tum down the offerofa Cabinet

position at the vague promise of the Commissioner's position? After all, ooly a

handful of Canadian Commissioners had ever been credentialed by the British

GovernmenL Did Laurier make the offer in order 10 lœep Charlton out of the

Cabinet? Laurier did not like Charlton and resented bis previous positions on the

lesuits' Estates Bill and French-Canadians generally. His sincerity appears even

58 Cbarltœ Papers. Diary. 16 March 1892. .
59 ImcL, 17 April 1896. and Fans and Brown. 189.
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more dubious considering the Liberals~ furtherretreat on reciprocity after the

election. Moreovery the appointment of the "'Yankee traitor" certainly would have

attracted the disfavor of many Liberais as weil as the Conservatïves. No matter what

theanswer, Charlton accepted the "promise,n and perhaps did sa because it held

greater potential for mm than any low-ranking Cabinet post.

Only three Canadians had ever visited Washington as temporary

Commissioners with special missions: Prime Minister John A. Macdonald in 1871,

"Liberal eIder statesman'~and owner of the Toronto Globe George Brown in

1874,60 and Finance Minister and future party leader Sir Charles Tupper in 1887.

Chari ton~ s appoinbnent as Commissioner wouId have been an historie act and

eatapulted him ta the bighest ranks of Canadian politics. Other, more personal

considerations May have weighed in favor of his decision. Charlton had suffered

years of abuse for his American origins and bis unofficial visits to Washington.

His appointment as Commissioner would bave silenced Many of bis critics and even

justified bis past actions. Finally, retuming to Washington as the official

representative might have fulfilled Charlton's notion of bis personal mission. As

Commissioner, Charlton would have embodied the tink between bis native and

adopted homesy the two Anglo-Saxon nations of the continent.

Aside from bis appointment to the Joint High Commission of 1sgg.99,

Charlton continued bis unofficial visits to Washington. Although Charlton now

represented the head of the Canadian government~ bis position as unofficial diplomat

remained largely unchanged. He stilliacked credentials and visited the American

capital on his own lime and money. Despite bis membership in the ruling party, and

orders from the Prime Minister himself, Charlton still spoke 10 the Americans as a

private citizen. With the Liberais in power, though, one thing appeared ta have

changed: Charlton now bad even greater potential for embarrassing Laurier and the

60 Stacey. 30.
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Liberal party. This he proceeded to do on a numher ofoccasions. Instead of being

impressed with the new gravity of bis situation, Charlton seemed to feel that

Laurier' s promise actually gave mm freer rein to express his views. In doing so

Charlton dre\v down on mmself the displeasure of Laurierand Liberal leaders. The

combination of Liberal PartY criticism and Laurier' s broken promises fueled

Charlton's resentmenL Within a few years this resulted in Charlton's near­

complete break with the Liberal party. The Liberal victory, Laurier's dissembfing,

and Charlton's increasing bittemess only made his position as unofficial diplomat

more untenable.

With a fierce presidential campaign underway in the United States, pitting

the free-trade silverite and populist William Jennings Bryan against the proteetionist

William McKinley, finie note was taken of the Canadian election results. Most

newspapers simply reiteraled their old position regarding Canadian-American trade.

ln a July 3, 1896, editorial entided '7rade Relations with Canada," the New York

Tribune, a staunch McKinley organ owned by Republican insider Whitelaw Reid,

made clear that the new Canadian administration had linie te hope for from

Washington:

The ultimate union ofail the Engiish-speaking part of the continent
by the free consent of its inhabitants is not impracticable. It is not
100 much to say that it is inevitable. And nothing will more facilitate
its coming than for this country te rescind the special priviJeges that
malee continued separation financiaIly possible and even profitable ta
Canada. Once let our Northem neighbors he fully convinced that
they cao expect none of the advantages of the American Union 50
long as they remain outside of that Union, the sentiment for
Continental Union will he immeasurably stimulated.61

The Tribune article illustrated that Political Union sentiment still found a following

in the United States. Moreover, it reflected the view that a high tariff against

Canadian products would force Canadians into a '1mion of ail the Engiish-speaking

part of the continentn Just as Charlton and other Engfjsh-Canadians used racial
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rhetoric to advocate free trade~ Many Americans employed the same rhetoric to

advocate restricted trade. As bas been stated before~ this very flexibility of Anglo­

Saxon rbetoric constituted one of its strengths. Yet il also revealed the fundamental

limits of Anglo-Saxonism as an argument for reciprocity.

While Canadian politics were not of major interest 10 Americans~ the free

trade position of the Liberais eliciled comments by some journalists.62 In particular

Jobn Russell wrote two articles on the new administration~one for the Arena that

focused on Laurier~and the other in the North American Review that focused on

Canadian-American trade relations. In both articles Russell characterized Canada

and the Frencb-Canadian prime minister in Anglo-Saxon terms. '7be tenure of the

premiership bya public man of Frencb descen~"Russell wrote~ "in a country

predominately English in blood and speech~ is a fact of significant interesL"

Laurier had united bis racially-divided party, and "English-speaking Liberais are as

firm in tbeir allegiance to him as are those of bis native province." Russell called

this "a remarkable achievement," since politicalleadership in Canada meanl

"hannonizing the sympathies of those who are racially differenL" 63 Russell made

mucb of the fact that Laurier spoke near-Perfect English, marveling al the premier's

"facile mastery of English.,,64 "He bas won bis laurels in a foreign tongue," the

article continued, "and it May he doubted wbether any Frenchman, in Canada or

beyond it, ever gained sucb a mastery of Englisb." Laurier's "slight French

accent" Russell believed, "bas more of chann than fauft 10 those who hear bim."65

With bis emphasis on Laurier' s English skills, Russell appeared 10 try 10 anglicize

Laurier for bis American readers. Moreover, Russell described Laurier as "an

61 New YortTribuoe, 3 July 1896.
62 See Edward Poaitt, '"The New Administtation in Canada," Yale Review 6, (August 1897). 151­
168.
63 J. W. Russell. "Wilfrid Laurier: ACharacterSketch,AIaIa 17,88. (Marcb 1897)9 615.
64Ibid.• 616.
65 Ibid.. 621.
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ardent believer in the doctrines of British Liberalism," and possessing "knowledge

of English constitutional precedent.,,66 Finally, Russell described Laurier as

friendly to the United States, and desiring cooperation on a numberof issues,

including ~~closer trade relations."

By June, however, events had made clear that closer trade relations between

the two countries were not forthcoming. The American Dingley tariff bill and the

Canadian preferential tariff bill ooly increased economic competition in North

America. Writing on "Our Trade Relations with Canada" in the North American

Review Russell anempted to reconcile the tariff war with Canadian-American Anglo­

Saxonism. 'ihese two English-speaking peoples are the product of a schism,n

Russell stated, echoing the writings of Goldwin Smith, "and though they have a

close social resemblance and a measure of politicallife in common, they yet hold

certain differences to he fondamental." While differences in political systems were

importan~ '~e connection ofCanada with Great Britain is a fact which largely

modifies economic considerations." Racial affinity alone could not force two

nations to act against their political and economic self-interest. 4ihe commercial

idea, prompted by gain, the national id~ strengthened by patriotic sentiment,"

Russell wrote, "these forees have vigorous play between two nations of the same

race, and their opposition bas created the perplexing resultant which now exists."67

To believers in the essential unity of North America, Russell offered a dose of

reality. "Though writers like Goldwin Smith mayappeal with confidence to the

doctrine of the economic unity of this continent," he stated, '~e power of sentiment

and political affiliation will largely nullify theirmostcherished formulas.

Geograpby May make nations friends, but ooly in co-operation with more potent

forces." Finally, Russell addressed the idea of Anglo-Saxon affinity that had

66 Ibid., 619-20.
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received so much attention since the Venezuela Crisis. &'The idea ofa common race

and origin is not yet strong enough for the bard maxims ofcompetition," Russell

concluded, "and until it is the Dominion May not expect any more economic

consideration than Brazil or MeXÎco.,,68 The events of the following years would

prove Russell absolutely right. Anglo-Saxonism alone could not break down

barriers imposed by economic self-interest. Russell's article might be viewed as a

warning ta reciprocity advocates like Charlton. If so, Charlton clearly did not take

heed.

Although the Liberais won the 1896 election on the promise of reciprocity,

Ontario proteetionists led by Oliver Mowat had already gained the upper hand

within the party. Moreover, the Novemher election of the protectionist McKinley

administration made reciprocity a politically untenable position. Approaching the

Americans about reciprocity in any official manner would only bave led ta an

embarrassing rebuff. Instead, Laurier once again asked Charlton ta visit

Washington unofficially to take the pulse of Congressional opinion on the eve of

the presidential inauguration. Upon arriving in the American capital Charlton gave

an interview 10 the Associated Press that received wide attention. The New y orle

Tribune placed the interview on the front page with a lengthy tide: uCanada for

FreerTrade: Reciprocity a Prominent Feature in the Liberal Party's Programme: An

Attempt to Obtain a Treaty with this Country 10 he Made in the Near Future ­

Important Concessions which Premier Laurier is Prepared 10 Offer -- An Interesting

Talk with Mc. Charlton." The article characterized Charlton as a long-time Liberal

Member of the House of Commons, and speaking on behalf of bath Canada and

Prime Minister Laurier. &&Canada, Mc. Charlton said, will unquestionably attempt in

the neac future 10 obtain a treaty of reciprocity in trade with the United States," the

67 John W. Russell. "Our Trade Relations with Canada." North American Review 164. 487. (June
(897), 713.
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article stated. Moreover, Canada was willing to compromise - ~~o meet the United

States in the Middle of the stream77 -- on other issues, such as the fisheries dispute,

in order to bring about such a treaty. uMr. Laurier and bis Govemment will be

actuated,77 the paper continued, Unot ooly by a desire to establish the relations of the

United States and Canada on a mutually advantageous and friendly basis, butalso

by the hope that such an arrangement will prove conducive to the peace and welfare

of the two great Anglo-Saxon nations of the world.n As he had frequently done

before, Charlton used the rhetoric of Anglü-Saxonism in order to advocate

reciprocity. The article concluded by stressing one of Charlton's points. "One

statement which Mr. Charlton emphasized seems to possess significance,n the

article stated. ~'He represents Canada as now standing at the parting of the ways,n

with the Dominion prepared 10 move toward closer relations with either the United

States or the British Empire.69 Such remarks by the "member from Michigan"

were not calculated to find favor with Many English-Canadians, especially the

Tories. Vet they represented Charlton's continuing effort to persuade bis audience

that more intimate commerce would create more intimate relations between the two

North American neighbors.

No matter how Charlton May have represented himself 10 journalists, it was

rePQrted that Charlton visited Washington for official purposes. Laurier

immediately wrote an urgent letter ta Charlton in which he repeatedly impressed

upon the Liberal M.P. the private nature of bis mission:

There is a report cunent in ail the newspapers that you have been
sent to Washington on an official mission. 1 would depend on you
to contradict this report yourself. In the correspondence exchanged
between us, you remember that you told me tbat it was absoIutely
useless to send anybody on an official mission to Washington UDtil
the new Administration had been installed in office. This seemed to
me perfecdy reasonable and my colleagues also shared in the same
opinion, but while it was unadvisable [sic] Jo send a Commission 10

68 Ibid.• 716-17.
69 New Yorle Tribune, 19 January 1897.
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Washington, it is quite proper that as Many prominent Canadians as
possible should visit Washington and become in louch with the
leaders of the Republic, and in that connection, it is therefore quite
advisable that YOll should go, but 1 wish YOll would be careful to let it
be known that you come simply as a citizen of Canada, and in no
other capacity. 1 wish also that you would utilize your stay there to
obtain information and for nolbing else.70

Laurier made il clear that Charlton visited Washington as ooly another "prominent

citizen." Moreover, Laurier spread responsibility for bis reprimand of Charlton

among the Liberal leadership, indicating the agreement of "my colleagues.n

Finally" Laurier instructed Charlton to lintit the scope of his actions, ordering him to

"obtain information and nolbing else.n Laurier himself must have Imown that

Charlton visited the American capital more thanjust, as he stated, -simplyas a

citizen of Canada'" Laurier May have written the letter in order 10avoid

responsibility for any of Charlton's words or actions. Yet the message of the letter

may also he viewed as that ofa more politically astute party leader attempting to

impress upon bis unofficial envoy the great sensitivity of bis mission. Laurier also

displayed a greater sensitivity to the timing of Charlton's visite Sending a Canadian

representative to Washington ooly weeks before the inauguration of a new president

might sour relations with the newadministration. Despite bis sincere desire for

friendly Canadian-American relations, Charlton' s continuing failure to understand

the risks of bis mission actually placed those relations injeopardy.

Laurier' s firm tone resulted from bath newspaper reports and a private

reJX>rt of Charlton' s actions. The Prime Minister had reœived a letter from John

Bertram,71 another Ontario lumberman and Liberal supporter, quoting Charltoo's

view that Canada would not retaliate against an American duty on lumber.n Based

00 the letter Laurier iodicated that other Liberais outside of the government also

70 Laurier Papen. Laurier to Charltoo. 18 Jaouary 1897.
71 Robert PeterGillis. 66Jobn Bertram.·· Dictiœary ofCaaadian Biogmpby. Valume xm. 65-67.
7Z Laurier Papen. Laurier to Charlton. 18 January 1897.
7Z Laurier Papen. Bertram ta Laurier. 16January 1897.
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worried about Charlton' s mission. "'A good Many of our friends are nervous about

your actions," Laurier wrote, "and it is ooly proper that 1should keep you

acquainted with their opinions." Laurier then quoted an extract of the letter. without

revealing ils author. which recounted Charlton telling American lumbermen that the

Canadian govemment would not retaliate agaiost an American duty wi th a Canadian

export duty on lumber. Laurier chided Charlton:

l hope you did not maire use of such language. because it would bave
been Most unadvisable to lead the [R]epublican leaders to such
conclusion. We must hold our bands free to deal in any direction,
which the interestofCanada May demand, and, whilst, for my part, 1
am strongly impressed with the view that our relations with our
neighbors should he friendly, at the same time l would not shrink
from retaliation, if retaliation was provoked by hostility.73

While Charlton May have desired ta remove sources ofCanadian-American friction

for the sake of Angl<rSaxon unity, Laurier had no such ambition. Instead, the

Prime Minister believed that Canada must he willing to meetany American

"hostility,n a political necessity in Canadaat the end of the nineteenth century.

These views became increasingly widespread in Canada with the installation of the

protectionist McKinley administration. Many Liberais such as Bertram, who had

once advocated reciprocity, now favored a harder Hne toward American tariff policy.

For lumbermen such as Bertram, this meant an export duty on lumber. With

McKinley' s inauguration, Charlton's mission had become even more difficull, as he

found himself caught between the protectionist Republicans and an increasingly

proteetionist wing of the Liberal party.

Charlton made two more trips to Washington in 1897, in April and July,

which resulted only in frustration. Once in Washington Charlton ran headloDg into

a wall of proteetionism. Upon bis inauguration President McKinley called a special

session of Congress that enacted the highest tariffs in V.S. bistory onder the

Dingley bill. Charlton DOW began ta alter bis views toward reciprocity. At the end

73 Ibid.• Laurier ta CharltoD. 18 January 1897.
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of the April trip he wrote to Laurier a leogthy summary of bis mission~ ending it

with uneharaeteristie informality. Referring to the Dingley bill~ Charlton declared~

U[I]f the paliey that has been entered upon is continued we Mayjust as weil tell the

Yankee ta go ta hades and we will go to England.n74
Indeed~ the Liberais had

aIready indicated their intention to u go ta England" by means of a preferential tariff

for Great Britain. Frustrated by the American tariffs~ the Liberais sougbt to fulfill

their campaign promise for free trade in the ooly direction possible. Charlton

shared this frustration. During bis July trip he wrate in bis diary: ''1 am

discouraged about the prospects for Reciprocity and begjn to suspect that il is the

settled purpose of this Administration to give us no treaty arrangements in that

direction.n7S The American politicians Charlton met told bim that Canada "had

nothing to hope for from this Administration -- that the Republicans scoffed at the

idea of retaliation and calculated to show us 00 favors." As a possible indication of

the Republicans' attitude, Charlton arrived al the White House to keep a ten a.m.

appointment with the President, ooly 10 he kept waiting until three in the aftemoon.

Ta Charlton's plea for trade negotiations, McKinley replied ooly that "he would

bear the matter in mind.n He retumed to bis hotel in a black mood. "1 have done

my oost to advance the interests of Canada al Washington," he wrote, "and do oot

see that 1cao do any more and 1willleave for home tonight.... 1shaH advise that we

pursue the matter no further and refrain from attempting to send a Commission and

that we make no further advances for more liberal trade relations duriog the life of

this administration.n76

Charlton, however, spoke more out of frustration than from a desiTe to see

Canadian-American communication on trade stopped. In September, he wrote to

Laurier calling the Republicans "ultra-protectionist." Yet Charlton also suggested

74 Ibid.• Cbarlton to Laurier. 30 Apri11897.
75 Charlton Papen. Diary. 9 July 1897.
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that the govemment send ··a duly recognized and fully authorized Canadian

Representative to Washington" in order to negotiate a trade agreement ·~ough the

medium of the British Embassy." Perhaps frustrated by the lack of results of bis

unofficial diplomacy, Charlton urged the sending of a credentialed representative.

Although never referring directly to himself, Charlton left little doubt as to the best

man for the job.

An intimate knowledge ofail facts pertaining to the lumber question
would he an indispensable qualification on the part of the Canadian
Representative chosen to present the case at Washington, and this
qualification should if possible he combined with a fair degree of
knowledge as to American legislative methods, and acquaintance with
leading public men.77

Charlton's suggestion to send an official Canadian rePresentative appears less an

awareness of the limits of unofficial diplomacy, than a less-than-subde hint for

Laurier to name Charlton as Canadian Commissioner.

Despite Charlton' s advocacy, powerful forces worked against reciprocity

during 1897. Growing protectionsim on bath sides of the border threatened ta start

a Canadian-American trade war. Moreover, Queen Victoria' s Diamond Jubilee

celebration in London that June resulted in an outpouring of imperial sentiment in

English-Canada Reacting to Canada's preferential tariff, Laurierwas feted in

London and Canada was serenaded by the Empire's unofficial poet laureate

Rudyard Kipling in his uOur Lady of the Snows." Added to other imperial

undertakings in Canada, such as the imperial cable and the fast Atlantic steamship

service, even the MOstdevout ofAmerican reciPrOCity advocates regarded free

trade's future with skepticism. Among tbese was the weeklyjournal The Nation,

which had referred ta McKinley's cali for ahigber tariff and the resulting Dingley

761bid.. Il Joly 1897.
ï1 Laurier Papers. Cbarlton ta Laurier. 1 SeplelDber 1897: uReport to the RI. Ho. Sir WlIfœd[sic]
Laurier By John Charlton. M.P.n
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bill the 6vrwin 6Brothers of Satan' _9978 By that summer, the journal noted that

American trade poliey and Canadian imperial sentiment worked 10 keep Canadaand

the United States apart.79 UMr. Goldwin Smith points to the map, and conclusively

demonstrates the folly of separating Canada from the United states," the journal

stated. 66Separation, however, has become our settled poliey."80 In a letter to the

editor Smith replied, disagreeing with thejournal's belief that the Dingley tariff and

66Jubilee fevert9 would decide the destinies of the continenL Greater forces, he said,

were at work: 66Already...the two sections of our race on this continent are rapidly

fusing. Hardly anything now divides them but the political and fiscalline."Sl

Smith' s refrain was an old one, and bis arguments had already been widely

absorbed by the frustrated advocates of reciprocity. Despite the despairing tone of

Charlton and the Nation, reciprocity would receive a flllip the following year as one

of the most important issues facing the Anglo-American Joint High Commission.

The Anglo-Americ:an Joint mgh Commission

In Novemberof 1897, Laurier and Fisheries Minister Sir Louis Davies

traveled to Washington to discuss a means ofsettling outstanding Canadian­

American issues.82 They agreed to an American suggestion to establish an Angla­

American Joint High Commission to meel in 1898. From the outsel, Canadians and

Americans eXPressed high hopes for the Commission. In the Review ofReviews,

Albert Shaw gave great prominence ta an article by J. W. Langley, thelongtime

78 The Nation 64, 1655. 18 March 1898.
79 Op ciL. 64, 1669. 24 June 1897. "It is DO longer the ·manifest destiny' of the United States 10
absorbCaoada..,
BD Op cit.• 65. 1675. 5 August 1897.
81 Op. Cil.. 65. 1677. 19 August 1897.
82 Uauierand Davies had DOt been invited by the Americans, and tbeir impromptu visit caused
some anxiety al me British embassy. James Monon eanaban, American Foreign Polie! in
Canadian Relations. (New York: The Macmillan Company. 1937).453.
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Attorney-General for Nova Scotia. Longley stated bis belief in Canada's mission to

foster friendly relations among EngIish-speaking nations:

However much nations of other race and blood May quarrel. ..every
possible reason exists for amity and friendly alliance between ail the
members of the great English- speaking world. If Sir Wilfrid
Laurier, acting for and on behalfof the Dominion of Canada, cao
assist to bring about a tennination of the causes of misunderstanding
and irritation between Canada and the United States, he bas gone a
long way to remove ail causes which militate against friendly
relations between Great Britain and the United States. No bigher
mission could present itself to a colonial statesman....83

Once again a leading Canadian had enunciated bis belief in Canada as an Anglo­

Saxon Iinch-pin, helping to bring about peace between the United States and Great

Brilain.

Although the Spanish-American War delayed the sitting of the Commission,

Canadians and Americans viewed the warand the resuIting Anglo-American entente

as providing a favorable atmosphere in wbich 10 settle outstanding disputes. When

it was announced in May 1898 that the Commission would meet in Quebec that

Augus~ North American joumals welcomed its propitious timing. A Toronto Globe

cartoon of May 26 entided uAn Opportune Moment" depicted Uncle Sam and

John Bull shaking bands in a blacksmith's workshop. The two Canadian

uHelpers" in the background, Sir Louis Davies and Sir Richard Cartwright,

implored the two gentlemen to "Strike wbile the iron is hot!'~ The New York

Tribune also commented on the effeet of the war's delay on the POtentiai settling of

Canadian-American disputes:

But no doubt the war bas expedited the setdemenL Its rude shocks
have demolished the artificial and deœptive baniers the twin nations
have raised between themselves, leaving bath revealed in elemental
qualities of brotherhood. It is seen more clearly than ever, and
perhaps more clearly than it could everotherwise have been seen, that
the Great Republic and the Great Dominion are one in ruJing race, in

83 "Sir Wdfrid Laurier at W_hiugton.·· The American Montbly Review of Reviews 17, 3. (March
1898),349.
84 ToronlO Globe, 26 May 1898.

130



•

•

•

spiri~ in ambition and in self-interes~at least to an extent., that makes
the points of difference seem petty and contemptible.8s

Once again, the events of the Angio-American rapprochement 100 to the adoption of

Anglo-Saxon rhetoric when discussing Canadian-American relations. While the

Tribune previously had reacted to Canadian entreaties with hostility, now the paper

discussed the countries' "elemental qualities of brotherhood," and their being "one

in ruling race.n The protectionist journal even sounded a bit like Goldwin Smith as

it decried the "artificial and deceptive barriers" between the North American

neighbors. The war, the Angio-American entente, and the Joint High Commission

promised to usher in a corresponding Canadian-American rapprochement.

The Tribune altered its view ofCanada in another significant way that

echoed Albert Shaw's assertions of Canadian independence after the Venezuela

Crisis. When Canadian representatives had visited Washington inearly 1897 to

discuss free trade, the New York paper dismissed the mission as "almost

hopeless," and notjust because of American proteetionism. More than once the

paper pointed out that Canada was not free to make an agreement with the United

States independent ofGreat Britain.86 Like the editor of the Review ofReviews

before, the journal apparently bristled at the continuing sway England possessed in

North America. ACter the Spanish-American War the paper changed its tone. Not

only did it welcome the Commission as a sign of Canada's growing independence,

but it seemed ta celebrate the Dominion's connection to the now-friendly British

Empire. Both views appeared firmly placed within the CORtextof the Anglo­

American entente and the paper's desire ta promote friendly Anglo-American

relations. As Canada prepared 10 celebrate Dominion Day while the war progressed,

the editors of the Tribune look the opportunity to "congratuJate the Dominion upon

the establishment of the differential tariff, the proposed new steamship line, the

as New York Tribuœ, 23 May 1898.
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AN OPPORTUNE MOMENT.....~
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Although the Spanish-American War had delayed l'eCOnvening the Joint High
Commission, the new Anglo-American goodwill seemed to make seUlement of
outstanding Canadian-American differences more lilœly. The Globe depicted John
BuU and Uncle Sam shaking bands while the Canadian "helpers" -- Sir Richard
Cartwright and Sir Louis Davies .;. toüed in the background. On the wall are
indications of Anglo-American goodwill, including Chamberlain's speech on
"Anglo-Saxon Unity." (Toronto Globe, 26 May 1898)



•

•

•

Pacific cable projec~ and everything that binds her more c10sely to the mother

country and to the world-spanning empire. 77 The article, entitled 6~anadaand the

Empire," continued its praiseofCan~ saying, &6We shaH rejoice in the growth

and greatness ofour NoJthem neighbor7 and we think that the British and American

flags look better side by side than any of the others in the world.7787 The next clay

another editorial declared Canada7 s Dominion Day of 1898 to be especially

important because of the Joint High Commission7 ''which shall devise an equitable

settlement of all disputes and bring the two great English-speaking nations of this

continent into the complete accord for which they were designed by nature." Once

again the paper sounded like Goldwin Smith as he expounded upon continental

unity "designed by nature." Finally, the Tribune7 s editors again appeared to

discard their previous position concerning Canadian affluence. "In the prosperity

of the Dominion the United States May weIl rejoice7 and toward the closest

friendship with it may weIl aspire," the editorial stated. UFor in them their Nation's

own interests and profit will he served and progress he made toward the

commonweal of man, if not the federation of the world7 which is the goal ofcivilized

desire. 77 No longer did the paper advocate a crippling tariff that would impoverish

Canadians and drive them toward Political Union. Ins~ the editors adopted the

missionary rhetoric, seeing friendly Canadian-American relations as heing for the

good of civilization and '~e commonweal of man. '788

A prominent Canadian a1so stressed the idea ofCanadian autonomy within a

larger Anglo-Saxon union. Writing in the forum, in an article entitled'~7S

Relations with the United States, and Her Influences in Imperial Councils,79 John

George Bourinot, ChiefClerlc of the Commons and an authority on Canadian

political history, discussed Canada's position on the continent and within the

B6 Ibid., 9 and 22 February 1897.
fr1 Ibid., 30 June 1898.
88 Ibid., 1 Joly 1898.
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Empire. Bourinot carefully posited a destiny for Canada distinct from that of the

United States, and with more control of its own affairs. In doing so, Bourinot

expressed an attitude that was often both anti-American and anti-British. Canada~s

growing autonomy, Bourinot wrote, had been '~on only after years of struggle~"

that had been marked by "bittemess" at British "ignorance" of Canadian needs.

Despite this~ Canadians had no desire to join with the United States, and had instead

followed "a path of national development which with everydecade bas diverged

more and more from the United States.n 80urinot pointed out the unique problems

of the United States tbat differentiated the republic from the dominion,.like its low

"political morality" and "the expansion of the African race in the Southem states."

In the end~ though, Bourinot asserted that Canadian and American self-government

derived itself from the same origins. Both nations were "animated by the same

spirit of self-reliance and stem resolution 50 eminendy characteristic of the British

race which bas developed the strengthofthe Federal Republic.'" Finally, although a

Canadïan nationalist and proponent of Imperial Federation, Bourinot looked beyond

the Empire 10 '6an alliance ofail English-speaking communities for common

defence." Such an alliance, Sourinot stated,. 6~ould assuredly be a guarantee not

only for the security of tbis continen~ but also for the peace and happiness of ail

civilized nations."89

ln bis studies of Bourinot Carl Berger has emphasized Bourinot' s belief in

the superior political capacity of the English-speaking race. As Berger says,

Bourinot and many other Canadian imperialists believed ''hat the central thread of

Canadian his10ry was the progress of self-government toward full freedom in an

imperial union, that the motive force ofthis process was 6racial capacity,.' and that

the Canadian constitutional system was immensely superior ta that of the

89 John George Bourinot. &'Canada's Relations' with the United States. and Rer Influences in
Imperial COlDlcils." Forum 25, (May. 1898).329-40.
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neighbouring Republic.9990 Canada's steady demand for increased autonomy

resulted from 66ineluctable racial instinct," or, as Berger states c1early: 67he zest for

freedom was 6in the blood' .'991 For Berger, Bourinot's firm location of Canadian

political development within a British imperiaI framework was far superior ta

alternative theses presented by one such as Goldwin Smith. Unlike those who

would point to geographical orenvironmental forces, Bourinot 6~as al least looking

in the right direction," in understanding that 61he Canadian political and

constitutional system descended from Britain, tbat the imperial connection, though

not totally beneficent, was nonetheless the matrix in which Canadian liberty was

barn and nourished. "92 In praising Bourinot's imperialism, Berger seeks to

underscore Canada' s unique development and history as distinct from that of the

United States. Berger's study of Canadian imperialism, then, is a form of Canadian

nationalism.

Berger, however, fails tacite Bourinot's Forum article which illustrates

Bourinot' s belief in a Canadian destiny in common with the United States based

upen the two nations' common race. Like George Grant or Richard Cartwright,

Bourinot' s nationalism and imperialism did not preclude finding common ground

with the United States under the broad banner of Anglo-Saxonism. While

concemed about black Americans, Bourinot c1early considered the republic an

66English-speaking nation" sharing in the common spirit of the uBritish race."

Bourinot also utilized the missionary rhetoric of the day, cal1ing for an Anglo-Saxon

alliance for the good of ucivilized nations." Perhaps the Forum anicle was

uncharacteristic of Bourinot and resulted from the unique circumstances of the

Spanish-American War and the Anglo-American rapprochement Ifso, Bourinot' s

90 Carl C. Berger. "Race and Liberty: The Historical Ideas of SirJohn George Bourino~"l'be
CaDadian Historical AssocialiooAnnual Report. 1965. (foronto: 1965). frl-l04.
91 Berger. The Sense orPower~ 119.
92 Berger. "Race and Jjberty~"103-04.
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adoption of Anglo-Saxon rheloric reflected the way Many English-Canadians

accommodated their views 10 the changed international situation and thus altered

their conception of Canada's continental destiny. More generally, Anglo-Saxonism

offered many English-Canadians an extremely flexible an open political concept that

encompassed a number ofdifferent futures for Canada, including closer Canadian­

American relations, Imperial Federation, and an Anglo-Saxon reunion. Bourinot

was no less of an imperialist for bis Anglo-Saxonism. Neither was Cartwright, the

son of a Church of England clergyman, desœnded from Loyalists, and the holder of

a British tide. For men like these, as weil as for Many other English-Canadians who

contemplated Canada' s political future, Anglo-Saxonism forged a link among

various, seemingly dissimilar choices. For one such as Colonel Denison,

imperialism meant anti-Americanism. Forothers like Grant, Charlton, Bourinot, and

Cartwright, Anglo-Saxonism proved the England-or-America choice a false one.

In the months before the Commissioners met in Quebec, the North

American press remained cautiously optimistic about its possible outeomes. While

declaring their hopes for the settlement ofoutstanding Canadian-American disputes,

Canadian and American journaIs made clear that neither side would sacrifice their

national interesl The Halifax Herald saw the Commission's meeting as uevidence

of the friendly feeling between Great Britain and the United States," but cautioned

against giving the meeting uany broader significance.n93 The New Yorlc Times

came out strongly in favor of reciprocity. Far from seeing protectionism as forcing

Canada inta the anns of the United States, the paper viewed reciprocity with Canada

as establishing a larger Anglo-Saxon entente on the continenL Reciprocity would he

ua very practical contribution to the understanding which we ail hope is ta be

brought about hetween the two great branches of the English-speaking race." If

'1"reedom of exchange" could he established with~ "we should have the
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whole continent of Nonh America from the Gulf to the arctie regions brougbt under

the unehecked domination of the principle ruling race.71 Canada and the United

States would then he ~~one people, aeknowledging the same standard of nationallife,

pursuing the same essential ends in the same spirit ofordered energyand

freedom. 719
-' Like Goldwin Smith, Thomas Bayard and John Charlton, the

prominent American journal welded together the ideas of racial and economic

affinity. Tearing down economie barriers meant tearing down barriers hetween

members of the same racial family. Yet the paperalso realized the obstacles in the

path of economie and racial unity, stating that ~~as to reciprocity the outl<x>k is not

regarded as promising. '795

English-Canada also expressed a cautionary tone. As Blackstock had

suggested after the Venezuela crisis, and Bourinol had written in the Forum.

Canadians viewed any Angl~Americandiscussion ofCanadian affairs with some

skeptieism, fearing that Canadian interests would he sacrificed at the altarAnglo­

American goodwill. The earlierexpressions ofcordiality immediately following the

Spanish-American War and the initial announcement of the Commission became

noticeably muted as the meeting in Quebec approached. The Montreal Daily

Witness printed a cartoon of Uncle Sam and Laurier as children each holding a

piece of candy. uSay, Wilfy," Uncle Sam says, uyou give me two bites of yours

and r 11 give you one bite of mine." A thoughtful Laurier replies, '4Aren' t you a

Iittle bit greedy, Sarnmy?'t96 The Toronto Globe srated tbat the conference would

not he a "sentimental meeting," bUl a '~usiness meeting to settle certain business

questions. 71 ''There is no reason why any Canadian right or interest should he

sacrificed on a basis of 'treaty-at-any-price," an editorial declared. The paper

93 HalifaxHaal~ 23 May 1898.
94 New yartTimes, 1 June 1898.
95 New York Times, 13 July 1898.
96 Montreal Daily Witness cartoon, reprinted in Review of Reviews 19, 6, (June 1898), 654.
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warned the British representative that any concessions should result in obtaining not

"amity or comity~'~ but uadvantages that will make for the strength and prosperity

of Canada" '''We are doing very well~" the paper concluded: 'vrime is on our side

in considering the commercial relations between the United States and Canada ,,97

While the English-Canadian press voiced caution over the upcoming

conference~ advocates of reciprocity sought to appeal directly 10 American public

opinion utilizing Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. One of these was Edward Farrer~Toronto

Globe joumalist and Liberal party operator~ who had supponed Commercial Union

in the late 1880's. Laurier had often utilized Farrer. a frequent visitor to

Washington and one-time employee of the State Departmen~as an unofficial party

spokesman in much the same manner as John Charlton. In 1896 Farrer had

advocated reciprocity to the House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee~

stating that '''closer commercial intercourse" between the two nations would belp

settle otheroutstanding questions. like the fisheries problem.98 On the eve of the

Quebec Conference, the Forum published an article by Farrer entitled "The Anglo­

American Commission." Though essentially an oulline of the various topics before

the Commission. Farrer couched bis discussion in racial language. In the two

hundred years since the American revolution, Farrer wrote, the "English of Boston

have become a mighty nation, the larger halfof the Engiish-sPeaking race." While

England desired American friendship, Uowing to the friction continually rising

between tbese powerful kinsmen and ber present Nonh American colonies, il is not

always easy to maintain peace." Still, like bis joumalist peers, Faner did not

advocate '~-at-any-price"with the Americans, but iostead appealed ta bis

neighbors south of the line using racial rhetoric. "cOf ail people Americans have the

'TT Toronto Globe. 30 Joly 1898.
98 Edward Farrer. "Appendïx A. Reàpmcity with Caaada. StafeJDent by Hoo. Edward Faner. of
Toronto~"Report of the Commiuee on Ways and Mrans ConœmiDg Recipmcity and Commercial
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best right to know how hateful coercion is to men of English blood,n Farrer stated:

Ult has never been applied successfully to an English-speaking community, nor, for

the matter of that, to any community worth having.tt99 Like Goldwin Smith, Farrer

presented the American Revolution as a uschismtt in the Anglo-Saxon race that had

not altered the fundamental spirit of the English-speaking peoples. Farrer hoped

that the three nations' common heritage would provide common ground for

successful negotiations.

John Charlton also offered bis view of the Commission, although with some

added controversy. Charlton had been named as one of the four Canadian

Commissioners, along with prime minister Laurier, Minister of Fisheries Sir Louis

Davies, and Minister ofTrade Sir Richard Cartwright, in June 1898. (This does not

include Newfoundland premier Sir James Winter or the British representative Lord

Herschell.) Although far from fulfilling Laurier's pledge ta name Charlton as sole

Commissioner in Washington charged with negotiating reciprocity, Charlton

expressed dutiful gratitude to Laurier, writing to bis party leader, "1 thank you

warmly for the honor conferred upon me - one more congeDiai 10 my desires than

even a cabinet position. ttlOO As the only Canadian Commissioner without a

portfolio, Charlton's name apPeal"S odd when placed beside the other Canadian

members, and Canadian historians often add an explanatory note on Charlton.

Laurier' s biographer Joseph Schull explains that Charlton was included "because

he was a large dealer in lumber with interests on bath sides of the line, and

lumbering was one of the problems."101 Such an explanation is accurate, but not

sufficient, for it does not acknowledge Charlton's years of unofficial diplomacy.

Laurier May have piclœd Charlton in partial fulfillment of bis promise ta mm on the

Treaties, House of Representatives, 54th Congress, lst Session, June 6, 1896, (Washington:
Government Printing Office. 1896), 76. .
99 Edward Faner, ~TbeAnglo-American Commissiœ," FOIUDI 25. (August 1898), 652-663.
100 Laurier Papers, Charlton to Laurier, 30 June 1898.
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eve of the 1896 election. Yet Laurieralso must have realized Charlton's value to the

Commission owing to Charlton's numerous trips to Washington. Charlton had an

intimate knowledge ofWashingtoo politics and politicians, and his frequent

contributions to joumals denoted him an expert 00 Canadian-American trade. For

the Canadians in 1898, Charlton was 100 valuable a commodity to leave in

Lynedoch. Finally, itseemed, ail ofCharlton's efforts were about to pay off.

Almost immediately after the announcement of the Canadian

Commissioners, Charlton found himself in a disagreement with Laurier. The editor

of the North American Review asked Charlton to write an article conceming the

issues faciog the Commission. Charlton, a previous contributor to the journal,

believed that such an article would help influence American public opinion and

wrote to Laurier for pennission, stating:

A judicious article 1imagine would prove advantageous by directing
attention in the United States to the sincere desire of yourself and ail
the leaders of the Liberal party 10 secure an amiable, honorable, and
strictly fair adjustment of ail differences between the two countries. 1
will await an expression of your opinion upon the point 102

Laurier disagreed. In a firmly-worded reply Laurier said, UI am strongly of the

opinion that an article wrinen under your signature, at the present time, would do no

good, but, OD the contrary, might do a great deal of harm." Laurier agreed to the

possible advantages in directing public opinion, but felt that the Commissioners

should not take Part. u[M]embers of the Commission," Lauriercontinued,

"should keep apart from appearing, at this moment, to have any participation in the

direction of public opinion."103 This seemed Iilœ an old disagreement between

Charlton and Laurier. Charlton sought to influence favorably Canadian-American

relations through any medium available, while Laurier sougbt to impress upon

Charlton the value of reticence. Having seen the previous results of Charlton's

101 Schull. 370.
102 Laurier Papers, Charlton to Laurier, 7 July 1898.
lm Ibid. 9 Laurier to Charlton. 11 July 1898.

139



•

•

•

public relations, including Tory attaeks in the press and the House of Commons,

Laurier' s concerns appeared justified. However sincere, Charlton's words and

actions seemed destined to he magnified and distorted. Lauriersought to avoid

damaging the Canadian position with the Americans before the Commission even

had a chance to meet.

Charlton' s reply to Laurier's concems illustrated he had learned a thing or

two aboutevasive replies from the Liberal leader. Charlton gave indication that he

had already written the article, and upon receiving Laurier' s letter, "at once gave

directions to withhold the article. n Yet Charlton notes in bis diary that he only

began work: on the article that very day. Moreover, Charlton did not completely

comply with Laurier's requesL Charlton told Laurier that he had given the journal' s

editor permission to publish the article anonymously, "over the sig[nature] of

Canadian OnI00ker, or Canadian Liberal." 104 Such an arrangement acknowledged

Laurier' s concem that "an article written under your signature" would harm the

Commission's work. Laurier conœded the point to Charlton, yet indicated some

displeasure by making the point of bis previous letter more expliciL Laurierwrote

back to Charlton, "If your article is to appear anonymous1y, there cao he no doubt,

though 1 would have much preferred that the substance of it should have been

reserved for our negotiations." However, he now gave Charltonathinly-veiled

order: "Our programme now must he to convince the Commissioners that nolbing

cao he published now that would influence public opinion 50 as to have it bear on

your negotiations. ,,105 Charlton bad finally won a round with bis party leader by

sticking to the letter and not the spirit of Laurier' s words. Charlton' s independent

action did not ingratiate bim with the Prime Minister.

Charlton's article '7he Anglo-American Joint High Commission"

appeared in the August, 1898, issue of the North American Review, just as the

l()t Ibid., Cbarllan la Laurier, 19 July 1898.
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Commission met for the first time in Quebec. Although Charlton published the

anicle as ~~A Canadian Liberal?n anyone familiar with Charlton?s public utterances

would have aImost immediately recognized him as the author. Moreover, many of

the elements of the Augus~ 1898? article were identical to an article Charlton had

published over bis own name in the same joumalless than a year before. In

October, 1897, Charlton wrote '~Canadaand the Dingley Binn for the North

American Review. In both articles Charlton drew heavily on Goldwin Smith? as he

would for the encyclopedia entry published in 1898. In the first article he wrote at

length about the '~geographical? ethnological? and physical conditionsn of Canada

and the United States inviting "intimate commercial and business relations." In the

second? Charlton discussed the nations being "naturally drawn to each other by

community of race, and similarity in their laws and institutions." These plus the

geographical conditions? Charlton wrote, contributed to a "natural intimacyof

association." In both articles? when writing on the "geographical and trade

affinities,n Charlton dwelt on the naturaI connection between the various regions of

Canada to those of the United States. The tables Charlton included appeared almast

identical? displaying the imports, exports and duties collected on trade from the

United States? Great Britain? and "all other countries." Finally, and perhaps most

characteristically, Charlton coupled bis writing on trade relations with that on Anglo­

Saxon unity. In the 1897 article Charlton expressed a desire 10 promote "better

relations OOtween the two great branches of the Anglo-Saxon family," as weil as

~lhe oost interests of the Anglo-Saxon race uPQn the American continent." In 1898

Charlton discussed bringing "the two great Anglo-Saxon powers into more

hannonious relations" as weil as removing the causes of friction between "the !Wo

lOS Ibid. Laurier to CbarltoD. 23 July 1898.
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Anglo-Saxon commonwealths upon the continent.'~106 No informed reader on

either side of the boundary could have doubted the authorship of the 1898 article.

If Charlton could not promote himself by claiming authorship of the article,

he could do so by referring to himself indirectly. He WTote that, uLeading members

of the Liberal party have visited Washington seeking in a proper and legitimate

manner to pave the way to the opening of negotiations. ~~ He also noted the friendly

feeling toward the United States held by the Canadian Commissioners~ ~'whose

utterances in favor ofcordial relations and friendly intercourse have eamed for them

in the past a storm ofobloquy from the ultra-loyal Conservative element of Canada,

by whom they have often been branded as disloyal men and annexationists.~' Even

when writing anonymously Charlton couId not help promoting and defending

himself~ characterizing bis previous unofficiai diplomacyas uproper and legitirnate'Y

and ToI)' attacks on bis patriotism as unfounded. Charlton aIso sincerely sought to

foster good Canadian-American relations through publication of bis article. Yet as it

had in the past, Charlton' s sentiment led him to statements that bordered on

obsequiousness. Aside from bis profuse statements regarding Anglo-Saxon

hannony~Charlton stated that the Canadian Government was prepared~ 'b meel the

United States half way, more than half way if necessary." Laurier was absolutely

correct to fear that sucb a statement by one of the Canadian Commissioners would

put Canada at an immediate disadvantage al the negotiating table. Moreover, no

Canadian politician al the tum-of-the-century could go hat-in-band to the Americans

and avoid sorne sort of fallout, as Charlton himselfknew from previous experience.

Finally~ Charlton must have included arguments and evidence in the article that he

would utilize in discussion with the American members of the Commission. Laurier

had aIready expressed bis displeasure al this, stating that Charlton's materiai

106 John Charlton, uCanada and the Dingley Bill." NClI1hAmerican Review 165,491. {October
1897),418-30; Cbarlton writing as "A CaDadian liberal:' 'The Anglo-American Joint High
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44should have been reserved for our negotiation" ançl ~~well to keep to ourselves,

until the proper moment came to make use of them.,,107 Charlton had illustrated on

a number of occasions that, unlike bis party leader, he did not fully understand the

political game. By writing the article, Charlton had shown the Americans his hand

and once again provoked the displeasure of the Liberal leader.

Although there is linIe evidence that Anglo-Saxon rhetoric affected the

proceedings of the Commission itself, the conferences at Quebec and Washington

were publicly discussed in racial language. Indeed, as one of the American

delegates later related., racial rhetoric laced discussion of the proceedings right from

the outset. John Foster, a former secretary of state, recounted in bis Diplomatie

Memoirs the story of how Senator Fairbanks, the head of the American delegation,

penned an address to he read al the opening reception for the Commissioners held

by the Mayor of Quebec. As the address circulated among Fairbanks's fellow

American commissioners, Foster told how 5~uitea discussion arose over the

phrase 'Anglo-Saxon race' as descriptive of the people of the two nations."IOS

Finally, the phrase was changed to "English-speaking race." Unfortunately, Foster

did not elaborate and explain why the phrase sparked such a controversy among the

American delegation, or how the commissioners settled upen the term "English­

speaking." Perhaps the Americans believed the phrase "Anglo-Saxon" to he

offensive to their French..Canadian hasts. The debate over the two terms indicated

how Americans viewed Quebec's position within a larger Canada, and even within

the North American continenL For many Americans, as the debate over the

Venezuela crisis and reciprocîty illustrated, North America was an Anglo-Saxon

continent. French-Canadians, American blacks, and ethnic immigrants were

Commission;' NorthAmericanReview 167, scn. (August 1898). 165-75.
107 Laurier Papen. Laurier to Charlton. 23 July 1898.
1œ John W. Foster. Diplomatie Memoirs. Volume n. (Boston: Houghton Mift1in and Company.
1909).187.
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anomalous groups who would eventually he absorbed jnto racial unifonnity. As so

Many writers throughout the English-speaking world had said time and again, nature

itself dictated that Anglo-Saxons were destined to ruIe the continent, ifnot the world.

Certainly this view was reflected by one of Foster' s Canadian counterparts on the

commission, John Charlton.

Once the Commission commenced on August 23, American and Canadian

journaIs expressed their hopes for peace and goodwill among the members of the

Anglo-Saxon family. while cautioning against surrendering national rights. The

Atlanta Constitution noted the international interest attending the conference, due to

'~e intimate relations which exist at present between the two great branehes of the

Anglo-Saxon race. "109 The New York Times called for an easing of Canadian­

American trade relations in order 10 aid "the growth and permanence of the friendly

sentiment that now marks our relations with England," whieh the paper called "the

natural ally of the American republic," speaking ''the same longue" and following

''the same ideals."110 In an August cartoon, the Toronto Globe depieted John Bull

and Unde Sam walking arm-in-ann toward '1'eace and Goodwill" while Laurier

carried a satchellabeled "Canada's Case."Ul [n an August 19 edilorial the same

paper stated that ''the gathering cannot fail to increase the fast growing sentiment in

favor of closer relations between the two great branches of the Anglo-Saxon race."

While the Globe believed it "of importance that the two great Anglo-Saxon PQwers

are friends and approach the questions in a friendly way," the paper cautioned that

"Canada does not intend to give up pelagie sealing to the United States as a gift 10 a

friend. "112 A few days later the journal worried over a London Times editorial that

marked the negotiations as vital ta Anglo-American understanding, sayjng "there

109 Atlanta Constitution, 2S August 1898.
110 New York Times, 29 and 30 August 1898..
III Toronto Globe. 3 August 1898.
112 Toronto Globe, 19 August 1898.
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musl he a very active tendency to conciliation among the commissioners.'" The

Canadian paper brisded at the suggestion that any treaty al ail should he accepled:

"we see no reason for talking as if il were necessary to make any sacrifice in the

interests of peace.,,113 The Montreal Daily Star referred to the Canadian and

American delegates as uCommissioners of Peace," who could establish concord

not only belween '1:Wo nations cherishing the same ideaJs,'" but could, if the United

States and England desired, "impose peace upon a great section of the world."114

Not all papers perceived great significance in the Quebec meeting, however. The

Mail and Empire infused party politics in10 the discussion and blamed the Liberal

governmenl for creating the problems that necessitated the Conference in the first

place. ''Il is their way out of a problem of their own creation,'" an August 25

editorial stated, "Canadians hope that the price will not he high."115 Such a

concern marked much of the English-Canadian press.

The Commission adjoumed after only a few weeks with little progress made.

At the American ReviewofReviews. Albert Shaw had asked Canadianjournalist

Agnes Laut 10 follow the proœedings. In the October 1898 issue, Laut discussed

the Commission' s work in an article laced with Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. Moreover,

she associated the conference' s significance with a reunion of the Anglo-Saxon

family. With friendly relations between the United States and Great Britain the

moment was a propitious one to bring about a settlement ofCanadian-American

issues. "If ever a good understanding is 10 be established between the two great

branches of the English-speaking race on this continent.," Laut wrote, "no occasion

could he more opportune than the presenL'" Far from affecting merely Canadian­

American relationsonly, Laut saw "dazzling possibilities" in the Quebec

Conference. "Friendly relations between the United States and the Dominion,'"

113 Toronto Globe. 24 August 1898.
114 Monb'eaI Daily Star. 22 August 1898.
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Laut continued, '~oulddo more to bring about a world-wide Anglo-Saxon reunion

than formal compact between the American republic and the British empire." Once

again an Engiish-Canadian writer, tbis lime writing in a leading Americanjournal,

expressed an Anglo-Saxon version of the linch-pin theory, viewing friendly

Canadian-American relations as key to friendly Angio-American relations. Indeed,

the dominion could prove a more formidable link between the two great powers than

any alliance or 'formal compact." Laut also suggested that the conference might

selVe as a forerunner to ''the pennanent existence ofan international tribunal" to

address the "intricate relations between the United States and Canada.n Just as

other Canadian writers had during the Venezuela Crisîs, Laut foresaw the creation of

the Canadian-American International Joint Commission by the 1909 Boundary

Waters Treaty. Laut even interpreted the site of the conference in the context of

North America's Anglo-Saxon destiny. "It seems peculiarly fitting," she wrote,

that a conference that "might pave the way for a wider reunion of the English­

speaking race" should meet in Quebec, which was the scene of ''two epoch-making

events in new-world his1ory." The conquest of 1759 "brought the northem half of

America onder Anglo-Saxon sway:' while the 1866 Confederation Conference

"welded the isolated possessions of British North America into a homogeneous

whole." Now Quebec hosted an event that could shape the future of the entire

world "Results affecting the peace and progress of the whole world," Lautwrote,

"may follow from the International Conference of 1898. Il is, at least," she

concluded, "certain to promote friendship between the two most enlightened nations

of the age. n In the end, Laut' s article said little concrete about the Commission's

actual proceedings or results, instead offering tittle more tban Anglo-Saxœ rhetoric.

Apparendy fellow-Anglo-Saxonist Shaw saw little wreng with this, referring 10

Laut' s article as a '~ell-infonned note as 10 what would seem to bave been

115 Toronto Mail and Fmpire, 2S August 1898.

146



•

•

•

accomplishcd at the time of the adjournmen~~~ and calling her piece "~e ablest and

Most intelligent statement of the matter that we have seen anywhere. 99116 Certainly

Shaw would praise Laut's work as he had personally asked her to write the

anicle. 1I7 YetShaw's own writings retlectedconcurrence \Vith Laues point-of-view,

and May have even been the reason he chose her in the first place.

Laues ideas were echoed by anotber Canadian writer. Robert McConnell,

the editor of the Halifax Moming Chronicle, published an article in the January

1899 issue of Canadian Myazine entitled uCommercial Relations between Canada

and the United States.u McConnell argued against the American protectionists who

sought 10 slalVe Canada into political union. Instead, echoing the sentiments of

John Charlton, McConnell argued that lOlOfreer trade relations would promote the

friendly relations that should always exist between the two neighbouring peoples,

united by the ties of kinship, language, Iiterature and religion." McConnell stated

that the American jingoism, as expressed by Cleveland' s Venezuela message and the

Dingley tariff, had only ustiffened the backs of the Canadian people'~ to resist

American pressures and strengthened the ties of loyalty to the Mother Country.

Though nationalist and imperialist in outlook, McConnell placed Canada's destiny

firmly within an Anglo-Saxon framework that included the United States:

Without in any way seeking 10 disparage the United States as a great
nation, and her people as worthy of the Anglo-Saxon stock from
which they sprang, the Canadian people feel that theirs is a higher
national and political destiny -- to he one of the great family of
Anglo-Saxon nations composing a world-wide British empire, whose
mission is to civilize, enlighten and Christianize the people who come
under her sway, and by the agency of free institutions and the
influence ofa world-wide, peace -producing and humanizing
commerce, ta raise strong barriers against the demon of war and
promote peace and good-will among the nations. (Why should not

116 Review of Reviews 18.4, (October 1898),389-91.
117 Sbaw Papers. Shaw to Agnes C. Laut, 30 September 1898. "OYou may maIœ it just as franldy
from the CaDadian point of view as you like. because 1could readilyenough get an article of, say.
two or three tbousand words by some one from Ibis side of the tine.... 1am DOt, bowever,
planning al present for aoy artide except yours.··
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the United States come inta the Anglo-Saxon family of nations and
have a share in such noble work?)

Like other English-Canadian writers, such as George Grant and John Bourino1,

McConnell viewed Canada's destiny within an ever-largercircle ofassociation.

Canada first had a national destiny within an imperial framework. Certainly the

imperial connection gave McConnell a "sense of power" as he discussed the

empire's mission to ucivilize, enlighten and Christianize the people who come under

her sway." Yet such a mission was not limited solely to the British Empire, but

derived from its Anglo-Saxon nature which the United States shared. Indeed, as

McConnell penned his article the United States debated whether or not 10 annex the

Philippines. Presaging Rudyard Kipling's own Anglo-Saxonist plea to '7ake up

the White Man's Burden," which would be published only weeks later, McConnell

called upon America to "come into the Anglo-Saxon family of nations and bave a

share in sucb noble work." For McConnell, the very Anglo-Saxon nature of the

United States and Canada a1lowed the two 10 co-exist in barmony, and co-operate in

their common racial mission:

There is room enough and scope enough on this continent for the
two Anglo-Saxon nations, Canada and the United States -- daughters
ofa common mother, custodians of a common liberty -- 10 work out
their sepa.rate destinies without beingjealous ofeach otheror
coveting each other' s patrimonyand birthright. They cao maintain a
friendly and honourable rivalry in the world of industry and
commerce, and al the same lime co-operate beartily in promoting the
arts of peace and civilization, and the welfareofour common
humanity the world over. 118

No doubt McConnell and Laut sougbt to influence the American commissioners

through their Anglo-Saxon entreaties. By appealing 10 commonly held ideas about

Anglo-Saxon kinship and mission, the English-Canadian writers ulilized the racial

rhetoric commonplace during the Anglo-American rapprochement Moreover, with

America' s vic10ry over Spain and the debate over the future of the former Spanish
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colonies, the success of the Joint High Commission look on global, if not biblical,

significance.

McConnell's article appearedjust as Nelson Dingleydied and the surviving

commissioners met an impasse. Despite the high hopes of Laut, McConnell, and

other North Americans for the amicable seulement ofCanadian-American problems,

the reconvening of the Commission al Washington was met ooly by rancor, bad

weather, fire. illness, and death. Moreover, the pace of the Commission was terribly

slow as the commissioners constantly look time from their oegotiations to attend an

interminable round ofdinners and receptions. uAwful dinners rage for the

Kanucks,n Henry Adams wrote Elizabeth Cameron on November 28. 1898.119 ln

bis diary of the proceedings. Cartwright's cousin and private secretary F.C.T.

Q'Ham gave prominent place to the slew of receptions, including one where the

Chinese Minister Udid the cake walk with Miss Faulkner, daughter of the Senator of

Virginia"no Charlton, too, complained of the festivities, bis displeasure the resul~

perhaps, of bis age, bad hip, and dour Presbyterianism. The Ontario lumberman

especially did nol Iike the time the receptions look from the course of the

Commission, which felt 10 be taking overly long. ~7he round of festivities in

Washington interfered with the work: of the Commission," Charlton wrote in bis

diary, Uand we did not make the progress with our work that 1desired. "121 He was

oot alone in this feeling, as Henry Adams indicated to a correspondent: uLord

Herschell came over to complain of the s(owness of bis Kanuck commission, while

Jeff Coolidge [an American commissioner] complains tearfully of Herschell' s long

speeches."112 Moreover, the very public nature of the Commission made it the

118 Robert McConneU. "Commercial Relations BetweenCanada and the United States," Canadian
Mapziœ 12.3. (January 1899). 198-201.
119 Letters ofHenrv Adams. Adams to FJizaberh Camcroo. 21 November 1898.622.
120 Natiooal Archives of Camtda. EC.T. O'Hara Papers. "Diary &ttacts:' 24January 1899.
121 Cbarlton Papers, Diary. 1898 summary.
122 Adams to Cameron. 21 November 1898.622.
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target ofevery American interest group, from Gloucester fishermen to

newspapermen concemed over the priee of wood pulp.l23 By January 1899 the

commissioners found themselves in the midst of great disorder, with Many of the

problems caused by forces beyond their control. Excerpts from Q'Hara's diary

rcad like a litany of Job-like trials:

January 4: Nelson Dingley...is lying critically ill from
pneumonia and Mr. Foster...is also seriously ilI. The British party is
anxious. An adjournment now would throw the whole thing over
indefinitely. Pneumonia is rampant in Washington.... Many
prominent people have died. Sir R[ichard] and 1have been taking
precautionary doses ofquinine.

January 10: Sir Louis Davies retumed from the Session t<r
clay very much put out He said they had a very testy meeting - the
Americans having refused to agree to terms relative to the
Canadian fisheries that they had the day before consented to. Lord
Herschell got quite testy about it and had a warm argument with
Senator Faulkner of the V.S.

January 13: Dingley died to-day.
January 19: Ali the attachés except the private secretaries left

for Canada this morning. The future of the Commission seems
rather h0Peless.

January 21: The outlook is still very cloudy.
January 24: 1asked Sir Louis to-day what progress the

Commission was making. He merely shut his eyes, shook bis head
and said nolbing.

January 29: Sir Louis is very pessimistic over the outeome of
the Commission' s work. The illness of Mf. Foster is very
disturbing. The Commission seems to he in a mild state of panic.

February 10: R. Boudrea~ the premier's Private Secretary.
had a fire in bis room tCHlay.... The Commission is DOW struggling
with the Alaskan Boundary question. Thal seems 10 he the piece de
resistance at present From what 1can leam the hopes of making a
treaty are very discouraging.

February Il: This has been the coldest day ever recorded in
Washington. It was 14 below zero.

February 12: Sir Richard onder the weather from a bad cold.
Snowing hard ail dayand greater storms predicted

February 13: Terrible storms raging this morning.... From
three ta five feet this morning.... Mr. Pope as ajoke telegraphed to
Ottawa for snowshoes.... The oudook for the Commission seems
veryblue.

February 14: ...[T]he oudook is dark Sir Louis Davies lold
me this morning that Lord Herschell, the chairman9 was foaming with
rage and il was dangerous 10 go near mm. As for Sir Wilfrid, Sir
Louis said he never heard him swear 50 much. As for Sir Richard,
Sir Louis said, he was too deeply angered to even utter a word but
his eyes glistened with wrath.

123 O'Bara Papers, ""Diary Exlraets," lOand30January 1899.
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February 17: Sir Louis said that Sir Wilfrid was in a very
gloomy frame of mind and Sir Louis would not he surprised if Sir
Wilfrid would break off the negotiations in anger at any momen~
"so incensed is he over the contemptible methods of the
Americans:~... Lord Herschelrs injuries are serious. He fractured
a bone in bis hip and will have to remain in bed for several weeks.
This will he serious for the Commission. Sir Richard remarked,
~vrhis May he used an excuse to leave the Commission open and
adjoum. ,~

February 20: Anxiety bangs over the Commission to-day. It
seems to he doomed. Sir Wilfrid laId me that ail was over. The
Commission adjourned to-day....

March 1: Lord Herschell died this morning.... 1%4

Anglo-Saxon rhetoric could not predict the weather, prevent fires, cure pneumonia,

or save Nelson Dingley and Lord Herschell. Neither could it prevent powerfuI

commercial interests from bringing their influence to bearon the negotiations.

Despite the accepted version ofevenls that the Joint High Commission failed largely

because of the Alaska Boundary question, Q'Hara's diary notations indicated that a

slew of serious problems still faced the conference al ils adjoummenL Moreover,

the death of Nelson Dingley on January 13, and the departure of the Canadian

attachés ooly a few days later, seemed to indicate the essential end of the

Commission's work nearly a month before its official adjoummenL Despite the

public expressions wishing for an amicable settlement of over a dozen outstanding

disputes, the Commission ended in disaster. As Henry Adams put it succinctly in a

leucr to a friend, "That Canadian Commission bas been a terrible HoOOoo. Il killed

Dingley, broke down Foster, killed Herschell, and itselffailed disastrously,leaving a

legacy of serious trouble."125

Few North Americans were sad to see the Commission adjoum. Ils failure

signified to bath Canadians and Americans that their delegates had stood by their

national rights instead ofaccepting an unfair treaty. While Anglo-Saxon rhetoric

did not disappear entirely~ Canadian opinion especially emphasized Canada' s rights

I~ O'Hara Papers, "Diary Extracts," 3 Jaowuy ta 1 Man:h 1899.
125 The Letters of Demy Adams, Adams to Cbarles Münes GaslœU. 1 March 1899.
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and separate national destiny. nLet the United States people pursue their own

course,n the Montreal Gazette declared in an editorial, ~'and we will pursue ours.

We are not dependent on their goodwill. Let us spend no more money on

intemationaIjunketings. "126 The Toronto Globe hoped that the Commission's

adjoumment would not endanger Anglo-American friendship. Despite the

insurmountable obstacle ofAlas~ the paper said, "we shaH be good British

neighbors to the United States.n "One would despair of civilization," the Globe

concluded in phrases reminiscent of the Venezuela crisis, "ifover a few acres of

territory in the far and sterile nonh the common blood of the English-speaking

nations could grow hot with anger."127 A numher of leading Toronto men

expressed their gratification to the Globe that the Canadian delegates bad stood by

Canada's national rights. Premier Hardy believed it to be "far better that the

commission bas adjourned than though the Canadian commissioners had yielded to

demands such as thase made by the American commissioners on the British

Columbia boundary question." The Honorable George Ross said that "Canada

would not he justified in taking any concessions, except for a quid pro quo."

Colonel Denison predictably took a strong nationalist position, saying that Canada

"should not attempt to rely for ber national progress on the favor of any foreign

country.... 1am glad that our representatives have stood out firmly in the interests of

Canada" T.C. Irving, Manager of the Bradstreet Company, remarked that "Canada

was now in a position ta look after herself," white William Massey believed "we do

not need to ask favors of any nation.',128 The Mail and Empire referred to '7he

Washington Fiasco" and commented on the "relief at the failure of the prolonged

and hapless Washington negotiations."129 Though the Conservative organ

126 Montreal Gazeae. 25 February 1899.
127 Toronto Globe, 21 February 1899.
128 Toronto Globe. 22 February 1899.
129 Toronto Mail and Fmpire. 22 FebnJary 1899.
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predictably attaeked the government's handIing of the negotiations, pleasure over the

Commission's failure was repeated through much of Canada.

Still, sorne English-Canadians greeted news of the Commission's failure

with Anglo-Sa~onrheloric meant to clampen any lingering ill-feeling on the

continent 1.S. Willison130 wondered why Americans did not reciprocate recent

British gestures of goodwill. 'vr"he enthusiasm for Anglo-Saxon union in the

United States is official rather than popular," Willison wrote in a front-page,

featured article. Great Britain oniy acted in the best interest of progress, working 10

"subdue and colonize the waste places of the earth in the interests of British trade

and Anglo-Saxon civilization." Ali that British people desired, Willison wrote,

evidently including Canadians, was lO~atGreat Britain and the United States shaH

stand together for the spread of Anglo-Saxon civilization and the integrity of the

English-speaking nations." Willison wondered why Americans feit menaced by

England, and lOOwhy sbould not the glory and splendor of our common mother

country and the strength and stability of ber world-wide possessions touch the

springs of sympathy and of kinship in the United States?" Even with the AngIo­

American entente in place, American policy toward Canada simply did not match the

republic' s kind words: "Reciprocity in adjectives, but no reciprocity in trade;

rhetorical good-will, but tariff war all along the boundary."131 Àt the National Club

dinner, theclub's Chainnan W.K. McNaught, probablyreflected the viewsofmany

English-Canadians when he discussed bath Anglo-Saxon unity and Canada's

national rights. "1 say God prosper an Anglo-Saxon unity," McNaught laid the

guests, lOlOand May He in bis own good time and own good way tum the people of

130 RicŒrdClippingdaie rigbdy notes tbat at Ibis lime. WiI1isoo and the Globe's CaDadianism
"was part ofa broader Anglo-Saxooism"lhat iDcluded the United Stales. See Clippingdale, "J.S.
WilliSOD and Canadian Nationalism, 1886-1902," Canadian Historical Associatioo Historical
~, 1969, 74-93; SeealsoCad Berger. The Sense of Power. 173. After WiI1isonleft the
Globe in 1902 he published Anglo-Saxon Amity (foronlO. 19(6). and a pampblet Uoited States
andCanada, (American Branch Association fOI' Intematiooal Conciliation. October. 19œ).
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the United States toward great Britain as the people ofGreat Britain have tumed to

the United States in their time of need. (Cheers.)" The two nations could

··dominate the world~" McNaught said, but the Commission~s failure illustrated that

·'this millennium has not dawned." McNaught did not despair~ but saw the failure

to negotiate a treaty leading to '4a united Canada, united to looking to ourselves

iostead of to outsiders."132 Willison and McNaught offered an Anglo-Saxonist

interpretation ofCanadian-American relations tempered by the reaIities indicated by

the Commission's failure. An Anglo-Saxon union would Mean the '~illennium,"

but until the day dawned, Canada must look to her own destiny.

The American press also met the news of the failed Commission with

restrained Anglo-Saxonism. Predictably, American papers blamed the Canadians as

forcefullyas the Canadian press had blamed the Americans. '4Canadian Demands

to Subserve British Interests Were Not Met," the New York Timesdeclared ina

headline the day after the adjoumment133 "Canadians Claim United States

Territory," the Chicago Tribune announced in their own headline over the Alaska

boundary impasse. Even allowing for future efforts 10 negotiate a settlement, the

paper c1aimed, "the oudook is not hopeful. ,,134 "Americans Disavow Biarne,n the

Times continued the following clay. "Members of the Joint High Commission

Yielded Much ta Canadians." The Dominion delegates were swayed by Canadian

politics, the paper stated, hoping 10 better the Liberal position by asserting their

refusai 10 abandon Canadian rights. Yet holding out for better terms was futile. "Il

is said that the American side has made its last concession," the Times concluded,

"and the Canadians cannot expect any better terms than they have now refused."135

The failure of the Commission was met by Iittle surprise and no disappointment

131 J.S. Willisœ. "Relations between Britain and America.·· Toronto Globe, 24 Febmary 1899.
132 Toronto Globe, 2S Febmary 1899.
133 New York Times. 21 Febmary 1899.
134 Chicago Tribuœ, 21 February 1899.
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Canadians and Americans bath defended their own delegates and stood by their

national rights.

Still~ Anglo-Saxon rhetoric did help to temper any bitter feelings. Once

again Agnes Laut wrote an article for Albert Shaw at the Review ofReviews. While

outlining Canada's claims, Laut framed her discussion with Anglo-Saxon language

as she had in her Septemberarticle. America' s reœnt rise ta imperial power

indicated the ~~orward movementof Anglo-Saxondom," Laut stated. uIn ail

quarters il is acknowledged tbat the settlement of those international difficulties

which have kept the two Anglo-Saxon races in quarrelsome mood," Lautwrote,

'would do more for world-wide civilization than the mast daring optimist ever

planned." The recent conference symbolized more than just mere haggling over

trade and boundaries, for "the Dominion became, as it were, the meeting-ground for

the two great Anglo-Saxon nations,n while the negotiations became "partof the

broader scheme for an Anglo-Saxon brotherhood." Canada played an essential role

bath in bringjng the two great nations together, and in providing potential obstacles

10 keep them apart. "The first requisite for the rea1ization of the lofty ideals," Laut

determined, ~\vas the removal ofevery cause of friction between the republic and the

empire -- in other words, the satisfactory settlement ofail disputes over Canadian

affairs." Laut defended Canada's position al the conference as fair, but she also

assailed bath the American and Canadian sPeCial interesl groups that prevented

Anglo-Saxon hannony: the "haggling marketplace hucksters," uparty heelers,"

and "sectional wirepullers." "Opposing the cooperation of kindred races in

national progress stand the sectional interests in solid rank," Lautobserved,

individuals who would "see ail of Anglo-Saxondom sizzling in flames of war

before they would compromise one jot for the sake of progress and civilization."

As long as these disputes remained unsettled, any nomber of them might taler arise

135 New York Times, 22 February 1899.
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to "fan all the old lime binemess between brother races.'Y Rather than let this

happen~ Laut concluded, both nations should agree to refer the issues to

arbitration. 136

Shaw evidently agreed with bis Canadîan correspondent that the unsettled

disputes should not prevent Anglo-American harmony. "Fortunately~'~he wrote in

July 1899, 'i:his Alaskan matter does not in the slightest degree endanger good

relations between the United States and Great Britain. It is not worth the quarrel. n

Moreover, Shaw's journal reprinted several North American cartoons that renected

Shaw' s old ideas about Anglo-American harmonyand Canadian autonomy. One

cartoon from the Minneapolis Journal depicted the British lion and American eagie

pulling the "Anglo-American Moveable Boundary'9 on wheels along the Alaska

frontier. "No need ta row about a little matter of boundary," the lion stated. "No~

indeed," agreed the eagle, "not when you have one on wheels Iike thïs." Another

cartoon from the San Francisco Post showed Uncle Sam and John Bull shaking

hands as they manned twin cannons al the ramparts. "The Real Peace Congress,"

the caption read. Finally a cartoon from the Montreal Witness depicted John Bull

addressing Uncle Sam while a John Bull-esque "Canada" watched in the

background. "My dear Samuel," John Bull said, "let me once more impress upon

you that this boy of mine attained bis majority long ago. SettIe your disputes with

him (aside)~ and from what l've seen he9s pretty weil able to look after bis own

interests."137 As weil as bis correspondence with bis British friend and employer

William SteaeL Shaw's use ofaCanadianjournalistand Canadian cartoons reflected

the broad base of opinion in the North Atlantic triangle that viewed Canadaas

central to much-desired Anglo-American barmony. Just as Goldwin Smith could

easily make a borne and find an audience in England, America, or Canada, so, too,

136 Agnes C. unI, "Canada's Cairns before the Angl~American Joint High Commissio~"
Review ofReviews 14, 4, (April 1899), 445-50.
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Shaw could draw upon the common intellectual resources of the English-speaking

world. Conversely, bis message would he easily understood because Shaw

expressed it using the common lexicon of the English-speaking world. Still, the

Anglo-Saxonism of Shaw and Laut could ooly help foster friendly relations between

Canada and the United States. As the failure of reciprocity and the Joint High

Commission indicated, Anglo-Saxon rbetoric could not force nations to act against

their own perceived interests.

Conclusion

In May 1903, John Charlton wrote a letler to Goldwin Smith in wbich he discussed

bis work as a reciprocity advocate:

When the Joint High Commission was in session in Washington in
'99 1 became thoroughly convinced that it was in the highest degree
important that American public men should have their attention
directed 10 the actual state of the ttade relations between the two
countries, and with seant sympathy on the part of my colleagues 1
entered upen the work ofaddressing commercial bodies and
fumishing papers 10 periodicals and magazines, and have prosecuted
that propaganda up to the present lime. The results have been more
important than 1could reasonably anticipate, and the sentiment in
favor of Reciproci~between Canadaand the United States is rapjdly
gaining beadway.... 38

As bis article as UA Canadian Liberal" indicated, Charlton undertook bis

propaganda campaign expressly against the wishes of bis party leader. By the

adjournment of the Joint High Commission in February 1899, Charlton had become

almostcompletely isolated from bis peers. While in Washington Charltonretumed

to bis old residence al Hamilton House, where his neighbor was the ultra­

proteetionist Nelson Dingley, while the other Canadian commissioners stayed at the

Shoreham Hotel.139 Charlton beld bis fellow Canadians, Laurier, Daviesand

Cartwright, the Liberal party leadership, indisdain, questioning Davies's influence

137 ReviewofReviews 20. 1. (July 1899). 10-11.
138 Goldwin Smith Papen, CharlIOD to Smith. Il May 1903.
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over Laurier, and disparaging Cartwright's abilities.140 A row over an Ontario law

preventing the export of Canadian sawlogs only compounded Charlton' s ire and

isolation,141 while the outbreak of the South African War in October 1899 distracted

the country and the Liberal leadership from any thought of reciprocity. Against

Charlton's suggestion, Lauriercalled for an eIection in November 1900, allowing

Charlton a chance to sho\v his displeasure and embarrass Laurier. Charlton hatched

a plan with the Ontario Conservatives that Charlton would stand as an independent

Liberal candidate; to ensure bis victory, Charlton would run unopposed as long as

he agreed not to campaign forother Ontario Liberais. On the evening he announced

bis decision to run as an independent Liberal, Charlton gave a speech to bis

constituents in which he called for a garrison of British troops to he stationed in

Quebec for the duration of the war. Saying that, 4'the safety of Canada lies in

Anglo-Saxon hands,n Charlton explained that he did not Mean to disparage the

French-Canadians, but that 64Forewarned is forearmed."141 As planned, Charlton

ran unopposed in bis riding and secured re-election. By bis actions and comments

Charlton did not endear himself to Laurier.

Charlton continued the dispute with Laurier over the courting ofAmerican

opinion. 64My material and information was ofa character to set aside various false

139 0' Hara Papers, '"Diary Exttads."

1010 Charlton speculated that Davies bad tried ta have him œmoved from the commission,
remarking "1 bave reason to suppose he was not friendl.y ta me, and bis influence over Laurier
seems to be greaL" Charltoo also reveled in the faet tbat he was better prepared Ihan Cartwright:
Ult was amusing to see Sir Riehard bringing out bis statistics for 1897 for a lime ooly to fmd 1bad
the information on every point nearly a year laler." Charlton Papen, Diary, 1898 summary.
141 The Ontario Export Log Law, passed in laie 1897 ta beoome active in April, 1898, essentially
probibited the exporl ofOntario sawlogs, the very foUDdation ofCharlton's business. With the
adjoumment of the commission in carly 1899, Charlton emtmked upon a vigorous campaign to
have the law disallowed. Charlton wrote scathing indiebnents of the law in bath the North
American Review. writing again as UA Canadiao liberal," aod OmadiaoMaga7ine. He appealed
diredly to the Ontario governmen~to Laurier, and fmally to the British embassy in Washington ­
10 no avait. Charlton's actions resulted only in frustration and bis fmther disfavor among the
Liberalleadership. See Gillis, 'The Ottawa Lumber Barons:· 14-31; and H. V. NeUes. '"Empire
Ontario: The Problems of Resource Developmen~"in Swainson. 189-210.
142 Toronto Globe, 20 October 1900.
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impressions existing in the United States,'" Charlton wrote in bis diary during the

Joint High Commission., ~~and 1 was incensed at the decision of my colleagues that

this infonnation must not he published for the purpose of influencing American

public opinion. "143 With the Joint High Commission indefinitely adjoumed., and

Charlton"s influence witbin the Liberal party severely lirnited., Charlton began a

solitary cantpaign to tilt American opinion in favorof reciprocity. Believing

American trade policy ta he unfair towardCan~Charlton conlinued to advocate

sorne protection of the Canaclian market white undertaking his propaganda

campaign in the United States. The vast numberof speeches made, interviews given,

and articles written by Charlton over the next few years made him possibly the

greatest advocate of reciprocity at the lime. In 1901 he addressed the New England

Free Trade League in Boston, the New York Chamber of Commerce and the

Merchants" Exchange of Buffalo. Moreover, two important developments in the

United States in 1901 indicated to Charlton that American opinion was ripe for a

change. FilSt, Charlton viewed the new American president., Theodore Roosevelt,

who succeeded the assassinated McKinley, as more inclined toward reciprocity.

Second, Charlton attended and addressed the inauguration of the annual National

Reciprocity Convention held in Washington, D.C. Yearafter year these conventions

would leave Charlton with the impression that a wide section ofAmerican opinion

favored reciprocity with Canada

The next year round Charlton, now seventy-three-years old, campaigning

just as vigorously for reciprocity. In January he published an article in Forum

entitled uReciprocity with Canada." The article began with a typical Charlton

argument: ""Oeographical and ethnic conditions have always suggested 10 the

Canadian that broad and liberal trade relations with the United States would he

natural and mutually advantageous." Charlton ended the article with an observation

143 Charlton Papers, Diary, 1898 summary.
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reminiscent ofJosiah Strong. He pointed out that the population of North America

had become 80,000,000 uEngIish-speaking people." Moreover, he continued, the

continent, "an area of 7,OOO,()(X) square miles, rich in aIl the resources that the most

advanced form ofcivilization requires, is now the heritage of the American AngIa­

Saxon. nl44 Once again Charlton enunciated ms view of North America, populated

byan English-speaking population he labeled "the American Anglo-Saxon."

The following month Charlton introduced in the House of Commons a

motion giving a forty percent rebate on duties to any nation admitting Canadian

naturaI products free ofduty. The motion was later withdrawn. In June Charlton

addressed the Marquette Qub in Chicago, and published articles in the New York

Independent and the Ottawa Events.145 Finally, in December he spoke al the

National Reciprocity Convention in Detroil A few months later, in February 1903,

Charlton published an article in Outlook magazine entided, 'The Growth of

Reciprocity Sentiment" In the article Charlton c1aimed that "public sentiment in

the United States is rapidly assuming a more liberal attitude towards the question of

reciprocity." Once again he utilized Anglo-Saxon rhetoric, calling for free tmde

"between kindred States inhabited by the same race, and with practically the same

institutions."146 Charlton may have been correct in bis evaluation of American

opinion concerning reciprocity. In bis first message to Congress in December

1901, President Roosevelt dwelled at length on reciprocity. While maintaining the

need to proteet American industries, Roosevelt srated that "the principle of

Reciprocity must command our hearty support"147 Within a year the United States

and NewfoundIand had concluded a reciprocity treaty. The Bond-Hay Treaty

allowed Newfoundland fish and fish products inta the United States free of duty,

144 John CharltOll, '6Rec:iprocity with 0lDada." Fomm 32, (January 19(2),582-93.
145 Canadian Annual Revicw. 1902, 132.
I~ John Charlton, M.P., "The Gmwth of Reciprocity Sentimenl,," Oudook 73, 9, (February 28),
1903,483.
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while admi ning for free American agricultural implements and machinery into the

British colony. In the United States Senate Henry Cabot Lodge led the protests

against admitting Newfoundland fish free into the United States, thus hurting new

England fishermen. By 1904 the treaty had been abandoned.

Despite Charlton's rift \Vith Laurier, the Liberalleaderhadagain asked

Charlton to visit Washington in 1902 and 1903 to test American opinion regarding

reciprocity. Having lost valuable support among Ontario Liberais during the South

African War, Laurier once again seemed 10 use Charlton to indicate movement

toward reciprocity to his rural Ontario constituency. Charlton visited Washington

as unofficial diplomat two final times in December, 1902, and February, 1903. On

both occasions he found the Americans very receptive to reciprocity. ~7he resultof

my investigations is encouraging,n Charlton wrote 10 Laurier from Washington.

"The president and the Secretary of State promise their support of, and their best

efforts to secure Reciprœity in natural products," Charlton told Laurier. ~, have no

hesitation in expressing the opinion that the Commission should he again

convened...148 The prospects for reciprocity, the possible reconvening of the Joint

High Commission, and his rapport with President Roosevelt made Charlton's last

trip to Washington as Liberal envoy one of bis most enjoyable. As he bantered with

the president, a decade of bitterness seemed 10 slip away. ~'I proposed 10 the

President a moose hunt on our Upper Spanish limits," Charlton wrote, referring to

limits he had purchased in northem Ontario. "He regretted that he could not leave

the United States while President and 1said that wouId prevent our enjoyjng the

pleasure of bis company at our camp for the next six years. With a hearty shake of

the hand and mutual expression of good wishes we paned company and my own

147 Canadian Amual Review. 1902. 172.
148 Laurier Papers. Charlton ta Laurier, 21 February 1903.
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feelings were ligbt and buoyant.,,149 With bis retum to Washington 10 advocate

reciprocity, and his pressing forreconvening the Commission, Cbarlton's

diplomacy appeared to have come full circle. Despite bis rift \Vith Laurier, and his

manydisappointments, Charlton's ideas about the future of the continent remained

consistent

Still, events of 1903 indicated that Charlton's advocacy ofcloser relations

between the United States and Canada could not contend with the realities of North

American relations. During the year Charlton remained furiously active traveling

throughout the United States advocating reciprocity. He again addressed the

reciprocity Convention that November in Chicago and remained optimistic about the

chances for establishing freer North American trade relations. He even wrote

Laurier to suggest that a propaganda fund of about $10,000 be established 61"or

promoting an active campaign." Once again, Charlton showed himself out of touch

with Canadian opinion and blinded by bis own self-interest. As Charlton discussed

reciprocity at the Chicago convention, Canadians reeled al the results of the Alaska

Boundary Tribunal. The single British representative had voted against the

Canadian claim while the two outraged Canadian representatives had refused 10

endorse the award. Canadians saw themselves as pressed between a grasping and

unfair United States and an acquiescent Britain, all too eager to bearay Canada 10

gain American good will. Laurier felt equally stung by the award and sougbt to

impress upon Charlton the scope of Canadian sentiment. 6' do not think 1would

take the same sanguine views as you do about the prospect of reciprocity," Laurier

wrote to Charlton. 6'The disappointment over the award of the Alaska boundary is

very keen, and 1certainly share il" Laurier concluded by stating, 66it i8 clear to me

that the lime is not propitious for any propagandain the direction that you

149 Charlton Papers, Diary. 20 February 1903.
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suggest. ''1150 Laurier made it clear that the Alaskaaward had at least temporarily set

aside any future approaches to the Americans over freer trade. Within a month

Charlton fell gravely ilt preventing bim From standing for his riding in the election

the following year. Charlton' s North Norfolk riding went Tory.. and Charlton

remained ill until his death in 1910.

~~I have never been very anxious for popularity..n John Charlton told the

House of Commons in 1893.. replying 10 Tory accusations conceming bis trips ta

Washington. UMy wish has been rather to leave a good name behind me. 1do not

want to leave bebind me the name of traitor or the name ofone given ta chicanery or

fraude n151 Unfortunately for Charlton.. he ended bis days with bis loyalty and good

name questioned by Tories and Liberais alike. Ironically.. bis death corresponded

with a sbift in the Liberal party back in favor of reciprocity with the United States.

Moreover, the good feeling between the two nations, the settlement of outstanding

Canadian-Americandisputes,151 and the active advocacy of President Taft made the

moment seem propitious. Early 1911 found Canadian negotiators in Washington

and a fierce debate raging in the House of Commons. In Joly Laurierdissolved

Parliament and called an election on the subject of reciprocity. The subsequent

campaign revealed that little had cbanged since Charlton's advocacy of reciprocity.

Ali of the old anti-American and Loyalist arguments were dusted offand given full

rein.. contributing 10a Liberal defeaL153 The enduring pltency of Canadian

suspicions of the United States indicated the difficulty Charlton had faced a decade

ISO Ibid., Lamier to Charlton, 17 November 1903.
ISI House of COIDIDons Debarcs, 7 February 1893,369.
152 Sec Peter Neary, "Grey, Bryce, aDd the Settlement ofOmadian-American Diffeœnces.. 1905­
Il:' Caoadian 16storicaI Review 49, 4, (December 19(8),357-80; Alvin C. Gluck, Ir.,
40Pilgrimages to Ottawa: CaDadian-Americao Diplomacy, 1903-13," Historical Paners oC the
Canadian Historical AssociatiOll: 1968, Toronto, 65-83; and Roger Sarty, ·'Canada and the Great
Rapprochement. 1902-1914."in BJ.C. McKen:herandLawœnœAronseo.,eds., The North
Atlantic Triangle ma Changing Wood: Angio-American-CaDadian Relations: 1902-1956..
(roronta: University of ToroDto Press, (996), 12-47.
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earlier. Despite the Anglo-American rapprochement and the widespread use of

Angl<rSaxon rhetoric, English-Canadians could not relinquish the idea that

reciprocity somehow equaled absorption. As Colonel Denison lold a cheering

audience in 1903, uCanada should avoid Reciprocity as she would the plague."LS4

153 See \V.M. Baker. ··A Case Study of Anti-Americanism in English-5peakingCaoada: The
Section Campaign of 1911:' Canadian Historical Review 51.4, {December 1979).426-49.
l~ Caoadian Annual Review. 1903. 382.
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CHAPTER THREE

UWhite Man's Burden":
English-Canadian Anglo-Saxonism

and the Spanish-American War

1f the Americans emancipated the down-trodden Cubans, they are
bound ta see that their liberty does not become a curse to thern....
This is the work of the victorious people -- not a simple or an easy
one.

-Canadian Churchman. 25 August 1898.

Take up the White Man' s burden­
Ye dare not stoop to less ­

Nor caU too loud on Freedom
To cloak your wearîness.

-Rudyard Kipling, "The White Man's
Burden"

Introduction

Historians have long agreed that racial ideas figured prominently in America's

expansionist experiment in 1898. Walter LaFeber noted the "virulent strain of

Anglo-Saxonism" that emerged among American intellectuals at the end of the

century, including the "expansive expansionism."l Ernest May and Richard

Hofstadter also noted the influence of intellectuals such as Fiske and Josiah Strong,

with Hofstadter writing that the "Anglo-Saxon dogma became the chief element in

American racism in the imperial era": Other historians have explicitly explored the

connection between race and American imperialism orexpansionism, including the

racial motives behind the Progressives' supportofimperialism.3 The United States

did not go to war with Spain or annex the Philippines because of race, however.

l Walter LaFeber. The New Empire: An InIerpn:tatioo ofAmerican Expansionism. 1860-1898.
(lthaca: ComeU University Press. 1963). 99.
2 Ernest R. May. Imperial Democmcy: The Emergence ofAmericaas a Great Power. (New York:
Harcourt, Brace and WorId, IDe., 1961),8.57-8; Richard HoCsladter. Social Darwinism in
American Thought. (Boston: Beacon Pmis. 1992 edition). 172.
3 Philip W. Kennedy. '"Race and American Expaosioaism in Cuba and Puerto Rico. 1895-1905."
Jomnal of Black Studies 1. 3. (1971). 306-7; William E. I..eudlteoburg, "Progressivism and
Imperialism: The Progressive Movement and American Foreign Policy. 1898-1916."1be
Mississippi Valley Historical Review 39. (December 1952).483-504; Daniel Walden. "Race and
Imperialism: The Acbilles Heel orthe Progressives:' ScienceaadSocïety 31.2, (1967), 222-32.
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Advocates of the 66large policyn were much more concemed with maintaining

American dominance in the western hemisphere and finding overseas markets for

American goods. Instead.. Anglo-Saxonism and the aecompanying Protestant

missionary rhetoric provided. in the words of Lineoln Steffens. the upious

justificationn for a departure in American policy:~ Raee served as the hand-maid to

eoncems over trade. temtory. and American security.

The Spanish-American war also marked another step in Great Britain·s

abandonment of its usplendid isolationn in favor of rapprochement with the United

States. British officiais and public opinion were chiefly concemed with threats to

England· s overseas empire by the European powers and the maintenance of an open

China Yetas in the United States, uAnglo-Saxon race sentiment fostered vital

public support for the growing international friendship. '95 Utilizing Anglo-Saxon

rhetoric 10 foster friendly Anglo-American relations reached its high-water mark

with Colonial Secretary Joseph Chamberlain's cali for an '6Anglo-Saxon alliance"

ooly a month into the war. Moreover, racial rhe10ric also figured prominendy in

British support for American retention of the Philippines after the war. Once again.

the British were concemed with keeping the islands out of the hands of another

European power.. while establishing the United States as anew.. friendly power in the

Pacific. British preaching about a common Angl~Saxonmission to "Iesser races"

culminatedinRudyardKipling publishing bis poem "White Man's Burden" just

as the United States Senate voted 10 annex the PhilipPines.

4 Wintbrop S. Hudson. ··Protestant aergy Debate the Nation's Vocation. 1898-1899." Church
HiSlory 42. 1. (1973). 111.
s Anderson. 112. Anderson overstales the matter wben he claims lbat ·'no factor was more
important tban Anglo-Saxooism in promoting good feelings belWeen the British and American
peoples." Ibid. 112. Sec also A.li Campbell. Great Britain and Ibe United States 1895-1903.
(London: Loogmaos. Green and Co.• 1960). 140-55; and Geoffrey Seed, "British Reaetioas to
American Imperialism Reflected inJotD'D8ls ofOpinion. 1898-1900.·.. Political Science Quarterly
73. (June 1958). 254-72. and '·British Views of American PoIicy in the Pbilippines. Reflected in
Joumals ofOpinion:' Journal ofAmerican Studies 2. 1. (1975).49-64.
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Much more elusivey howevery is the question ofEnglish-Canadian opinion

toward the war. The lack ofdirect Canadian-American relations in 1898 bas

apparentiy caused historians of Canadian external relatioDS, such as Callahan and

Glazebrook, largely to ignore the war.6 Others have discussed the \Var ooly in

relation to the delayed Joint High Commission, the Rush-BagotAgreement

forbidding construction of warships on the Great Lakes, and the expulsion from

Canada of two members of the Spanish Embassy in Washington.7 While both

Norman Penlington and Robert Craig Brown have noted the outpouring of friendly

feeling by Canadians toward the United Statesy they have taken pains tocharacterize

itas superficial and fleeting. Penlington states that u many Canadians could not

forget the decades of hostility" while Brown writes, "Still, thoughtful people asked,

how much of this Anglo-American friendship from which Canadians benefited was

genuine and lasting?"g The Most thorough study of Canadian opinion during the

war is Graeme Mount's "Friendly Liberator or Predatory Aggressor? Some

Canadian Impressions of the United States during the Spanish-American War."

Mount concludes that, aside from "a sizable minority," "most Canadians

supported the United States' efforts against Spain:' and he gives prominent place 10

Anglo-Saxonism. 9 Still, Mount offers only half of the story, because he does not

place English-Canadian opinion within a larger context. BeCore the war Many

English-Canadians remained very skeptical ofAmerican motives in Cuba, reflecting,

as Penlington and Brown emphasize, years of suspicion and antagonism. Moreover,

6 James Morton Callaban. American Foreign Polier in Canadian Relations. (New York: The
Macmillan Company. 1937); G.P. deT. GIazebrook. A Historv ofCaDadian Extemal Relations.
Revised Edition. Volume 1: The Formative Years to 1914. (Toronto: McCleDDaDandSrewartLld..
1966).
7 Stacey. Canada and the AgeofCoDflicl, 74, 86. 90; and Norman Penlington. OnwIaand
Imperialism. 1896-1899.97-108.
8 PenlingtoD, 107-8; Brown, 326.
9 Graeme S. Mouot, •..·Friendly Liberator or Predatory Aggressor? Some Canadian ImpressiODS of
the United States during the Spauish-American War." CaoadianJomnal ofLatin American and
CaribbeanStudies 11.22. (1986). 59-70.
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the month preceding the war witnessed a Canadian-American dispute over a Liberal

plan to build a railway from an American town in Alaska to the Canadian Yukon.

Interference in the plan by the United States Senate smacked of the same type of

American aggrandizement being displayed in Cuba. On the eve of \Var~ even the

Canadians Most friendly to the United States remained noticeably cool toward their

neighbors in the republic.

Only British expressions of sympathy altered English-Canadian opinion.10

In March Queen Victoria sent a lener to President McKinley indicating British

support of the American course. In April Britain stood opPOsed ta possible

intervention on behalf of Spain by the European powers. In May Joseph

Chamberlain called for an Angio-American alliance. Liberal politicians and the

British press matched official pro-American sentiment with gushing expressions of

Anglo-American kinship and mission. Great Brifain applauded Admirai Dewey9 s

defeat of the Spanish navy at Manila Bay in May, annexation of the Hawaiian

islands in July, and the taking of the Philippines in AugusL From August 1898

until February 1899, British official and public opinion urged the United States to

bear ils share of Anglo-Saxon duty and retain the former Spanish colonies. Great

Britain welcomed with open anns American hegemony in the western hemisphere

and American power in the Pacifie.

In the face of British sentimen~ English-Canadians were forced to alter their

rather negative views of the United States. As during the Venezuela Crisis, many

Canadians accommodated their ofteo anti-American views through the medium of

Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. Many leading Canadians and much of the English-Canadian

press came to view the war with Spain in racial terms, decrying the savagery of the

U eruel99 Spaniard. English-Canadians a1so welcomed the new Anglo-Saxon

understanding between the United States and Great Britain. FmaIly, far from
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worrying over American expansion in the western hemisphere and in the Pacific~

Canadians largely echoed British sentiment and urged the United States to take up

the 4·white man·s burden." Yet Canadians did more than just ape their British

counterparts. Theyexpressed a personal stake in the outcome of the \Var as part of

a larger Anglo-Saxon brotherhood. During the war Canadians welcomed an Anglo­

Saxon alliance that would pit the British Empire and America against the rest of the

world. especially Russia With the end of the war, much Canadian opinion focused

on the common destiny of the entire English-speaking race, even postulating an

Anglo-Saxon federation. Penlington and Brown necessarily dismiss the

superficiality of any prO-American sentiment of the time because it undermines their

theses concerning a Canadian nationalism based largely on anti-Americanism, or the

creation ofa distinct Canadian nationality in North America. Yet AnghrSaxon

sympathy for the United States did not exclude Canadian nationalism or

imperialism. Just as the great imperialist Joseph Chamberlain could cali for an

Anglo-Saxon alliance 10 serve British interests, so, too~ Many English-Canadians

preached an Anglo-Saxon patriotism that comfortably accommodated both Canadian

nationalism and imperialism.

Canadian attitudes toward American imperialism revolved largely around the

issue of security. canadians knew that their nation risked being used as a pawn in

any potential Anglo-American conflict. During the Venezuela crisis, Canadians

initially stood firm in the face of American threats. With the botehed Jameson raid

and the Kaiser' s telegram, the British cabinet chose ils fight and quickly acquiesced

to the United States. Only then did English-Canadians utilize Anglo-Saxon rhetoric

10 follow the British lead and adapt 10 the changed international situation. Angle­

American friendship served Canada's security interests. By 1898, with Russia

threatening British interests in Asia, Canadians, with sorne initial hesitation over the

10 Peolington. 102; William N. H. Whitely. 'acaoadian Opinion on American ExpaosioDÏsm
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future of the Yukon~welcomed America's victory overSpain and its acquisition of

former Spanish colonies. American continental expansionism threatened Canad~

but American overseas expansion actually ensured Canada's security. With the

British government working diligently ta promote amicable Angl~American

relations, il became increasingly anachronistic for a Canadian like George Denison

to equate British loyalty with anti-Americanism. With the rapprochemen~ Many

English-Canadians became AtIanticists, seeking to establish a special place for

Canada as a Hnk between the United States and Great Britain. Historian Michael

Fry notes this of the post-First World Warera, yel bis words apply equaIly to the

tum-of-the-century: 6'They were AtIanticists al the same time as being nationalists~

anglophiles~and devotees ofa maturing commonwealth relationship~because the

vital consideration ofCanadian and imperial policy seemed realistically ta permit no

other posture."11 During 1898 many English-Canadians used Angl~Saxonismta

reconcile these national, imperial, continental, and cultural outlooks.

Pre-War English-Canadian Opinion

In the months before the outbreak of the Spanish-American War in April 1898,

English-Canadian opinion remained wary ofAmerican intervention in Cuba.

English-language newspapers, regardless ofparty affIliation, criticized American

jingoism so reminiscent of the recent Venezuela scare. Editorials a1so suspected

American commercial interests ofdesiring war profits. Finally, many English­

Canadians questioned America' s right 10 interfere in internal Spanish affairs.

Again, such misgivings echoed the Canadian critique of the Monroe Doctrine during

the Venezuela Crisis. If a self-interested and graspïog America could rightfully

iotervene in Cuba, many Canadians seemed 10ask, what would stop the powerful

1895-1903," Masler's Thesis, Queen's University, 1952,68-75.
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republic from turning their attention north? Many Canadian papers viewed Spanish

Cuba as a fello\V colony ofa European monarchy. reflecting much of the rhetoric of

the American press. Only \Vith the later expressions of clear British sympathy did

many joumals alter their characterization ofCu~while remaining skeptical of

American outrage.

The two events that galvanized American opinion shortly before the war. the

'~De Lome Lener" and the uMaine" explosion. found a much cooler reception in

Canada On February 9, William Randolph Hearst' s New York Journal printed the

private correspondence of the Spanish minister ta Washington, Dupuy de Lome.

The ~'De Lome Letter," as it became infamously know~ had been stolen from a

Havana post-office by Cuban insurgents months before and held for public release

until an opportune moment In the letter, de Lome called President McKinley

'~eakand a bidder for the admiration of the crowd, besides being a common

politician who tries ta leave a door open behind bimself while keeping on good

terms with the jingoes of bis party." Moreover, the minister suggested having a

prominent Spaniard sent to Washingtan '''in order that 1 may make use of him ta

carry on a propaganda among the Senators and others in opposition to the junta."12

The outery was immediate, loud, and sustained. The State Department demanded de

Lome's recall, only to find that the minister had already resigned. Americans chafed

not ooly al the unkind portrait of their president by a foreigner, but by the

suggestion ofcunning Spanish manipulation of the American democratic process.

In Canada, however, the Manitoba Eree Press believed the minister's only crime to

be, as the tide ofan editorial indieated, '7he Crime of Being Found Out" u[I]n

private correspondence to friends at home," the paper stated, de Lame "had a

perfect right ta express any opinion of the president he might bappen ta entertain."

Il Michael G. Fry, musions of Sccurily: North Adantic Diplomacy. 1918-22, ([010010:
University of Toronto Press. (972), 10-11.
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The Free Press praised de Lome's "self-respect and dignity'" and eritieized the

Cuban insurgents for their crime. Not only had they stolen the letter. but in

translating it the Cubans had Udistorted its meaning ta make the expressions as

offensive as possible. n13 The Mail and Empire. though rarely in agreement with

Clifford Sifton's journal, lOOk a similar vie\v, calling the scandal another victory for

"Ameriean jingoes." The Toronto paper echoed the Free Press in underscoring the

private nature of the letter, stolen by the Cubanjunta with its headquarters in New

Yorle. For the Tory paper, the de Lome affair reflected typical American self­

aggrandizement: ''[he eagle will, of course, clap bis wings and scream, but whether,

in view ofall the circumstances he will. in doing so, malee a very dignified

appearanee, is a question whieh we do Dot care ta attempt 10 decide."14 Doubtless

the de Lome affair reminded Canadians of the American eagle' s convulsion of ooly

two years before.

Within a week of the de Lame affair, the American battleship '~aine"

exploded in Havana barbor. As Walter MiDis writes, ''the match had at last been

applied" to the powderkeg of American opinion. The '~ellow"joumals of Hearst

and Pulitzer competed to keep the word "Maine" on every American's lips. while

the navy immediately established a board of inquiry. Meanwhile, in bis superior' s

absence" Acting Secretary of the Navy Theodore Roosevelt,. with the advice of bis

good friend Senator Lodge. ordered the Pacifie fleet onder Admirai George Dewey

to Hong Kong in preparation of a possible attack on the Spanish fleet at Manila As

with the de Lame affair, however, the Canadian press viewed the objectivity of the

naval board with much skepticism while continuing to vent their mistrust of

American motives. The Montreal Qan:tte believed the board would have "a natural,

though perhaps unconscious leaning ta the view Most favorable ta the skill,

12 Walter Millis, The Martial Spirit. (fbe iiterary Guild of America, 1931),98.
13 Manitoba Fn:e Press. 14 Febmary 1898.
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dutifulness and general fitness of the officers of the doomed vessel." The paper

also vie\ved the CUITent uproar in the United States as part of a broader, historic

strategy to acquire Cuba IS The Globe considered the outcome of the board's

inquiry predetermined, considering the number of interests concemed with shifting

responsibility for the disaster away from themselves:

The United States naval authorities and their shipbuilders will, of
course, he anxious that the disaster shall not he attributed to lack of
discipline or faulty construction of the vessel, and general sympathy
for the Cuban cause and the antipathy to Spain will all tend to the
rendering ofa verdict of guilty or 10 the confirming of suspicions
which would he almost fatal to peace.

The paperconsidered the outbreak of war nearly inevitable, esPeCially when

supported by those who grew rich not Uby stopping the enemies' bullets, but in

supplying bullets and other munitions of war."16 The Toronto paper seemed to

pre-date by sixty years Eisenhower's waming about the American "military­

industrial complex."

Befoee the war much ofEnglish-Canadian opinion elaborated on the therne

ofAmerican land-grabbing and the republic's inclination to intervene in others'

internai affairs. This old Canadian irritant was exacerbated by the growing clash of

Canadian and American interests in the Yukon. With the reœnt discovery ofgold,

thousands of prospectors poured into the Canadian territory, primarily through

American-controlled port towns in the Alaskan panhandle. The undefined Alaskan

boundary made the American-claimed towns a source ofCanadian-American

tension, and a source ofanxiety for Canadians worried about the United States

taking preemptive action to seize the disputed territory. In August 1897 a strange,

anonymous letter circulated among top members of the Laurier cabinet "An

attempt is to he made 10 seize the Klondike bya big American Company~" lhe letter

14 Toronto Mail and FmM, 12 February 1898.
15 Montreal Gazelle, 26 March 1898.
16 Toronto Globe, 1 Marcb 1898.
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warned. 6'The whole scheme will be unofficially suppotted with Government

influence. Cannon are now on the way 10 Seattle accompanied by military experts."

The Ietter made vague references to 6'The American OIigarchy...private individuals

who own the U.S. Government" and urged Canada to 6'fight for its independence.'~

Though the Ietter appeared written by ac~ Sir Richard Cartwright thought it

important enough to show to the Attorney General~OliverMowa~and forward to

Clifford Siftonythe Minister of Interior. 661 send you tbis for what it is worthy"

Cartwright wrote to Siflon. UAt the same lime it might do no harm 10 cause sorne

trusty person to malee inquiries. AnYlhing of this sort must come from the

Yukon. "17 In early 1898 Siftonya1armed by a concentration of American troops in

PortlandyOregon, secretly dispatehed fifty Northwest Mounted Police to the

Yukon. 18 Despite the Anglo-American rapprochement leading English-Canadians

still sUSPeCted that their interests might not coincide with those of their southem

neighbors.

In response to the buge volume of traffic hound for the Yukon, the Liberal

govemment made plans to buiici a route 10 the Yokon that required the use of the

American town of Wrangel al the mouth of the Stickine River. While the

govemment assumed that the Americans would give Canadian goods the bonding

privilege based on the 1871 Washington Treaty (allowing goods to he transshipped

through a foreign territory duty-free)y the American Senate 50ugbt a guid pro guo.

The Senate demanded that American miners he allowed ta bring ioto the Yukon one­

half ton of supplies duty-freeythat American fishermen be allowed to purchase bait

in Canadian PQrtsythat Canada grant American rai1ways charters to build in the

Yokon territory, and mat mining Iiœnses he given al points convenient te Americans.

17 NAC. Clifford Siftoo Papers~ Richard Cartwright to Sifton. 30 August 1897; with enclosed
leuer. from [?] DIyden~ Department of Agriculture. 27 August 1897.
18 DJ. Hall. Oifford Sifton.. Volume 1: The Youog Napoleon. 1861-1900. (Vancouver: University
of British Columbia Press~ 1981). 181.
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Moreover~ the Laurier government had awarded the contract to build the raitway

portion orthe route to Liberal party supporters without taking other bids~ and had

agreed to an enonnous land-bonus for each mile of rail built With the Laurier

govemment seemingly trapped between their own questionable dealings and the

American Senate, the Tory papers attacked. The Mail and Empire demanded that no

more American miners he admitted into the Yukon~while the Ottawa Evening

Journal called the American demands "Rather Bandit-Like.nt9 Moreover, both

papers carried strikingly similar cartoons of Uncle Sam pointing a revolver at

Laurier. ~~Holding Him Up,n the Journal cartoon was entided, while within

Laurier's grasp lay another pistollabeled UA Truly All-Canadian Route.u In the

Mail and Empire cartoon Uncle Sam's gun was labeled ~~U.S. Demandsu white the

caption also urged Laurier to ~~ another route."10 While the cartoons were

clearlypoliticallymotivated, Laurier was depicted as the victim ofa hostile Uncle

Sam, heing urged to ~1ightback" with a route 10 the Yukon that would not rely on

the United States. Uncle Sam was the villain, not the Liberal leader. Given the

paper's strong partisan policy, sucb a depiction suggests that other attitudes

transcended party polticis.

Although he had initially supported the railway bill as an emergency

measure designed 10 relieve suffering in the Yukon and belp Canada monopolize

Yukon trade, irate Tory backbenchers forced Sir Charles Tupper to attaek the bill in

the House of Commons. He called for the govemment to abandon the bill. yet like

the Tory press, reserved bis most heated remarks not for Laurier, but for the

Americans. "[T]he dominion of Canada,,. Tupper told the House, ~'will never

submit ta any terms dictated to it wbich strike at the very mot of the independence of

the Government and of the Parliament of this country." Although Laurier and omer

19 Toronto Mail and Fmpire9 8 and 9 March 1898; Ottawa EveningJoumat 7 Match 1898.
20 Toronto Mail and Fmpire, 8 Marcb 1898; Ottawa EveoingJoumal. 12 Marcb 1898.
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leading Liberals defended the railway, theyagreed with Tupper's defense of

Canadian rights in the face of American intervention. uI agree with the hon. Leader

of the Opposition that nothing should be given away ofour national dignity,'"

Laurierstated.11 Sir Richard Cartwright said that while he had worked to Upromote

friendship and alliance between the Engtish-speaking nations of the earth.....under

no conceivable circumstances would 1as a Canadian representative submit for one

moment that any foreign power should dictate to us where we should build railways

or where we should not build rai1ways. "22 The Liberal press defended the railway

and lambasted the Opposition for advocating abandonment of the route and for not

standing up to the United States. uWe Stand On Our Rights," read the caption of a

Globe cartoon depicting Laurier standing upon the granite-like "Treaty of

Washington," while an angry Uncle Sam waved the uU.S. Senate Bill" of

demands. 67here is not a petty South American State that would allow itself to he

held up in this manner," the paper stated, calling the Senate bill 66jntemational

highway robbery."13 The Liberal paper' s description of the American actions as

urobbery" with Canada being 66held up" closely resembled the Tory press's

characterization of Uncle Sam as a 66bandit." Despite the clear political batlle

during the Yukon debate, Canadians united in their condemnation ofAmerican land­

gmbbing and unwarranted intervention in the domestic affairs ofan independent

state.

American demands upon Canada regarding the Yukon seemed to parallel the

American demands upon Spain regarding Cuba. While not about to take the Tory

side in the Yukon debate, Liberal papers echoed the Conservative organs in decrying

American belligerence toward Spain. Moreover, Many English-language papers

rejected America's right 10 interfere in what was characterized as internai Spanish

21 House of CommoDS Dehales. Volume 46. 7 March 1898. 1276.
n Ibid.. 1328.
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affairs. The Toronto Globe, Canada's leader in the use of Anglo-Saxon rhetoric to

foster Anglo-American goodwill, lambasted 6'Qur Belligerent Neighbors." The

paper commented on the same day as the u.s. Senate's Yukon bill, '~e general

attitude of pugnacity fonnerly displayed toward the whole fighting world byour

neighbors has been concentrated on Spain." The paper referred 10 Americans as

"that volatile people" marked by ubelligerent irritability," and "meddling" in

others' disputes.24 The Free Press affirmed Spain's right to "misgovem herown

colony_" "What right has the United States:' the paper asked, "10 interfere with

the government ofCu~ any more than with the government ofCanada or Siam?,,15

No newspaper staked out the position of non-interference more strongly or

continuously than the Halifax Herald. The paper especially bristled at the American

claim to the right 10 intervene in the internai affairs of a European colony, while

holding the Cuban urebels" in disdain. The Americans, the Herald stated,

mistakenlyacted

under the assumptiOD that if one nation thinks that another is not
administering its affairs or the affairs ofone of its colonies
efficiently, then the first nation bas a right to interfere by force, and
to free the rebellious section or colony from the control of its rightful
sovereign. No such right of foreign interference, however. is
recognized by the nations of the wood....

The journal cited the American Civil Waras a case in point, stating that the United

States would not have 10lerated any European interference. Such a "rigbt of foreign

interference." the paper repeated, '&js without any justification.,,26 The Herald

maintained this position weil ioto April. caIIing the Cuhan insurgents u mere banditti.

with no fixed territory. noorganized government, preying upon the peaceful people

of the country (the reconcentrados) and doing more harm 10 them than 10 the

Spanish governmenL" If the United States desired to interfere. the paper said,

23 Toronto Globe. 7 and 8 March 1898.
24 Toronto Globe. 8 March 1898.
2S Manitoba Fœe Press. 28 March 1898.
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'~ey should assist Spain in putting down the rehellion~ if indeed it he allowable to

cali such murderous guerrilla work a rebellion."17 A few days laler an editorial

called the "alleged reasons" for American intervention "very weak and

inconclusive." and called the Spanish "the very best friends of both the Cubans and

the United States." Moreover~neither the United States nor the world in general

had anything to gain from "the setting up ofanother Spanish-American republic of

warring~ murdering factions. ,,28 Only two days later another editoriallargely

repeated the same ideas, saying of the American claim to intervention, "A more

prep:>sterous and outrageously dishonest doctrine could not he imagined.,,29

The long history of troubled Canadian-American relations~and the dispute

over the bonding privilege at Wrangel, must he taken into account when evaluating

Canadian opinion on the eve of the war. Many English-Canadians bristled at what

seemed like another instance of America's '~onroeDoctrine" and "Manifest

Destiny" run amok. Yet Graeme Mount is rigbt when he concludes that Most

Canadians came to favor the war. What he fails ta talœ ioto account was the

developing British strategy of abandoning its "splendid isolation" in favor of an

understanding with the United States. As the United States contemplated war with

Spain, the British Empire faced threats from the French in bath West Africa and the

Nile River valley, the Russians in China, the Boers in South Afri~and a belligerent

German Kaiser apparently ready 10 seize an advantage anywhere. In early March

Queen Victoria sent a note to McKinley, delivered in person by British ambassador

Sir Julian Pauncefote, praising the American president on the wise course he had

pursued in the Cuhan situation. Moreover, as the Free Press noted, the Queen's

message conveyed British sympathy with America' s position and intimated that, in

26 Halifax Haald, 4 March 1898.
ri Halifax Haald, 4 April 1898.
28 Halifax Haald, 7 April 1898.
29 Halifax Haald. 9 April 1898.
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case of war, "~e United States might depend 00 somethiog more than the moral

support of Great Britain.n3o The Queen's message led to much discussion among

the nations of the North Atlantic triangle of a possible Anglo-American alliance.

Canadians could not ignore the tremeodous outpouring of British sympathy for the

Uniled States. On the eve of war the British journal The Speaker talked of Ua

feeling of mutual friendship and confidence, founded upon the sense of kinship in

blood, language and ideas...n.31 A new poem by the British poet laureate Alfred

Austin, entided ""America and England,n also enjoyed wide circulation in North

America. The poem included lines like '''Kinsmen, bail! We severed have been too

long,n and 'lOAnswer them, sons of the self-same race, And blood of the self-same

clan.n The poem clearly advocated an Anglo-American alliance, in order to combine

the strengths of the !Wo nations and face common enemies.

A message ta bond and thrall to wake,
Forwherever wecome, we twain,

The throne of the tyrant shall rock and quake,
And bis menace he void and vain,

For you are lords ofa strong young land,
And we are lords of the main.31

On the very eve of the Spanish-American war, Canadians were faced with the

undeniable faet that the British empire, faœd with threats on a numberof fronts, was

activelycurrying the favorofthe United States.

Like the Venezuela Crisis, the Spanish-American War marked another step

in the development of the Anglo-American rapprochement, and English-Canadians

were obliged 10 modify their position. Once again, Many English-Canadians utilized

Anglo-Saxon rhe10ric to accommodate their views ta the realityof international

affairs. The Free Press noted the recent expressions of British friendsbip and,

speaking for the Americans, stated that the Americans reciprocated. Americans, the

30 Manitoba Free Press. 12 March 1898. Sec also Toronto Mail and FmM 10 Marcb 1898.
31 ~~AnAngio-American Alliance:·1beSJJeaker. reprintedin The Liying Age 217.2805.9 April
1898. 126-8.
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paper declared, have an ·~affectionfor their kindred across the sean and feel ~~at

there is a bond between the two nations such as cannot exist between them and any

other. "33 The Montreal Gazette found Spanish govemance of its colonies ··out of

hannony \Vith American and even \Vith British ideas." While not advocating that

England should take the American side in a quarrel with Spain, the journal noted thal

uthe best people in bath countries are conscious at all times of the kinship of race

and speech, of letters ofconstitution, of love ofjustice and freedom, of lofty

aspirations for human improvement and the uItimate reign of peace and truth, which

knit the two nations into spiritual uDity.n34 ~~HANDS ACROSS THE SEA" the

Herald trumpeted, and quoted at length from a dispatch from the New York

Tribune' s correspondent in England. The dispateh included exclamations of Angle­

American friendship from prominent British men such as Sir Charles Dilke, Arthur

Conan Doyle, and James Bryce. The solicitation ofBritish opinion byan American

journal, and reprinted in English-Canadian newspapers, closely paralleled the act of

Joseph PulitzerdUTing the VenezuelaCrisis. The American writerreported the

British feeling "that American opinion is settling stTongly in the direction of cordial

ccroperation and intimate association with England for the promotion ofTHE

HIGHEST INTERESTS OF ANGLO-SAXON CIVIUZATION [original

emphasis]."35 The Mail and Empire believed thatan Anglo-American

understanding would he Ua good thing for the Anglo-Saxon race, and for the

English-speaking peoples," and referred to the United States and England as "two

members of one family.,,36

Expressions ofAnglo-American amity also found an oudet in editorial

cartoons. Acknowledging the faet that the two sangs used the same tune, the Globe

32 AlfredAus~ u America and Eugland," ibid., 66.
33 Manitoba Fn:e Press. 22 March 1898.
34 Montreal Gazette. 22 March 1898.
3S Halifax Haald, 21 March 1898.
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depicted John Bull singing ~~America'7and Dncle Sam singing uGod Save the

Queen:' while a female figure labeled '~Peace" played accompaniment. ~'Two

Songs But One Tune,t7 the caption read, ULong May the unison continue!n37 The

Mail and Empire reprinted a cartoon from the British journal uPunchu entitled

"Blood Thicker than Water." ln il, an American sailor and a British sailor shook

hands in front of the Union Jack and Stars and Stripes, with the military theme of

the cartoon refiecting the growing agitation for an Anglo-American alliance. British

expressions of friendship on the eve of war had a profound effect on English­

Canadian opinion, forcing many journals to make a quick about-face. In refening to

British and American kinship and shared interests7the joumals accommodated their

positions using Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. As the cartoon of the British and American

sailors indicates7Canadians came 10 view American poweras a supplement, instead

ofa threa~ 10 British power, and Anglo-American amity as the ultimate source of

Canadian security.

Not every Anglo-Saxonist in Canada supported an Anglo-American entente

on the eve of the Spanish-American War. Most important of these was Goldwin

Smith, who decried America's embarkation uponan imperial experimenl Foranti­

imperialist Smith, an Anglo-American alliance in the name ofempire was a distinct

step backward. ~'I desire American friendship for our country," Smith wrote to a

British frien~ "but 1do not desire an Anglo-Saxon conspiracy against other

nations, because 1believe it would bring on us the deserved enmity of the world and

in the end lead to disaster." Moreover, Smith ecboed the sentiments of Many

English-Canadians when he lOOk a dim view of the Cuhan people. ~~A Cuhan

Republic," Smith stated, ~with a population largely consisting of negrees and

36 Toronto Mail and Fmpire. 3 April 1898.
37 Toronto Globe. 18 Marcb 1898.
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mulattoes...would scarcely he a hopeful experimentn38 In another letter he declared

that a "Republic for the mongrel and half barbarian population of Cuba would he

preposterous. n As for the possibility of making Cuba part of the United States~

Smith believed uNo sensible American wants to annex Cuba which theyall know

will he a poisonous element in their politics.n39 Smith' s use of racial rhetoric to

condemn both the Anglo-American entente and the war with Spain reflected bath bis

Liberal sentiments and bis ideas about North American political union. For Smith.

Canadian-American racial affinity and geographic conjunction made North

American union desirable. No such affinity existed hetween the United States and

the peoples of Latin America or the Philippines. As Anglo-Saxons Canadians and

Americans had an innate endowment for self-government The "mongrel" and

"half barbarian" population of Cuba, however, could never hope to he self­

goveming, nor could it he successfully added 10 the United States.

For Smith, the war a1so distraeted Canadians and Americans from the issue

of political union, and sent American attention careening off in a fatal direction. In

March Smith turned down the offer of writing an article on the "Canadian

Question" for the North American Review. '7he public mind is now," he wrote to

thejoumal's editor, "and is likely for some time 10 be, completely tumed in another

direction.'740 To John Foster he lamented tbat the "prospect of Continental Union

is~ l fear, for the present clouded. No wise Canadian would wish 10 embark with the

United States on a career of tropical and barbarian 'expansion.",..1 The quotation

marks around the word "expansion" were significant As will be seen later, Smith

resented the application of the word to the acquisition ofoverseas territory. For

Smith "expansion" meant adding contiguous territory --Iike Canada. In the end,

the events of 1898 represented for Smith a complete contravention of bis desire for

38 Goldwin Smilh Papers. Smilh to [?]. UDdated (proabaly Apri11898).
39 Ibid, Smith tG Mowbray, 18 March 1898.
40 Ibid, Smilh to [?] MIDUO. 10 March 1898.
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to Spain, while John Bull, standinS in Canada. voices bis suppon. (Toronto
Globe. 9 April 1898)
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Anglo-Sa"{on continental union and the end of British imperial power in the

hemisphere.

War

Vpon the outbreak of war in April 1898 much of the English-Canadian press still

questioned American motives in Cuba. Americans were characterized as reckless

and jingoistic. thoughtlessly rushing into war and~ in the event ofan American

victory~ taking upon themselves the difficult task of administering Cuba. The

Montreal Gazette declared that. uA struggle with a civilized power was never entered

on with less deliberation." The paper called the United States ureckless" lacking

6610gic" or any 66regard for justice.'941 The Toronto Globe echoed Goldwin

Smith' s doubts concerning American administration of Cuba: UWhat benefit would

the United States derive from the possession of roined~wretchedCu~ with a

population divorced by years of rapine and massacre from habits of industry~

divided into sections which hate each other with vitriolic bittemess, largely

composed of negro and mixed race?'t43 The Ottawa Evenins Journal a1so noted the

umixed nature of the populationn requiring a "strong bandn for their

administration.44

The Halifax Herald remained the Most critical ofAmerican actions~and

embarked upon a campaign 10 characterize Cuba as an independent colony of Spain.

Cuban rebellion, according to the joumal, was baseless and American intervention

unjustified. A May 5 editorial entitled UAutonomous Cuba" stated that the island

66has unquestionably the means of self-government based upon popular electioD."

41 Ibid.. Smilh ta Jobn Foster. Il November 1898.
42 Montreal Gazette. 14 April 1898.
43 Toronto Globe. 20 April 1898.
44 Ottawa Evening Journal. 27 April 1898.
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Ail the Cuhan govemment desired was 4~meand opportunity...to administer Cuhan

affairs in the interest of the people:' 4it May still remain~" the editorial concluded~

44that the banditti insurgents should he dealt with as they have long deserved." The

very next day a front page headline proclaimed 4'THE ARST CONGRESS OF

CUBA OPENED~"while sub-headlines referred to the '4Autonomist

Representatives," and declared "SPAIN'S PROMISES FULALLED." The

fourth and final headline revealed the depth of the Herald's anti-American feeling:

UHome Rule Ample as Thal in the British Colonies Established in Cu~ Despite

the Insincerity of United States. ,,4S Certainly very few Canadians would have

compared Cuba to Canada The Herald appeared to he intentionally disingenuous in

order to chamcterize American intervention in the worst possible lighL In other

words, the United States and not Cuba was the real focus of the journal. While

most English-language papers did not go to the same lengths as the Herald,

Canadians' attitude toward their American neighbors on the eve ofwar remained

distinctly chilly.

Within ooly a few days, however, il became clear that British authorities were

sympathetic 10 the American cause, to the point of warning off the other European

powers. Historian H. C. Allen refers ta the British position as uhenevolent

neutrality. '.-46 British consuls lOOk charge of American interes~ in Spain and ils

colonies, while at Hong Kong British aid in re-coaling allowed Admirai Dewey's

victory at Manila Bay.47 As the British journal The Spectator stated, 4'English

sympathy is with our own flesh and blood." While selfish interests and jingoism

might exis~ the paper said that "no one shaH persuade us that it is not in the cause

of humanity and gcxxl government on the one side and ofcallous pride and savage

45 Halifax Haald, 6 May 1898.
46 H. C. Allen, Great Britain and the United States. A History of Anglo-American Relations
(1783-1952>, (New York: St. Martin's Press, Inc., 1955),575.
47 Papers Relating the Foreign Relations of the United States, 1898. 237.
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ineptitude on the other.'MS Another Britishjoumal, the ContemporaryReview,

expressed a similar sentiment regarding the righteousness of their American cause:

The broad faet is that a great colony, in which large American
interests are at stake" and which is itself the next neighbor of the
United States, has been for generations abominably misgovemed,
and has been for an intolerable period in revoit; that Spain bas
proved to he hopelessly unable to re-establish a stable and civilized
government ofaffairs in the island; and that in her fruitless efforts
she has for a long time past been guilty of revolting cruelty.49

This single paragraph contained a number of elements that would he echoed by the

Canadian press. Cuba's proximity to the United States, Spain's misgovernment"

and the military's crueltyjustified~mericanintervention.

Once the war had begun, English-Canadians could not fail to note the

warmth of British feeling toward the United States. The Globe explained that while

Great Britain did not want European interference in the western hemisphere, itcould

look on American authority over Cuba with ucomparative indifference." The paper

welcomed Anglo-American understanding during the crisis, happy tbat ~~peopleof

the same tangue, the same traditions, and the same interests" I<x>ked ta each other

for support.so Indeed, British sympathy with the United States constituted news

itself in the English-Canadian press. The very word usympathy" would be

repeated endlessly, indieating England's friendly attitude while maintaining technical

neutrality. The Free Press noted "British sympathies" to he Ucompletely with the

United States."SI In a front-page headline the Montreal Star proclaimed

uSYMPATHY OF ANGLO-SAXONS," and in a sub-headline, "United States

Warmly Supported in England."S2

.aa"Eogland·s AuilUdeand the War:'TbeSpecfator ciled iD LiyingAge 217.2811, (21 May
1898),555-6.
49 ·'The Collision of the Old Wood and the New," The Contemporary Review. cited in Living Age
217.2815. (18 June 1898), 779.
50 Toronto Globe. 20 April 1898.
51 MaDitboa Flee Press. 18 April 1898.
52 Montreal Star. 23 April 1898.
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As with the Venezuelacrisis, many English-Canadians were forced to

accommodate theirnegative view orthe United States 10 the reaIities of British

palieyand Anglo-American relations. JournaIs that had questioned American

motives in early April now began to preach the righteousness of the American cause.

UA grea~ enIightened and progressive nation is about to grapple with a less

enlightened, somewhat cruel-tempered...people," the Globe stated, not long after

condemning American jingoism and economic self-interesL 'Wc who speak the

English language," the paper continued, '~derwhatever flag, under whatever skies

we dwell, cannot but believe the United States right in the grand point at issue,

cannot but assent to the righteousness of the decision to use force ta put an end to

bloodshed and barbarity.n Ail Anglo-Saxons, the paper seemed to say, were united

in the cause of Cuba. '7he cause of solidarity of the English-speaking nations,"

the paper concluded, 'llas received a definite and, we May hope, enonnous

impetus. .,.,53

British sympathy, then, quickly translated inta Canadian sympathy. Many

English-Canadian papers, previously critical of the United States, nowaccepted

American intervention based upen the proximity ofCuba, Spanish cruelty, and the

overall "righteousness'" of the American cause. "On Which Side?n asked a Globe

editorial, declaring that "hearts are not bound by neutrality declarations,n and

making the case for American intervention. "A civilized nation is justified in

insisting that there shaH be no nuisance maintained in its irnmediate neighborhood.,"

the editorial stated., sounding very much like the later Roosevelt Corollary to the

Monroe Doctrine. For thase still unconvinced, the paper established a clear

dichotomy between the United States and Spain and pressed Canadians to choose

sides:

53 Toronto Globe, 20 April 1898.
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On the one side is the embodiment of wicked selfishness and
corruption in the treatment of subject countries, snarling defiance
over its sole remaining victim; on the other an English-speaking
nation, possessing, it may be, sorne objectionable peculiarities. but
thrilled with a generous impulse and bent upon lessening the sum of
human misery. On which side Canada?S4

In the Globe"s contrast between the two countries, America' s greatest attribute

seemed to ils being U an English-speaking nation.>? The Montreal Star also

preached the essential unity of Americans and "Britons,n calling the two nations

"one people." ''Their blood, their traditions, their history in great part, their

characteristic virtues, and their characteristic faults,'9 the paper said of the

Americans, "are ail ours. >? Moreover, the United States shared in the superior

English civilization, "civilization that the aliens do oot love; a type characterized by

civil and religious liberty, byenlightenment, progress and prosperity."ss AlI

English-speakiog peoples, then, necessarily shared in the American cause. Finally, a

Globe cartoon depicted "John Canuck" warmly clasping the band of Uncle Sam as

he departed for war, with a rifle Iabeled "Cuba Libre." In the background, a sign

read ''This Continent for Free Governments Only," while John Canuck said, "We

have our own litde border squabbles, Sam, and will attend to then in due course; but

when it cornes to fighting foreigners in a righteous cause you know where my heart

is ! ,,56 For "citizens" of the same race, and speaking the same language, all others

were "foreigners."

The term "righteous" received wide use throughout English-Canada in

describing the Spanish-American War, especially among the religious press.

Journals essentially characterized the conflict as a holy war: a humanitarian crusade

by the Americans against a despotic and cruel govemment The Manitoba~

Press believed Americans fought for '~e cause of humanity.77 "[W]e have faith in

54 Toronto Globe. 17 May 1898.
ss Montreal Star. 21 April 1898.
56 Toronto Globe. 15 April 1898.
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their Angl~Saxon breed;' the paper declared.57 uSIC SEMPER TYRANNISr'

read the caption ofa Globe cartoon, depicting a mighty American Columbia lifting

Iinle Spain out of Cuba on the tip of her sword.58 The Halifax Herald, though still

skepticaI of American motivesy reprinted a eartoon from the British journal Puck

entitled "The Peace Maker.n In it Uncle Sam prepared to separate warring Cuba

and Spain, saying uin the cause of humanity it is my duty to separate them.n59 The

Canadian Churchman described the state of Cuba as ulamentable and intolerable,n

saying of Spain 6~ltimatelythey must he judged by the mind and voice of the

civilized world of the nineteenth century.9960 The Presbyterian Record stated that

6~e cruelty of and oppression of Spain ...bas driven her colonies to revolt.n and

blamed Spanish cruelty on two primary influences: the Inquisition and the bull

figbl 61

Writing in Queen's Ouarterly, George Grant summed up much of English­

Canadian opinion in the April issue, just before the outbreak of bostilities. He

spoke of Great Britain as America' s ooly '~eliableally in the hour of danger,99

predicting that any move by the European powers would result in a 6'permanent

union of the Engiish-speaking peoples.n Considering the reports of Spanisb

brutality just off the F10rida coast, Grant wondered at the restraint of 6'our

cousins. 99 ''rhe British people in like circumstances would not"have been so

patienty ,y Grant wrote. Like a number ofother writers, Grant pointed out the racial

problem of Cuba: "the blacks, balf-breeds and whites. who are in arms against

Spain testify 10 her unfitness to rule, but they themselves are equally unfit." Having

freed the Cubans from Spain, tben, the United States could not ''wash ber hands of

all responsibility as regards their future. n "In the bands of Britain it would soon be

~ Manitboa Free Press, 21 April 1898.
58 Toronto Globe, 4 May 1898.
59 Halifax Haald, 20 April 1898.
60 UMust It he War?," CanadianOmn:bm!m. 28 April 1898.
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tumed into a garden of the Lord,'" Grant stated., Ubut that is out of the question.n

The United States must take up the work that Great Britain could not, for both

nations strove for 4~e welfare of humanity by the extension of liberty, the reign of

law and the establishment ofjustice." Grant concluded that 4~e great forces ail

tend to reunite the English-speaking race.,,62 For Grant, as with so many other

English-Canadians, the war wi th Spain had a clear advantage to Canada and the rest

of the EngIish-speaking world; namely, the Cuban situation had fostered Anglo­

American friendship and underscored the essential unity of the Anglo-Saxon people

of the world. However, Grant did not believe that the United States and Great

Britain needed to make their understanding official. UA fonnal alliance is not

needed,"" Grant stated. '7heir interest is the same, and 50 is their heart." Within a

month., though, the word ualliance'" would he on every longue in the EngIish­

speaking world

Joseph Chamberlain and the "Anglo-Saxon AtHanee"

By early May, oniy two weeks into the war, an Angjo-American understanding had

been frrmly established. The mpid and seemingjy effortless destruction of the

Spanish fleet in Manila Bay ooly underscored the value of American friendship.

The battle had catapulted the republic ta the status of world power, and created a

valuable British ally in the Pacifie. English-Canadians also expressed their deep

sympathy with the United States, based upon common ties of blood. The Globe

described the victory as ~The Anglo-Saxon Opportunity" in an editorial headline.

The paper identified the old reasons behind uCanadian sympathy,'" including

"blood is thicker than water" and "Our bearts are with the men who speak our

tongue." "Anglo-Saxon unity would be a momentous development in the world's

61 '"Why Spain is Cruel:' PresbyterianReconL October 1898,274.
62 "Cmrent Events," Queen'sQuanerly 5, 4, April 1898.
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mstoryy97 the paper stated. MoreoveryAmerican friendsbip remained vital to Great

Britain in her usplendid isolation.n Canad~ the paper saidyhad a special role to

play in indicating British sympathy to the Americans:

[T]he British sail nearest ta them is Canada. The portion of the
British Empire they know most aboutis Canada The Britons \Vith
whose sentiments they will he in closest touch are Canadians. Let
usyas Canadiansyeamesdy set ourselves to do our part in achieving
this great resull63

As it had sooften beforeythe Toronto Globe interpreted Anglo-American friendship

through the prism of racial affinity. Moreoverythe journal gave Canada a special

role in bringing about Anglo-Saxon unity. Such a belief did not run counter to

Canadian loyalty 10 Great Britainybut actually re-enforced il Instead ofa Canadian

nationalism that excluded the United States, the Globe asserted a Canadian

nationalism that includedAmeri~Can~and Great Brifain under the umbrella of

Anglo-Saxonism.

By early Mayythe twin ideas of "Anglo-Saxon unity" and uAnglo-Saxon

alliance" had received wide attention. In the North American Review for that month,

the Reverend Lyman Abbott published an article entided '7he Basis of an Anglo­

American Understanding.'~The article constituted the strongest caU yet from a

prominent American for an Anglo-American alliance. Abbott broke little new

ground in bis article, reiterating the old ideas about Anglo-Saxon kinship, liberty,

and Christianity:

[T]he United States is of kin 10 Great Brifain. The two represent the
same essential political ideals: theyare bath democratic; tbey bath
represent the same ethica1 ideals; they are Christian; and they bath
represent the same race leadership; they are Anglo-Saxon. In 50 far
as their conjoint influence dominates the world, it will cany with il a
tendency toward libeny in the politica1 institutions organized, a
tendency toward Christianity in the ethical spiritof society created,
and a tendency toward that energy, that intelligence, and that thrift
which are the characteristics of the Anglo-Saxon race in the Iife
promoted. It is from the combinalion of these three elements of

63 Toronto Globe. 7 May 1898.
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society -- politicallibeny, Christian ethics, Anglo-Saxon energy-­
that what we cali civilization proceeds.

A combination of the two cauntnes, Abbott believed, would promote Christian

civilization and political liberty throughout the world. Moreover, the alliance need

not he limited to Great Britain and the United States only. uSuch an alliance would

include not ooly our own country and the British Isles," Abbon wrote, "but ail the

colonies and dependencies of Great Britain.... Il would unite in the furtherance of a

Christian civilization all the Anglo-Saxon peOples.,,64

Abbon's cali for an Anglo-Saxon alliance was answered by one of the

foremost imperialists of the day, British Colonial Secretary Joseph Chamberlain. A

vocal and devout advocate ofimperial federation, Chamberlain had been instrumental

in undermining the North American commercial union movement in the lale 1880's.

Yet Chamberlain was no champion of British isolation, and viewed an alliance with

either the United states or Germany, or even both, as necessary for the security of

the empire. U1timately, though, Chamberlain's heart lay with the United Srates.65

With an American wife, Chamberlain' s trans-Atlantic marriage ranked second ooly,

perhaps, to Lord Randolph Churchill's and represented a signjtïcant trend in the

tum-of-the-century Atlantic community.66

Chamberlain's views illustrated that even the Most fervent imperialist of the

day could find common ground with the United States through the employment of

Anglo-Saxonism. In a speech to bis constituents in Birmingham on May 13, in an

apparent answer to Lyman Abbott as weil as an attempt to break the liberais'

64The Reverend LymanAbbo~ -The Basis ofan ADglo-American Undcl'standing:' North
American Review 166. 498. (May 1898). 513-21.
65 H.C. Allen notes that as a "self-made Birmingham businessman and Oissenter, he bad in some
ways more in common widl Americans tban widl such coOeagues as the arislOCralic Salisbury and
the aloof Balfour." ADen. 565-6.
66 Richard W. Davis, ·"We Are AIl Americans Now!': AngIo-American Maniages in the later
Nineteendl Century," Proceedings of the American Pbilosophica1 Society 135.2. 1991. 140-99
(pages 176-99 are appendices listing AngIo-American maniages ofpeers. baronets, and landed
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monopoly on the alliance issue, Chamberlain regretted the American war with Spain,

but added~ ~~evenwar itself would he cheaply purchased if? in a great and noble

cause, the Stars and Stripes and the Union Jack should wave together over an

Anglo-Saxon alliance. n Noting the web of European alliances, Chamberlain stated

that the British government had two duties. The first was ~lo draw ail parts of the

empire doser together - to infuse into them a spirit of united and of Imperial

patriotisrn." The second duty was~ Chamberlain said~

to establish and to maintain bonds of permanent arnity with our
kinsmen across the Atlantic. They are a powerful and a generous
nation. They speak our language, theyare bred ofour race. Their
laws, their literature, their standpoint upon every question are the
same as ours; their feeling, their interest in the cause of bumanity and
the peaceful development of the world are identical with ours.67

The twin duties Chamberlain spoke of - one to the empire and one to

Anglo-American harmony - were far from contradictory. With England menaced

by combinations of European powers, imperial solidarity and Anglo-Saxon

solidarity constituted the twin pillars ofBritish security. Moreover, no one would

accuse Chamberlain of betraying the idea of imperial patriotism by bis cali for an

Anglo-American alliance. Chamberlain's speech iUustrated that imperialism and

Anglo-Saxonism comfortably co-existed even in the Most devout imperialisL

Had Chamberlain's peers in the govemment or British editorial opinion

condemned Chamberlain's speech as provocative or untimely, English-Canadian

opinion Iikely would bave echoed the sentiment Yet the Binningham speech

received Iittle but applause. Thanks once again to the New York Journal' s

solicitation ofopinion from leading Britans, Canadians and Americans could easily

see that British opinion warmly reœived the cali for an Anglo-Saxon alliance. The

Journal included favorable comments from the Duke ofArgyll, HerbertSpencer,

gentry). Davis notes tbat the American wOIIlen who marned Batons were a force uin bringing the
sea-cbange in Anglo-Ameriam relations al the t1DD of the centmyn (175).
67 Full text of speech in Toronto Globe, 24 May 1898.
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Baron Russell (the ChiefJustice of England), the Earl of Kimberly (House of Lords

Liberal leader), the Duke of Westminster, the Marquis of Lorne (former Govemor ­

general of Canada and Queen Victoria's son-in-Iaw), the Marquis of Ripon, and the

Duke of Newcastle. The Duke of Fife called for complete understanding ·'between

the two great peoples which have sprung from the Anglo-Saxon race,'" while Albert

Shaw's old friend William Stead said, ·'Unity of the race is the dream of my life.'"

British papers such as the Times, Daily ChronicIe, and Yorkshire Post, also

supported Chamberlain's speech. The Standard applauded the caU for an Anglo­

American alliance, noted British isolation in the face of European alliances, and

noted the warm British feeling toward 'ihe great kindred community on the other

side of the Atlantic."68 In supporting Chamberlain"s speech British leaders and the

press made full use of Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. Moreover, by voicing their support

for an Anglo-Saxon alliance., these Britons essentially voiced their own calI for an

alliance of the English-speaking world.

Leading Canadians followed the British lead. In June Laurier., using

language reminiscent of Anglo-Saxon rhetoric, told Whitelaw Reid that an Anglo­

American alliance ''must be the potent factor that bas yet taken place in history in

the advancement ofcivilization..,t69 Even Colonel Denison expressed pleasure with

the alliance talk., telling Lord Salisbury, ··Anglo-American unity is a good thing to

talk aboutjust now, and following the English lead, our papers almost uiversally, as

weil as our public men in public unerances, are friendly to the United States.,,70

While sorne British and Engiish-Canadianjournals regarded Chamberlain's speech

as an "indiscretion" and "a1arming,"71 most welcomed the idea ofan Anglo-

68 New York Joumal and British papen quoted in B.a. flower, 'The Proposed Federation of the
Anglo-Saxon Nations:· Arena 20. 105.
69 Brown. Canada's National Poliey, 326.
70 Op. cil.
71 '"Mr. OJambedain's Speec~nTheEconomist in LivingAee 217,2814, (11 June 1898). 750­
2; Manitoba Flee Press. 16 May 1898.
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Saxon alliance. The Free Press noted the Anglo-American 6~dentityof inlerests,"

and said the "suggestion of an Anglo-American alliance is \vannly applauded."72

ln an editorial entitled 6'British-Arnericanism" the Toronto Globe commented tbat

·~e permanent forces seem to he on the side of union:' and that such an alliance

''\vould help the progress of civilization.,,73 As it bad before. the Globe also took

pains to give Canada a centraI role in fostering Anglo-American amity. ln one

cartoon John Canuck danced between Uncle Sam and John Bull under the banner

"Alliance," while Chamberlain played a lute labeled "Anglo-Saxon Unity." 6'The

Music of the Future!," the caption read, "And Jack Canuck's the connecting

link! ,,74 In another cartoon John Canuck watehed as Uncle Sam and John Bull

watered a small tree labeled "Anglo-Saxon Unity." "It Has Taken Deep Root!, n

the caption read.7S The Canadian Churchman believed the time had come "10

encourage unity ofspirit and aim between peoples who are one in race, in language,

and in institutions. ,,76 Believing Chamberlain' s speech ta he "almost accepted as

an unofficial answer ta Or. Abbott's," the Montreal Ga~ttequoted at length from

Lyman Abbott' s North American Review article, explaining the identity of interests

between the two 6'Great Anglo-Saxon communities. ,,77 Even the often anti­

American Halifax Herald could not stem the tide ofopinion following

Chamberlain's speech. In a cartoon entided 'The Alliance Wheel," Uncle Sam and

John Bull rode a tandem bicycle with each wheel a hemisphere of the globe. "Now,

Jonathan, steady," John Bull cautioned bis riding partner, "both tagether, and we'lI

control the movement of this old wheel...78 OnIy a month into the war, English­

Canadian opinion had altered significandy. The strength of feeling emanating from

72 Manitoba Flee Press. 18 and 21 May 1898.
73 Toronto Globe, 17 May 1898.
74 Toronto Globe, 17 May 1898.
75 Toronto Globe, 31 May 1898.
76 CaDadianChurcbman. 26 May 1898.
ï7 Montœal Gazelle, 16 May 1898.
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England, especially from a fervenl imperialisl and a memberof the British Cabinet,

forced Canadians to accommodate their view of the United States. Moreover, just as

Lyman Abbolt and Joseph Chamberlain ulilized Anglo-Saxon rhetoric in their

public appeaIs for Anglo-American alliance, English-Canadianjoumals echoed the

rhetoric in welcoming the growth of English-speaking amity. Canadians adopted

the British position of seeing American power as a guarantee of imperial security,

and differentiated American "intervention" in Cuba from American Uaggression"

in the Yukon.

ln bis speech calling for an Anglo-American alliance, Chamberlain stressed

British isolation in the face of European combinatioDS. Canadians such as Richard

cartwright had previously cited British isolation in calling for Anglo-American

amityand positing a special role for Canada in fostering that amity. Now in the

aftermath of the Birmingham speech, English-Canadianjoumals gave a prominent

place 10 British isolation in their discussion ofan Anglo-American alliance.

Moreover, the swift American victery at Manila Bay had underscored American

powerand the enormous potential benefitofAmerican friendship, especially in the

East. With an identity ofAngJo-American interests, American powerdid not

constitute a threat, butactually served te complement imperial, and thus Canadian,

security. Days after Chamberlain's speech, the Mail and Empire noted that the

Colonial Secretary's "outspoken declaration" was Uat ïlfSt glance somewhat

questionable poHcy." Yet the Tory journal accepted Cbamberlain's position

because it constituted "a sharp warning te Europe." Pointing te Russia, France,

Germany, and Austria, the Mail and Empire stated ''!bey are coming to an

understanding and shaping their policies to the one end ofdestroying Britain's

position." The danger facing Britain justified the appeal "for support to the other

78 Halifax HaaId. 20 May 1898.
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The Toronto Globe welcomed Jospeh Chamberlain~sMay 13, 1898, speech to bis
Binningham cœstituents calling for an Angl~SaxOIIalliance. While Chamberlain
plays a barp labelled "Anglo-Saxon Unity," Jack Canuck provides the "connecting
link" between Uncle Sam and John Bull. In the background~a Spaniard looks on
with dismay. (Toronto Globe. 17 May 1898)
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The Halifax Herald was one or the Most Loyalist and anti-American ofEnglish­
language Canadian newspapers. With growing Angle>-American friendship.
bowever. the paper welc:omed Chamberlain's cali for an Angle>-Saxœ alliance,
believing that together the United Stares and Great Britain would essentially cœtrol
the wood. (Halifax Herald, 20 May 1898)
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The groVYtng herb t.hat 'W'IU become a t.ree, ao t.hat. "he blrdà or P ••ce ~1I1 come
and lodg. In t.he bl·anche. t.hereot.

With growing evidenœ of AnsIc;American friendship during the Spanish-American
War, many in canada and the United States began 10 discuss Anglo-Saxon alliance
and even eventual union. In Ibis Globe cartoon, under the watebful eye of Jack
Canuclc, John Bull and Uncle Sam care for a tree labeled "Angl<>SaxOll Unity. n

Leaves labeled "Emerson," "Shakespeare," and '7ennyson" indicate a
common language and literature. while other leaves are labeled "Brotherhood,"
"Fellowship." and "Sympathy." The tree is tbreatened by pests "Fenians."
"Jingoism, Il and "US Silver Bug.'" (Toronto Globe, 31 May 1898)
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great Anglo-Saxon nation, whose interests should lie in the same plane.,,79 The

MonetarvTimes also noted that ~~Russi~ Austriaand Germanyare said to he

dra"'ing doser together,Y' while ~~a conviction that their civilizing mission must draw

the [Wo branches of Anglo-Saxons together is uppelll10st in England and the United

States." ~vrhe interests of the United States in China are identical with those of

England," the journal declared, ~~and the possession of the Philippines will enable

the Republic the better 10 bear her share in safeguarding thase interests.nSO

Foremost among the nations apparently threatening British interests in the

East was Russia By building the Trans-Siberian Railway and demanding

concessions from Chin~ Russia appeared poised 10 emerge as the new power in the

Far East. Canadians understood this. With the American victory in the Philippines

and the Anglo-American rapprochement in place, English-Canadians looked to the

United States 10 counter the Russian threat and proteet common Anglo-American

interests. Moreover, English-Canadians regarded the Far Eastern question in tenns

of race. In the June 1898 issue of North American Review the Canadian Minister of

Justice, David MiUsy published an article entitled ~WhichShaH Dominate -- Saxon

or Slav'rYWriting of America's future in international affairs, Mills asked, UShall

she unite with Russi~and endeavor 10 put an end to Anglo-Saxon leadership in the

world, or shall shejoïn with the British Empire in giving additional strength and

assured permanency to that ascendancy?" For Mills the history of the world was

marked by Ua succession of distinct races," with each race representing Ua distinct

group of ideas which were essential to the progress of mankind." As other writers

had noted, Anglo-Saxon civilizalion had been marked by PrQgress, liberty, industry,

and the rule of law. The spread of the British Empire had resulted in the spread of

Anglo-Saxon values and civilization. Mills welcomed the United States as a fellow

79 Toronto Mail and Empire, 17 May 1898.
80 Mooetary Times, 20 May 1898.
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Anglo-Saxon nation in maintaining that civilization. uI embrace the United States

as a part of the Anglo-Saxon community.·' MiUs wrote, because ·~the present order

of things rests upon Anglo-Saxon supremacy.n Russia threatened British

supremacy. and thus Anglo-Saxon civilization throughout the world. ·'fhe danger

is a danger not to one state,n Mills wrote, ~~but to the race to which we ail

belong...81 For Mills. the events of the previous months had underscored the

necessity of Arnerican friendship in maintaining British interesrs and imperial

security. As English-Canadian writers had before, Mills called upon a higher

patriotism -- that of race -- to bring the United States into the Anglo-Saxon fold.

A few months later, Archibald Colquhoun made a startlingly similar appeal

in Harper' s magazine. Indeed, sorne portions of the article seemed nearly identical

to that of Mills. Mills had asked, uShall she unite with Russi~ and endeavor to put

an end to Anglo-Saxon leadership in the world, or shaH shejoin with the British

Empire in giving additional strength and assured pennanency to tbat ascendancy?"

Colquhoun wrote: "The problem by which the United States is confronted...is

whether she will merge her forces with those of Russi~and thus put an end to

Anglo-Saxon leadership in the development of the world, or co-operate with Britain

in strengthening that ascendancy, 50 making it practically unassailable." Like Mins,

Colquhoun aise viewed human history as the result of "racial competition canied

throughout countless ages." Mills had stated that the United States "has not, and

cannot have, an independent existence." Colquhoun wrote that with America now

established in Porto Rico. Hawaii. and the Philippines, "she cao no longer lead an

independent existence." Like Many other writers, Colquhoun noted the "bond of

race, of language, of religion, and ofgovemment" between the United States and

Britain, indicating a common destiny. 6The danger threatening Britain is one

81 David Mills, ··Wbich ShaU DomiDate - Saxon or Slav?" North American Review 166. 499•
(June 1898), 729-39.

197



•

•

•

threatening the Anglo-Saxon race~n Colquhoun stated, while Mills had wrinen,

~'The danger is a danger not to one state, but to the race ta which we ail belong. n82

Colquhoun may have, unthinkingiy or othenvise, borro\ved from Mills's article, yet

the similarity of the articles should not mask the conformity of opinion. Written

five months apart, one during the war and one after. the two articles represented a

continuing feeling among Engiish-speaking peoples that the Anglo-Saxon race had

reached a crossroads in human history. Either the United States could join with

Great Britain ta uphold Anglo-Saxon civilization everywhere, or Anglo-Saxons

would he superseded as the dominant race.

Not ail of the English-speaking world accepted the idea ofan Anglo-Saxon

union controlling the world' s destiny. Uke Goldwin Smith, Many Americans were

anti-imperial oranti-monarchical, and shuddered al the thought that the United

States would support the British anachronism. In condemning the present path of

the United States, Many writers attacked the Anglo-Saxon rbetoric of those calling

for an English-speaking union. John Clark Ridpath ridiculed the "oft-sung strain

ofcommon language, common race, and the common historical destiny of the

English-speaking nations," and dismissed uaii this 'English-speaking race'

business."83 The Irish nationalist Michael Davitt wrotea widely-circulated article

that argued, as many others did, that the United States could not he considered an

Anglo-Saxon nation. Professor of Archaeology Charles Waldstein agreed with

Davitt, pointing out the mixture of races in the United States. Yet he objected more

strenuously to the emploYment of the tenu "Anglo-Saxon" because it indicated

what he called "Ethnologjcal Chauvinism...that most baneful and pernicious of

modem national diseases." Such "Pan-ADgio-Saxonism" Waldstein likened ta

82 Archibald R. ColqubolUl, UEastward Expansioo oC the United States." H.arper's 97, 582,
(November 1898), 932-38.
83 John Clark Ridpath. 'The United Slales and the Concert of Europe." &!:!Il 20, 105. (August
1898), 145-67.
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anti-Semitism and other racial and religious prejudices.84 Yet the professor merely

replaced the racial idea of Anglo-Saxonism with the term "'EngIish-speaking

Brotherhood~" indicating "common language; common forms of government;

common culture~ including customs and institutions; a common history; a common

religion... ; and~ finally, common interests." While Many writers used the terms

"AngIo-Saxon" and UEnglish-speaking" interchangeably, Waldstein was one of

the few who made a distinction between the racial and lingual concepts. Few writers,

however, were professors ofarchaeology orethnology.

In Great Britain, the Saturday Review maintained its opposition 10 any

Anglo-American alliance with a mix ofanti-Americanism and defense of imperial

isolation. Writing in the Nineteenth Century Frederick Greenwood also attacked the

use of Anglo-Saxon rhetoric in appealing for such a union. "Ifal bottom it really

meant partnership in armed defence, it could have no other origin 10 he sound," he

wrote. "Say that it sprang from the consideration that 'blood is thicker than

water,'" Greenwood continued, "and ifyou really think that you give expression to

a stronger or trustier motive than mutual need you may depend upon it that you are

mistaken." As proof, he cited the "unspeakable slaughter" of the American Civil

Wac.85 Still, the progress of the Spanish-American War witnessed ooly continued

eXPressions of goodwill from British writers. Goldwin Smith's friend James Bryce

wrote an article entitled "The Essential Unity of Britain and America," and gave

prominent place 10 Canada. Bryce noted that "intensified race consciousness" had

"deepened the sense of solidarity in the scattered members of the race, and drawD

Englishmen nearer and nearer to the great branch in the United States, DOW larger

than their own, as weil as the smaller branches in Canada and Australia" For anti·

84 Charles Waldstein. ''The Euglish-8peaking Brocherhood." NOI1h American Review 167, SOI.
(August 1898), 223-38.
IS Frederick Greenwood. '7he Anglo-American Future:' Ninereenth Centurv. in living Age 218.
2825. (27 August 1898), 563-70.
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imperialist Bryce, Anglo-Saxonism, not imperialism, drew together the various parts

of the empire. Moreover, the same racial affinity drew all of the English-speaking

world together, regardless of nationality. Once again, Anglo-Saxonism was offered

as a higher patriotic concept Bryce also explicitly hoped that the United States

would spread its influence over Latin America, "reclaiming those regions from

misgovemment or barbarism byan infiltration of the surplus population of North

America n As a self-goveming Anglo-Saxon nation, Canada need not cause a

dispute between the United States and Canada. Indeed, after a recent trip to Canada,

Bryce believed that the friendly spirit between Americans and Britons 'ois now the

prevailing spirit among Omadjans alSO.n86 Bryce would saon accept membership

in the newly-created Anglo-American Friendship League. His friend Smith declined

tojoin.87

Continued British expressions of friendship and the cali for an Anglo-Saxon

partnership stimulated similar appeals in Canada 88 During the war such

expressions had taken the fonn ofcalls for an Anglo-Saxon alliance 10 protect

common Anglo-American interests around the globe. The arrivai at the Philippines

in August ofa large German naval squadron, with the apparent mission 10 pick up

any leftover scraps, ooly heightened the specter of a European menace. With the

end of the war, American occupation of the Philippines and annexation ofHawaii,

the attention of the English-speaking world focused on America's possible colonial

future. Writers called not for a defensive alliance against Russia or the European

Concert, but for an Anglo-Saxon alliance 10 spread civilization, Christianity, and

freedom to the far corners of the world. Working 1ogether, Anglo-Saxons wouId

become the ''ruling race,n able ta bring peaœ and progress to the globe. American

86 James Bryce. 'The E3sential Unity ofBrilain and America.·· Atlantic MoodJIy 82. 489. (Joly
1898).22-29.
fn Smith Papers. Smith to [?]. undated [pmbably April 1898].
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and British writers took up the question with relish. Writing in the Arena. Frank

Anderson contended that: 61 he irresistible weight ofGreat Britain and the United

States allied would seule every quarrel in the manner most to the interests of the

Anglo-Saxon race until at last the end would he a world govemed by that race~

speaking the English tongue~ moulded on our institutions~and federated ioto one

greatearth-embracing commonwealth.n89 Writing in the Nineteenth Centu!y

Edward Dicey declared that 66With us of the Anglo-Saxon race.. .it is our mission~

our manifest destiny to rule the world.n90 In the United States B.O. Aowers called

for a federation ofail Anglo-Saxon nations to U secure forcivilization~progress~and

humanity the authority which the English-speaking races should exert.,,91 With the

end of the century approaching, such caUs for an English-speaking union lOok on a

millennial tone. British and American writers looked fOlWard not just to an Anglo­

American alliance in defense of common interests, but to a world dominated by the

ruling race.

At the end of the war English-Canadian opinion echoed the sentiments heard

throughout the North Atlantic community. Moreover, running through much of the

Canadian comment was a strong religious, missionary strain. Looking to the

Philippines the Mail and Empire believed that 6~nder the Stars and Stripes

commerce and Christianity will advance where disorderand crime have for years

existed unchecked and unpunished." Sounding like its British and American

counterparts the paper added, "l'he domination of the Anglo-Saxon race is being

further assured. ,,9Z The Toronto Globe printed a cartoon of Uncle Sam and John

88 See also Remy Norman in the Halifax HaaId, 4July 1898; and O.S. Oarke, '~glandand
America:~NineleentbCentury n:printedin Living Age 218,2827, (10 September 1898)~691-97.
89FrankE.An~ "AmericanandtheEuropeanConeen," An:œ. 20,107, October 1898,433­
44.
90 Edward Dicey, "The New American Imperialism," NineteentbCentury, in Living Age 219,
2835, (5 November 1898),327-40.
91 Aowers, 237.
92 Toronto Mail and Empire, 22 August 1898.
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Bull entitled uLet the Good Work Go On!n In the background a Spaniard layon

the ground under the description 66Spanïsh Tyranny!" including uMisrule~

Extortion~ Outrage~Starvationy" while a still-healthy Turk stood behind John Bull.

··No\\'y Johny" Unde Sam said to ms British cousiny6'ifs YOUf tum to clean out

that eastem savage just as 1did the western tyrant; and you can count on my moral

support just as 1 counted on yours! ,,93 The Halifax Herald printed a feature article

by R.R. McLeod entitled 66Universal Empire for Anglo Saxon Stock." McLeod

believed that the uemancipation of down-trodden millionsn indicated "sorne divine

far-reaching purpose in our history." McLeod addedy6'The large lines of G<Xi

under-running human affairs are surely to he seen in the evolution of this fine

Anglo-Saxon stock.,,94 Anglo-Saxons were a chosen people with a common, God­

given mission in the world. Far from seeing Arnerica's ascent to world power status

as a threat, English-Canadians sbared in the American victory as of benefit for the

entire English-speaking world. TheMail and Empire summed up Anglo-Saxon

interests nicely by calling them ucommerce and Christianity."

The Septemher Methodist Magazine summarized a numher of points

conceming an Anglo-Saxon alliance. Thejournal predicted that the next great

conflict would he between the Saxon and the Slavic races, and stated that in such a

conflict, '~e forces by land and sea of the great republic of the west would find

their place side by side with those of the Mother Country." Yet such an alliance

would he Dot merely defensive, or a 61ingo allianœn to dominate the world. ''The

ideal of the Anglo-Saxon alliance," the journal continued, "would he to "establish a

supreme force that will make for righteousness, for law and orderand liberty, for the

'open door' in commerce and the oPen Bible in religion throughout the world."95

The u0PeR door in commerce and the oPen Bible in religion" sounded very much

93 Toronto Globe. 20 September 1898.
94 R.R. Mcl..œd. "Universal Empire for Anglo Saxon Stock." Haüfax Haald, 13 August 1898. 1.

202



•

•

•

like the Mail and Empire's "commerce and Christianity." While much of the

English-speaking world failed 10 realize that most Filipinos were already

Christianized, even those in Canada who understood tbis still viewed the islands as

fertile ground for missionary work. After ail, Anglo-Saxon influence in the

Philippines meant Protestantism, not Roman Catholicism. In the same September

issue of Methodist Magazine appeared the cali ofan American bishop for the

immediate occupation of the Philippines by American churches. '''We should go

there 10 Christianize them," Bishop Thobum urged, "to elevate them in the scale of

civilization and 10 fit them for a place among the Christian nations of the earth.,,96

With the American victory in the war began a new debate about America' s role in

the world. Should the United States retain the Philippines and become a colonial

power? Even before the war ended English-Canadians pressed for American

retention of the islands as a field for missionary endeavor.

"White Man's Burden"

Months before Kipling printed bis plea for the United States to take up the "white

man's burden," English-Canadians utilized Anglo-Saxon rhetoric 10 urge the

United States 10 retain the Philippines. Essentially, American occupationof the

Philippines would serve British interests in the East, and counter the German and

Russian threat Yet justas Kipling's poem did not address matters of international

diplomacyand strategy, English-Canadian opinion c10aked a desire ta serve imperial

interests in the "pioDSjustification" of racial rhetoric. AmericaDS, it was believed,

would bring civilization, progress and Protestant Christianity ta a semi-barbarous

people. The Protestantism of English-Canada displayed itself in the pages of

joumals like Queen's Ouarterly and Canadian Mapzine, while the religious press

95 "CUITent Events." Metbodist Mapzjne 48, 3. (Scptember 1898), 279-80.
96 ··Religious Intelligence," ibid. 284.
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voiced strong opinions about the characterof Filipinos, Spanish Catholic rule, and

the potential formissionary work. As fellow Anglo-Saxons English-Canadians

expressed a persona! stake in the question of the Philippines, and a shared mission

\Vith the United States. Although the idea of an Anglo-Saxon mission had already

become pan of the lexicon of the English-speaking race, Kipling' s poem helped

entreneh the doctrine through the widespread use of a ne\v catch-phrase. Just as

journalists and politieians had continually repeated the same words -- words like

';;kin,n "blood," and ;;;;civilization" -- to express clearly a popular idea to a large

audience. now Kipling' s phrase would drop from every tongue and f10w from every

pen.

Even before the end of the war the British hoped that the United States

would retain the Philippines. In July 1898 the American Ambassador John Hay

cabled the State Department that the "British Government prefer to have us relain

Philippine Islands, or failing that, insist on option in case of future sale."97 While

official British opinion clearly wanted to prevent the Philippines falling into the

hands of a hostile power, the British public expressed the same hope in racial lerms.

'1t would he a relief if another English-speaking power would taire up the task," the

Sœctator stated, because the "weary titan" needed an ally. Thejoumal concluded

that "the ooly ally whose aspirations, ideas and language are Iike bis own is the

great American people...98

The English-Canadian press agreed. "Should the United States decide on

the expansive poliey," Queen's 0uarterly stated in July, '~eworld will no doubt

benefiL"99 German actions around the Philippines only heightened the sense of

danger. Though Dewey had defeated the Spanish Davy at Manita in late May,

97 Allen. 580.
98 "The Fale of the Pbilippines:' Spedatorreprinled in Living Age 217. 2815. (18 June 1898).
837-39.
99 uC1urenl Events.'· Oueen'sQuarterly 6. 1. (July 1898),83.
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American troops did not arrive for severa! weeks. In the meantime, a large German

tleet, \Vith vessels outnumbering the Americans' , arrived in the bay along with other

smaller flotillas from three other neutral powers including Great Britain. The

Germans evidently hoped that a large presence would buttress any German claims to

the Philippines in the case of American abandonment. The German presence,

however, alarmed bath the British and Americans. A series of incidents found the

British admirai, a good friend of Dewey's, taking the American side against the

Germans. On August 13 the British admirai, wanting a better view of the American

bombardment of the city, moved his ships so that they came between the Gennan

and American tleets, giving rise to a legend of consequential British aid in the face

ofa Gennan threat. 100

For English-Canadians, the American capture of Manila obligated the United

States ta remain in the Philippines for the sake ofcivilization and fair governmenL

With the subsequent end of the war, sorne Canadians also urged American retention

of Cuba, despite pre-war fcars ofAmerican aggrandizemenL '7he United States

has contraeted a responsibility for the good of the government of the islands by

arming the rebel forces," the Monetary Times believed, ''forces which, in the

interest ofcivilization, she must direct and gujde, and if they refuse direction and

guidance she must control."101

The Times ecboed much of the pre-war doubts conceming the Filipinos'

and Cubans' ability for self-government As non-Anglo-Saxons, they required an

Anglo-Saxon power ta "control" them. The Canadian Churcbman agreed: "If the

Americans emancipated the down-trodden Cubans, theyare bound ta see that their

liberty does not become a corse 10 them.'· The CbUJÇhmao declared it the American

"duty not 10 let go of the incipjent republics, if that is ta be their destiny, uotil they

lm Allen. 577-78.
101 MOIletarv Times. 12 August 1898.
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have bœn got into sorne kind of shape and order." Presaging Kipling9s warning

about the ~4burden~~ of imperialism~the journal added, 4'This is the \Vork of the

victorious people - not a simple or an easyone. Ali just and true men will watch the

doing of it \Vith sympathy, interest and good-will, and also with boundiess

patience."102 The Toronto Globe printed a cartoon of an exhausted Uncle Sam

pushing a child-like UCuba'9 on a bicycle, with wheels labeled ~4Self-Govemment"

and '~Native institutions." The dark-skinned child's feet do not reach the pedaIs.

UA Long, Hot and Unexpected Job," the caption read, while Uncle Sam complained

inAmerican-ese, 44Gee whiz! Ef 1 had s'posed l'd a-had to hold tbis thing up till he

growed big enough to work the pedals for hisself, l'd a-kep' outof il a1together,

you bet!"103 Otherjournals likened American responsibility in the fonner Spanish

colonies to British duty in the empire. "If they decide 10 go into the higher

politics,,. the Montreal Star stated, ucivilization and the advancementof liberty will

undoubtedly he the better for iL They cao do in othercorners of the world wllat

Britain has done in EgypL They may thus fulfill their destiny.9,104 While the

United States might have freed the Cubans and Filipinos from Spanish role, the

native populations needed some guiding band to steer them toward self-governmenL

According to English-Canadians, the British had already shown themselves adept at

sucb work, and few doubted the capabilities of the Anglo-Saxon republic. Indeed,

such work was the udestiny" of the United States.

As the debate over American expansionism wore on through autumD and

early winler, Many English-speaking North Americans spoke outagainst American

imperialism. [n the United States this included former president Grover Oeveland,

Andrew Carnegie, Carl Scb~ Stanford President David StarrJordan, and William

Jennings Bryan. While most Republicans followed the lead of the "large policy"

102 CaDadianOnucbman. 2S August 1898.
lm Toronto Globe, Il August 1898.
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advocated by Lodge and Roosevel~Republican Speakerof the House Thomas Reed

opposed American expansion. Anti-Imperialist Leagues sprang up in American

cilies that fail. The anti-imperiaIists argued that American expansion ran counter to

American ideais embodied in the \vords of the Founding Fathers and Lincoln·s

Gettysburg address. lOS Americans could not role other peoples without their

consent Or. as Bryan said. paraphrasing the Great Emancipator. 'lhis nation

cannot endure half republic and half colony -- half free and half vassal."106 Anti­

imperialists also utilized racial rhetoric. Noting that the Philippines contained "a

large mass of more or less barbarous Asiaties,·' Carl Schurz believed expansion

would Mean ''the moral ruin of the Anglo-Saxon republic.,,107 Andrew Carnegie.

desiring to preserve "the English-speaking race," feared Americans settling among

the Filipinos, "alien races, ignorant of our language and institutions."108

In Canada Goldwin Smith struck up a corresplndence with the anti­

imperialist and anglophobie Congressman from New York, W. Bourke Cockran,

and complained about the mis-use of the term "expansion." ''It seems to me that

yOU allow your oppanents an undue advantage in permitting to use the term

'exPansion' as they do,'" Smith wrote. "Expansion means extension without

breach of continuity.... Louisiana was expansion. Canada would he expansion.

The Phillippines [sic] clearlyare noL77 Smith made a clear distinction between the

expansion of the continental United States, whether aetual or hypothetical" and the

acquisition ofan overseas empire. CalIing imperialism "expansion'" seemed 10

dilute the enormity of the new American policy. Indeed, Smith suggested that

I<K Montreal Star, 17 August 1898.
lOS Fred H. HarringtoD, 'The Anti-Impcrialist Movement in the United States. 1898-1900,"
Mississippi Valley Historica1 Review 22. (September 1935). 211.
106 Ibid. 221.
107 Carl Scburz, &'Qur Future Foreign Policy." Speeches CalçspoodaJ.ce. and PoliIica1 Papen of
Carl 8cbmz, Frederic Bancroft, cd. New York. 1913, pps. 481 and 485, quoted in Allen H.
Merriman, "Racism in the E'P'0sioaist Controveny of 1898-1900," Phylon 39,4. (1978),376.
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Cockran make clear the distinction and resurrect uexpansion~~on the continent as

an anti-imperialist argument. "Might not you find in expansion proper a counter

chann ta imperialism?n Smith wrote, ,uA hair' of a much better dag than that

which has bitten your people!n While an unusual argument among anti­

imperialists, Smith's concem overexPaQsion c1early renected bis continuing

advocacy of continental union. Still~ Smith worried about the effeet ofan American

imperial policy, warning Cockran, 65if your people continue their present debaueh,

government of the people, for the people and by the people will perish from your

part of the earth.nl09

Smith also exchanged correspondenee with the anti-imperialist Carl Schwz

along the same theme. uImperiaiism will he the death of Continental Union,"

Smith wrote from the Grange. "No Canadian~however desirous of incorporation

with the American Commonwealth~would desire incorporation with a Negro and

Malay Empire." Once again Smith expressed grave concems over the racial make­

up of America's new overseas territories. His concems were such that even after

advocating continental union for decades, Smith wrote to Schwz that as a Canadian,

"1 should vote against Union with an American Empire. n Smith suggested to

SchuTZ a counter-argument to the imperialists: '7he incorporation ofCanada with

the United States would surely he of ail 'expansions' not only the most natural but

the best. "110 Schurz wrote back immediately, calling Smith's argument Ua very

weighty one,n yet noting that any such proposition should originate "from your

side of the line, not from ours." "Cao you not find an opponunity for launching it

in a manner 10 attract general attention in the United States?,'~ Schurz asked. 111

1(8 Andrew Carnegie. "Distant Possessions: The Parting of the Ways." North American Review
167. (August 1898),239. quoted in ibid., 377.
109 New York Public library, Manuscript Division, W. Boudœ CocIaan Papen, Smith to
CocIaan. 10 November 1899.
110 The Writings ofCarl~ Volume V. Smith to SchUlZ, 6 November 1898,529.
III Ibid., Schurz to Smith. 530.
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Smith's attempt to counteroverseas expansion with continental expansion appeared

intellectually sound. yet carried Iittle weight with Most Americans. With the

aftermath of the Venezuela Crisis and the Anglo-American rapprochement. few

turned to Canada as a field for expansion. Anglo-Saxonism had helped to

differentiate an English-speaking, self-goveming Canada from the "'uncivilized"

peoples of Latin America and the Philippines. Continental union would rear ils head

once more during the South African War, yet it origjnated Dot in Canada, but among

anglophobie Americans.

Yet the Engiish-speaking world continued 10 support American expansion

using racial rhetoric. Writing in the Fortnighdy Review British author William

Laird Clowes called American Expansionism the '1nheritance of the Race," the

word "inheritance" indicating bath entidement and the British legacy.

Underscoring the affinities of Great Britain and the United States, "the two great

kindred countries," Clowes believed that "there is no question that Americans are

as capable as any other person of their race of becoming successful managers of

colonies which are mainly peopled by inferior stœks." Clowes pointed to the

successful education of freed American slaves after the Civil War who "were so

ignorant that, aJone, they could not govem." Great Britain and the United States

must work together beawse, Clowes wrote, "the future ofcivilization depends upon

our race."112 Writing in the Atlantic Monthly Horace Fisher called for government

of the former Spanish colonies "for the benefit of the inhabitants uotil we are

satisfied of their willingness and ability 10 maintain in a reasonable degree peace and

order, lawandjustice." Far from preacbing government "of, by, and for the

people," Fisher wrote that "the grand central Anglo-Saxon idea in the founding of

112 William LairdOowes, 06American ExpansiODism aud the Inheritance orthe Race:' Fortnigbdy
Review in Living Age 220, 2844, (7 January 1899),31-8.
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states," \Vas that Ugovernment is organized according to the condition of the people

to he governed.,,113

English-Canadian writers alsocalled for Americans to fulfill theirduty to

'Lcivilize" and uChristianize" the lower races. In Oueen's Ouarterlv George Grant

called America's war in Cuba U an act ofphilanthropy very needful.'· With the war

over, Americans "have discovered that they will have to remain there to save the

Cubans from themselves, an act of philanthropy still more urgent. n Grant called the

inhabitants of the fonner Spanish colonies Uquite unfit for self-government," and

believed the United States "must not abandon them to self-government," a fate

Grant presented as no better than Spanish rule. The Presbyterian Record believed

America had a duty to undo the abuses of Spanish rule and to civilize and

Christianize the natives. "A more degraded race could hardly he conceived," the

journal described the various indigenous tribes. "they wander through the forests in

astate bordering closely 00 absolute nudity, and live on whatever they cao pick from

the trees or dig out of the ground." The Record reserved its greatest outrage for the

Catholicism of the Philippines. "There is Dot a Protestant minister in the islands,"

the journal stated, addiog ominously, 'Were one ta attempt ta work in the provinces

he would be likely to encounter conditions not conducive ta longevity." Native

villages were dominated by the "padre, or village friar,'" who "becomes a

demigod." "In spite of their vows of poverty and chastity two or three of these

orders of friars coostitute the wealthiest, as weil as the most shameless, c1ass in the

islands." The lascivious friars have become respoDsible for the "extensive half­

caste population which almost invariably springs up in their vicinity," exploiting

their holy office for "the ruin of the simple and superstitious native wornen and

girls." Finally, the journal reported that any official who tried 10 investigate the

113 Horace N. Fisher. 'The Development ofour Foreign PoIicy." Adantic Monthly 82. 492.
(October 1898). 552-9.

210



•

•

•

situation Uhas met a sudden and mysterious death.n and concluded that Uit would

he a happy day...should some civilized power take possession" of the

Philippines. 114

In early February 1899 the Filipinos rose in revoit against the American

occupation under the leadership of Emilio Aguinaldo. British journaIs maintained

the need for American control of the islands in the face of native inability for self­

government. 115 The Anglican Guardian regretted the American need to crush the

rebellion~but concluded it neœssary 6'because the alternative is to give over their

conquests to the rule of a half-caste populace."116 English-Canadian journals May

have smirked at the stumbling of the American gian~ but they, too, continued to

preach of America' s imperial duty. The Toronto Globe poked fun of the American

plight in a cartoon cal1ed uPhilanthropy Up to Date," depicting an Vncle Sam

presenting 6'fhe Blessing of Liberty and Good Govemment" te a rebelling Filipino

at the point of a bayonet. uConsarn yer picter," Sam cried, 641' 11 lam you that

'Government derives its Just powers From the consent of the govemed,' whether

they like it or not!,,117 Months later, however, an editorial about AmericaD

occupation of the Philippines in the Globe stated: uWe firmly believe that this is the

best thing that could happen to the inhabitants, but the difficulty is that they cannot

he made 10 see il in that Iight." The paper believed that u every Canadian" who

thought the matter out Umust wish that the Americans May he enabled pacify the

inhabitants of the Philippines al an early day and extend te them that safety for their

bodies and their possessions which is the first requisite ofcivilization.,,118 As the

Globe cartoon showed, Canadians May have been tempted 10 gloat over America's

114 "Spanïsh Rule in the Philippines," from Missioomy Review. cited in PresbyterianRecord.
(November 1898),300-1.
liS Geoffrey Seed. "British Views of American Policy in the Philippines Retlected in Joumals of
Opinion, 1898-1907." Joumal of American Studies 2. (April 19(8). 52.
116 Ibid.. 52.
117 TOroDIO Globe, 7 February 1899.
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troubles in their new colonies. Yet as American rerention of the Philippines still

served imperial interests~English-Canadianjoumals reiterated old ideas about

America' s dut)" to the lower races. With Aguinaldo' s revoit, America~s duty was to

hpacify and civilize."

In stating their support for American suppression of the Filipino revoit, other

papers cited the intimate relations between Great Britain and the United States and

the British support of American retention of the Philippines. The Manitoba Free

Press decried the "reckless fanaticism of the Malay,'" and felt certain that the

United States would conquer the insurgents, '110 one knowing the race from which

they have sprung May doubt,.. The journal also noted the continuing friendship of

Great Britain during America' s lime of need.. witn England having essentially said to

the European powers, "Hands off; these he my kin. n UBlood is thicker than

water," the Free Press concluded, "and the bonds ofa common race, tangue and

religion are strong ties in time of stress."119 Two days taler in an editorial entitled

"Shoulder to Shoulder,'" the same paper noted the growing rea1ization of "the duty

of the two branches of the race working in harmonyand unity of aime"120 English­

Canadïan joumals did more than express sympathy with America' s plight in the

Philippines. Through the unity of the Anglo-Saxon race Many Canadians shared in

the American imPerial experience. Yet as experienced imperialists themselves,

English-Canadians often expressed a cautionary tone, characterizing the Philippine

rebellion as the borden of Anglo-Saxon duty. The Montreal Star noted that "OUT

neighbours seem to fail ta appreciate the added risb and responsibilities attendant

upon the possession of colonies over Sea."I~1 In other words, Aguinaldo's

tl8 Toronto Globe. 22 June 1899.
119 Manitoba Free Press, 7 February 1899.
120 Manitoba Free Press, 9 February 1899.
121 Monttea1 Daily Star, 3 February 1899.
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rebellion did not constitute a people fighting against a foreign, occupying power, but

merely one of the "risks and responsibilities" of imperialism.

Rudyard Kipling published his poem '6White Man's Burden" nearly

simultaneously in the London Times and the February issue of McClure's

magazine. The poem' s appearance coincided with Aguinaldo' s rebellion on

February 3 and the Senate's ratification of the Treaty of Paris on February 6, giving

the United States the former Spanish colonies of Guam, Puerto Rico and the

Philippines, the last for a sum of $20 million. For those who read the poem in early

1899, Kipling ooly repackaged ideas that had been circulating throughout the

English-speaking world for nearly a year. Yet he addressed these same issues in

such a way as to make them a creed for Anglo-Saxon imperialism. For Kipling, the

66White Man's Burden" meant serving the needs ofungrateful, lesser races, 6~our

new-caught sullen peoples, Halfdevil and half child." Suppressing rebellions the

poet characterized as 66savage wars of peace" for the sake of civilization and

progress: 66Fill full the mouth of Famine, And bid the sickness cease." Kipling

also infused a missionary spirit ioto this burden: 'The cry of hasts ye humour (Ah,

slowly!) toward the light: -- 'Why brought ye us from bondage, Our beloved

Egyptian night?'" With the Senate's ratification of the peace tteaty delayed for

oearly two months, Kipling addressed the anti-imperialists who declared imperialism

as contrary the American doctrine of government by the consent of the govemed:

Take up the White Man's burden­
Ye dare not stoop 10 less -­

Nor cali too loud on Freedom
To c10ak your wearîness. 121

Kipling also Iikened America' s new burden as the responsibility ofa mature nation,

replacing 6'childish days" with the search for '~anhood.ft Again, the idea of

bringing of civilization, progress, and Christianity, 10 "silent sullen peoples" was
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not new, nor was the concept of American maturityor ·'manhood." Yet by

encapsulating all of these ideas in a few memorable lines, Kipling forever altered the

language of Anglo-Saxon imperialism.

Kipling's entreaty for the United States to ·1"ake up the White Man's

burden" could also he seen as a plea from the British empire for the republic to

shoulder its fair share of international responsibilities. The unofficiallaureate of the

empire \Vrote in the vein of an experienced imperialisl Indeed, the words of bis

poem might have been spoken by a "weary Titan," made a linle cynical after

centuries of shouldering the burden alone. The imperial responsibility was a

"burden," a "heavy harness," fuH not of glory, but the '1:oil of serf and sweeper-­

The tale of common things." Finally, Kipling spoke not of an American or British

dutY, but of the burden of '~ewhite man." Like many English-Canadians,

Kipling's Anglo-Saxonism included the United States. Like fellow British

imperialistChamberlain, Kipling was married to an American woman and had lived

in Vermont for severa! years. His writing penetrated deeply inta American thought,

with thirty-five United States editions of bis worles published by 1898. The same

month "White Man's Burden" appeared Kipling lay ill in a New York hotel, as

crowds waited and prayed outside. l23 Even Anglophobes Roosevelt and Lodge

could not help appreciating Kipling's sentimenl Roosevelt sent Lodge an advance

copy of the poem, calling it "rather poor poetry, but good sense from the expansion

standpoint."124 Lodge replied that he liked il, and considered il "better poetry than

you say."115 With bis poem, Kipling added another Anglo-Saxonist worle to bis

repertoire and solidified bis place as the Anglo-Saxon poet laureate. Anderson cites

French author Victor Bérard' s "grudging tribute" 10 Kipling's influence:

l:z:! RudyardKipling. ·The White Man's Durden," McOure'sMagazïne 12,4. (February 1899). 1.
123 Anderson. S7..s.
124 Selections. l, Roosevelt ta Lodge. 12 January 1899. 384.
125 Ibid. Lodge to Roosevelt, 14Ianuary 1899.385.
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'''wherever penetrated the works of Rudyard Kipling -- that is to say, among the one

hundred or one hundred twenty millions of Anglo-Saxons scattered throughout the

world -- a mighty stream arose which swept away everything.n126

Kipling's phrase certainly touched a nerve in EngIish-Canada. Not only did

English-Canadian writers incorporate the '''song'' or "sermon," as it was variously

called, into their Anglo-Saxon rhetoric, but they offered their own interpretations.

After the poem appeared in McClure' san editorial in the Montreal Gazette

commented on what constituted the "white man's burden.n Il is, the paper stated,

"the civilization of the uncivilized; the instlUction of the ignorant; the tamÏng of the

savage; the controlling of the lawless; the substitution ofa life of peace, industry,

competency for a life of strife, indolence, and frequent famines."127 The editor of

Canadian Magazine declared that Kipling "has given the Anglo-Saxon race a new

song." "It is a wonderful sermon," the journal concluded, uand will tend to

impress upon the two great English peoples the size and importance of the task they

have undertaken in acquiring control over great nations of uneducated people."1%8

In Queen's Ouarterly George Grant, writing of the American war in the Philippines,

wrote that "the bearer of the white man' s burden" had to compel the Filipinos 'b

live in ungrateful peace and prosperity byenforcing law and order and infringing

upon unsanitary liberty and indolence." Grant did not speak ironically when he

spoke of the ''unsanitary liberty" of the Filipinos. He went on to cali the

Declaration of Independence an ''unfortunate document" thatAmericananti­

imPeriaiists continually cited as part of their critique. "It s quite untrue tbat ail men

are created equal," Grant wrote,

that they are endowed with unalienable rights, such as life, liberty and
the pursuit of happiness, that governments are created to secure and
preserve tbose rights, and that they derive theirjust plwers from the

126 Anderso~ 58.
127 Montteal Gazette. 9 February 1899.
1211

u Editorial Comment," CanadianMaga7ine 12.5, (Marcb 1899).467.
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consent of the governed... So far as these rights and privileges have
yet been secured, instead of belonging to man by nature, theyare
slowly and arduously acquired by him, and to be retained and
improved demand constant effort through an indefinite future.

Grant offered an unambiguous and unapologetic defense of imperialism. ln doing

so, he presented a view of self-government not as a naturaI right, but as a privilege to

be earned. The debate conceming colonial expansion, whether American or British.

Grant said, should not concern '~e inherent rights of inferior races to govem

themselves. Government, in the civilized sense," Grant concluded, "they cannot

give themselves.',119

While Grant and Queen's Ouarterly represented Presbyterian thought in

EngIish Canad~ the religious press also adopted Kipling' s attitude, if not always his

actual words. As with other EngIish-language periodicals, Methodist Magazine lOok

a benign view of American suppression of the Philippines. Under the banner "The

White Man's Burden," the journal believed the war against the Filipinos "seems

the only alternative, unless the insurgents recognize the h0Pelessness of the conflict

and throw themselves on the generosity of their conquerors." In the meantime, their

guerrilla war placed them "outside the pale ofcivilizatioo." The journal a1so noted

the heavy borden the United States canied in Puerto Rico and Cuba where ''the

supple natives...have already grown restive." "A strong hand -~," the magazine

stated, "a band of iron in a glove of silk -- is needed for the management of bath

islands." Despite any mistakes made by the United States in governing its new

colonies, Methodist Magazine concluded, "a brighter day for the Pearl of the

Antilles has dawned."130 Months later, with the Philippine rebellion dragging on,

the journal praised the "unfailing valour" of the American troops. The rebels, the

journal maintained, represented only a small, ~~desperatefaction." The vast majority

lZ9 "eurrent Events:' Queen'sQuarterly 6. 4. (April 1899), 321-2.
l30 "The World' s Pmgœss:' Metbodist Maprine 44, 4, (April 1899), 377.
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of the people of the islands were "eager to welcome the even-handed justice they

mayexpect from the United States."

The journal of the Canaclian Church of England, the Churchman, took a

similar view. '''We must confess ourselves among the number of those who rejoice

to hear of the successes of the American arms in the Philippines," a March editorial

stated, "and who regret that a lack of intelligence OIl the part of a portion of the

inhabitants should lead them ta resist the measures which are calculated to lead to

their own ultimate benefit." Americans also had aduty to the islands ''to hold them

and civilize them,'· the journal declared. The Churchman's reasoning renected a

concem with the racial difference betweenAnglo..Saxons, Spaniards, and the "lesser

races. ,.

We have the deepest sympathy with the work of the Americans on
two quite clear grounds. In the first place, on account of the various
peoples and tribes which are found in those Asiatic islands. There
seemed no prospect of the Spaniards bringing them into a civilized
condition. Whether that was the fault of theiT race, orof their
religion, orof theiTgovemment, we need not enquire. Now white
men, especially men ofourown race, have a very remarkable faculty
ofextending civilization and of making other peoples capable of
being treated as civilized human beings.

The Churchman·s "'deepest sympathy" with the Americans seemed derived from

their common race, which made their fellow Anglo-Saxons especially capable of

"extending civilization." The ''White Man's Burden" meant "'making other

peoples capable of being treated as civilized beings.'· Conversely, one assumes,

until that point the "other peoples" would oot be treated as civilized human beings.

Finally, the Anglican journal noted the essential unity ofBritish and American work

in the civilizing field. "Americans and British are eogaged in the same work," the

journal stated. '7hey are meaning to do that work in the same spirit, and largely by

the same methods. It is a great lbing that they should wode side by side, and
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shoulder to shoulder."131 Engiish-Canadianjoumais appeared particularly pleased

that the Anglo-Saxon world seemed united in their civilizing mission. As a part of

that world, English-Canadians look a personal pride in bath the American military

victories, and the missionary work of peacetime. The 'weary titan" could no longer

maintain her usplendid isolation,n and Canadians welcomed their Idn in helping

shoulder the 'whi le man's burden."

Conclusion

Kipling' s poem did not cause the United States Senate 10 ratify the Treaty of Paris,

nor to embark generally upon the imPeriai course. Anglo-Saxonism did not lead

English-Canadians to support the American cause against Spain, nor to calI for

American retention of the Philippines. Indeed, in March 1898 Many Canadians

recoiled al the faintest whiffofAmerican intervention. With the Venezuelacrisis

still a recent memory, and a bitter dispute over control ofYukon trade, American

belligerence toward Spain seemed 10 Many Canadians part ofa larger pattern of

hemispherical aggrandizement that included Canada. A war with Spain overa

colony resting within America's sphere of influence would set a dangerous

precedent Anglo-Saxonism could not overcome old Canadian concerns over

maintaining Canadian independence and protecting Canadian national rights in the

face of the grasping American republic. Only Great Britain's poHcy ofabandoning

ilS isolation in favor ofan AngiO-American understanding a1tered Canadian opinion.

Using the prism of Anglo-Saxonism, Canadians adopted the British view of Anglo­

American amity serving imperial security. One or two expressions of British

goodwill might have gODe unheeded in Canada, but the tremendous outpouring from

bath official and unofficial sources could not go unnoticed. From the Queen herself

to Chamberlain's cali for an Anglo-Saxon alliance, British authorities looked upon

131 'The Philippines." CaoadianCbUIChman, 9 March 1899.
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America~ s ascent to world power status as a buttress ta imperial security.

Canadians took note of this. and~ as Colonel Denison noted~ followed "the English

lead. n Conscious both of British opinion and the concem over imperial security

lhal lay behind it~ Many English-Canadians echoed their British counterparts in

calling for Anglo-American harmony~and even union. Canadians did not merely

ape the British. however~ but viewed American actions and victories as theirown.

sharing in the American war and annexation ofSpanish colonies as fellow Anglo­

Saxons.

Kipling~s "White Man's Burden~'~ then, was nol directed only al the United

States, but al all Anglo-Saxons, Canadians included. Moreover, the field for Anglo­

Saxon endeavor was not Iimited solely to Cubaor the Philippines, but wherever

~~Iesser races" Iived in darkness. "He endeavors to impress the Anglo-Saxons with

a sense of their responsibilities," the editor of Canadian Mapzine wrote of Kipling.

The "new races" ofMri~Asia and Central America must he "brought under

Anglo-Saxon rule" and Anglo-Saxons doing "the work wbich the white races must

do in civilizing the uncivilized."132 From March 1898 10 March 1899 the tone and

scope of Canadian opinion had changed dramatically. Not only did Canadians

embrace the War with Spain as serving the interests of ail Anglo-Saxon civilization;

now they preached about a continuing global mission for the enlire race. If

Americans had 10 bear theiT share of "borden," cenainly Canadians were not

exempt

The Canadian religious press had done much in characterizing the war with

Spain as a religious mission, a "holy war" against the forces of darkness and

ignorance. The Protestant press also became the greatest apologists for the

Americans in their waragainst Aguinaldo and bis Philippine insurgents. The

annex:ation of Catbolic Spain' s former colonies represented a gjant stride forward
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for the Protestant church~ and opened vast new fields for missionary work.

Moreover. with the end of the century near~ the rhetoric of the religious press took

on a ferven~ millenary quaJity. "The missionary spirit is universal," declared the

Reverend BUl'\vash, Chancellor of Victoria University. 66Now il is recognized as the

onward movement of Iight and truth, bringing higher civilization and better life.... Is

it too much ta expect that this movement will result in the next century in the

evangelization of the world?,,133 Just as Josiah Strong had urged Anglo-Saxons to

spread their religion throughout the world, a decade before, in the wake of the

Spanish-American War English-Canadians look up the cry with relish.

With the various emphases on war and mission, security and racial duty, no

wonder that the English-speaking world often fused racial, religious, and military

rhetoric. Indeed, the religious press often failed to distinguish between missionary

work and actual war-making. Writers presented the material world as a dualistic

reflection of the spiritual world, a fight between good and evil. A British Methodist

ministerdeclared that

the nations of the world May be divided inta two groups -- those that
are growiog and those that are decaying; tbose that are becoming
stronger every day, and those who are sinking iota hopeless
decrepitude. Open your eyes, swvey the civilized world~and you
will see that the Protestant nations are all prospering, and that the
Roman Catholic nations are ail withering away.

The writeropenly equated Methodist mission with war, and urged bis readers ta give

money to the twentieth-eentury Food so tbat the church might 66carry the war iota

the enemy's country." The Money represented merely Ua sign that the Holy War

is 10 he waged more fiercely than ever." uWhen our American kinsmeo proclaimed

war against the hateful clerical desp:>tism ofSpain, their first practical essential act

was 10 vote an immense sum of money ta military and naval preparations," he

132 "Editorial Commenl,n CaoadianMagaDne 12. S. (March 1899). 467.
133 Reverend N. Burw~ '61799-1899 - The Contrast andOud~nMethodist Magazine 50. S•
(November 1899). 406.
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reminded bis audience. The Methodist church musl do no less. "We must no

longer stand upon the defensive -- a base and fatal attitude. We must become the

attacking force... It means war to the knife with everything and everybody thal

opposes Christ. ft means a universal conscription in the military service of God and

Humanity. n The forces of good must mobilize against the forces of evil, every

Methodist "regiment and company," and "Follow thy Captain to war."134 With

the dawn of the new century, English-Canadian Protestants were asked to carry on a

war lo the death with darkness and barbarism.

The Spanish-American War and the Philippines debate necessarily left an

indelible imprint upon English-Canadian thoughL Canadians had not merely

watehed the Americans from the sidelines, but had taken a personal interest in the

outeome. They had adopted the rhetoric of the war and made il their own. The war

had served as a sort of schoolroom, indoctrinating English-Canadians in the AngIa-

Saxonist language of imperialism: "mission," '''civilization,'' "barbarism,"

"progress," '''cruelty:' "backwardness," '''liberty,'' and "white man's borden."

As Americans continued 10 "fight the good fight" against Filipino rehels, Canada

would he faced with its own "'pious war," and taking the lessons learned from the

American struggle, would follow their "Captain" into battle.

134 Reverend Hugh Priee Hughes. 'The Mobilization of Methodism:' Metbodist Mapzioc 50. 3.
(September 1899). 23641.
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CHAPTERFOUR

The Crest and De~lineof North Ameri~anAnglo-Saxonism:
The South ACri~anWar, the Alaska Modus Vivendi,

and the Abrogation of the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty

The relations hetween Canada and England always tend to bring on friction
between us and both of them.

-Theodore Roosevelt to General James H. Wilson~ 12 July 18991

When a new-found friend asks to he allowed to put a pistol to your head as
a proof of reconciliation~the man or nation that allows it bas no brains
worth blowing ouL

-Major-general T. Bland Strange, Canadian militi~Marcb 1899

Introduction

One month before the outbreakof war in South Afri~ the African explorer Sir

Henry Morton Stanley published an article in the American journal Outlook entitled

....Anglo-Saxon Responsibilities." Stanley had been born in Wales as John

Rowlands, bired on to an American merchant sbip at fifteen, jumped ship in New

Orleans, renamed himself, and fought on both sides of the American Civil War. In

1872 as a reporter~ he had gained fame as the man who tracked down another

African explorer, David Livingstone. Stanley went on to make a narne for himself as

an explorer of the ....dark continent" and a brutal Congo agent of Belgjum's

colonizing King Leopold II.1 In bis Outlook article Stanley rearf1TDled the ideas of

Kipling's poem "White Man's Burden" and advocated close Anglo-American

cooperation in the gocxl work to he done. 67he AmericaDS are [Englishmen's]

kïnsmen," Stanley declared, "chips of the old block." Far from heing a uburden,"

imperial responsibilities rested lighdy on Britannia's shoulders, '6because," as

Stanley wrote, "as a race we are fltter for these responsibilities than any other."

Referring to the English-speaking dominions, Stanley noted that "Ali our colonies

manage themselves fairly weil." Trouble, though, seemed to be brewing in South

1 MorisOD. J. Roosevelt to James Harrison Wilson. 12 July 1899. 1032.
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Afri~ due to the "narrow anti-Iibeny paliey of president Kruger. the uneeasing

complaints of the overtaxecL disfranehised and despised Uitlander. and the

corruption, wastefulness, and extravagance of the Transvaal Government, the oost of

which means more taxation and oppression of the 'aJiens'." Stanley noted that

Great Britain looked on benevolentlyas the United States continued to work with its

"supplicants... for their own welfare, progress, and interest." uAnd it May he that

we shaH bath he called 10 do the same again." Stanley coneluded, "but our dutYwill

he smoother and easier if we know that we have each other's sympathy."3 The

British Empire' s war in South Africa would sorely try American sympathy.

Stanley's rhetorie on the eve of the Boer War echoed American rhetorie on

the eve of the Spanish-American war. Yetjust as the United States went 10 war over

issues of trade and begemony, so, too, Great Britain went to war over gold,

diamonds, and the need 10 keep Germany out of the Cape. English-Canadians did

not merely follow the motber country's lead, but largely expressed great enthusiasm

for Canadian participation. Canadian historians bave studied the reasons behind this

outpouring of imperial fervor at the tum-of-the-century. Nonnan Penling10n

eoncluded that the Alaska boundary dispute with the United States was the

"underlying issue that brought Canada into the South African War.,,4 Most

historians have found tbat anti-Americanism alone couId not explain Canadian

imperialism, and have instead 80ugbt 10 dissect the nature of English Canada's

imperial fervor. Carl Bergercharacterized Canadian imperialism as a form of

nationalism, giving Englisb-Canadians a "sense of power." Robert Page bas

investigated imperialism as '~eembodiment of Many of the ideals of the age," and

looked al the Iiterary, educational, economic, and religious sources ofCanadian

Z Adam Hochschild, King Leopold'! Ghosl, (New York: Houghton Mift1in Company, 1998),21­
33.
3 Sir Henry M. SlaDIey, "Anglo-Saxon Respnsibilities:' Oudook 63, 30, (September 1899), 249-
58.
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imperiaIism. Carman Miller bas presented English-Canadian zeal for the Boer War

as a combination of several factors~ including Canadian Loyalism~nationalism~

militarism~ and the Social Gospel.5

What Many historians have failed to note was the positive example provided

to Canadians by the events of the previous year. After following the Spanish­

American and Philippines Wars with rapt attention, Canadians naturally adopted

much of the rhetoric heard on both sides of the line over the previous two years.

While Many in the Dominion might have been fascinated with American military

exploits or concemed with the balance of power in Asi~ English-Canadians made a

seamless transition into the new crisis by using the sante lexicon of Anglo-Saxon

superiority. In 1900 E. B. Biggar explained the rcasons why Canadians should he

interested in the war. He described the Boers as a cruel. narrow~ and repressive

people who sougbt 10 exclude English-speaking colonists from the apparatus of

self-government. The Boers~Biggar wrote. were "as ignorant of the outside world

as the Hudson Bay Indians.~~ Like Stanley's article~ Biggar utilized the same

rhetoric heard during and after the Spanish-American War. Indeed. he migbt have

been an AmericanjoumaIist describing Spanish rule in Cubaonly a year before.

While Canadians may have bœn motivated by the desire for adventure, the love of

the Mother Country~or the desire 10 safeguard the "halfway house" 10 India and

the antipodes~
7 many used Anglo-Saxon rhetoric tojustify Canadian involvemenL

Much of the rhetoric focused on the Boers as a cruel. barbarous, religiously narrow

PeOple completely unfamiliar with the conceptofpoliticalliberty. Moreover,

English-Canadians employed such rhetoric fully conscious of the heritage of the

4 Peo1ignto~ Canadaand Imperialism. 240-1.
S Carman Miller. Painting the MaoR~ 3-8. See also William H. Magney. -ne Metbodist
Church aod the Natiooal Gospel. 1884-1914" The Bulletin 20. (foronto: The Committee on
Archives of the United Church ofCanada. 1968).
6 E. B. Biggar. The Boer War: 118 Causes. and Ils Inferest ID CaDadians. (Toronto, 1900). 27.
7 Ibid., 29.
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Spanish-American War. Both wars were seen as part of a single crusade to relieve

suffering, and bring liberty and justice to the far reaches of the globe.

The South African War also marked another step in the AnglO-American

rapprochement. Despite much sympathy for the Boers as a morally upright and

downtrodden people fighting valiantly against a giant distant empire, and distant

cousins of America's Puritan forefathers, official American opinion adopted the

same ubenevolent neutrality" that Great Britain had maintained eighteen months

earlier. Indeed, Great Britain' s friendship during the American crisis weighed

heavily in America's sympathyduring the South African War. Although Americans

reciprocated the use ofsentimental rhetoric during the war, British victory in the

CaPe served America' s new global interests. Historians have a1so noted that Anglo­

Saxonism and Social Danvinism played a part in shaping American opinion during

the war.8 As one historian has written, Americans thought '~usticelay with the

Boers, but the locomotive of history was owned by the British.,t9

The war in South Africa continued to delay the reconvening of the Joint

High Commission, which had adjoumed in February 1899 without settling the

Alaska boundary question. Rising tensions in the disputed area made some sort of

quick seulement in the interests ofail three govemments. Moreover, with a new

overseas empire in both the Pacific and Atlantic oceans, America pressed ahead for

the construction of an isthmian canal. The 1850 C1ayton-Bulwer treaty required the

joint AnglO-American construction and ownership ofany Central American canal.

With the British empire mired in a cosdy war in the Cape, the United States

desPerately wanted the British govemment to agree to an abrogation of the treaty,

allowing the United States to build a canal on its own. The twin Angl~American

8 Stuart Anderson. RaœaodRapprochemenL 132; Marvin Olasky. ~'Social Darwinism on the
Editorial Page: American Newspapers and the BoerWar:~ Joumalism Ouarterly 65. 2~ (1988). 420­
4.
9 Ibid.• 420.
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issues of Alaska and the canal apparently placed Canada in a highly advantageous

position. The Canadian government believed tbat the United Srates would be forced

to compromise on Alaska in order to receive Great Britain~ s approval for abrogation

of the treaty. The Laurier administration pressed this view throughout 1899,

blocking plans for settling Alaska that had been agreed upon by both the American

State Depanment and British Foreign Office. The begjnning of the South African

war actually seemed to bolster Canada~s claims, as the British Government

welcomed strong Canadian support. Yet British reverses in the Cape and growing

American impatience over the delayed canal impressed upon the British government

the need for American sympathy. The British agreed 10 abrogate the Clayton­

Bulwer treaty without a quid pro quo on Alaska. canada had lost its strongest

bargaining chip. and the Liberal Government was forced 10 retreat from its

previously intense rhetoric.

While Anglo-Saxonism might have created an identity ofoutlook regarding

the common mission of the English-speak:ing peoples, the on-going dispute over the

Alaska boundary once again revealed the limits of such ideological rhetoric. Like

the debate over reciprocity, Alaska underscored national questions of trade, territory

and power. The years of the South African war, then, witl1essed the crest and

decline ofNorth American Anglo-Saxonism. Canadians and Americans both

utilized the Urhetoric of righteousness" when discussing the Philippines and South

Africa, but when observing Alas~old animosities came ta the surface.

Canadian Anglo-Saxonism and the Lepey of the ''Splendid Little War"

Not all English-Canadians favored Canadian participation in the Boer War. Carman

Miller bas studied opposition ta the war among farmers, radicallabor, Protestant
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clergy, and 44stout anglophobie Canadïans.n10 Perhaps foremostamong those

English-speaking Canadians opposed to the war was Goldwin Smith. Not only did

Smith contribute a weekly column to bis paper The Farmers' WeekJv Sun, but he

actively sougbt to influence American anitudes toward the Boers. In Canada,

Smith's opposition seemed ta have been largely ignored, with bis secretary Arnold

Haultain noting that 44nobody replies to it or takes note of it.... He has not for many

years said anything which he has not already said a dozen times."u Smith

eomplained to W. Bourke Cockran, a pro-Boer, anglophobie, continental unionist

Democratic Congressman, that '10ronto is the centre ofJingoism and aImast its

eircumferenee."12 Smith suggested to Cockran paying u some tribute to the Boers

who have faIlen fighting heroically not in their own cause alone but in that of

humanity.,,13 When the Boerenvoys visited Cockran in Washington, the

Congressman read to them leners of sympathy from Smith.14 Smith al50 50ugbt to

influence the platform of the 1900 Democratie Convention. Writing to Cockran not

long after the June 19<X> Republican Convention, Smith explained the planks he

would like to have included. These included a udeclaration in favour of genuine

expansion, that is ta say the free and peaceful Union of this Continent, in opposition

to the subjugation of distant countries and alien races," and a "refusai to he drawn

ioto complicity with the predatory powers ofEurope in the extinction of

independence and the oppression of the weak:er communities and races."15 Smith

must have been happy, then, al the result of the Democrats' Kansas City convention.

The platform condemned the acquisition ofan overseas empire, whose people could

10 Carman Miller, "Eoglish-Canadian Opposition to the South African War as seen thmugh the
Press,"' Canadian Historical Review 55,4, (Deccmber (974),422.
11 Arnold Haultain, Goldwin Smith: His Lire and OpiDiODS, (London, (912), 67.
12 New York Public library, ManuscriptDivisioD, W. Bwdœ Cocban Papen, Smith to Cockran,
10 November 1899.
13 Ibid., Smith to Cockran, 21 March 1899.
14 NAC, Goldwin Smith Papers, Cockran to Smith, 22 May 1900.
15 Cockran Papen, Smith to Cocban, 23 June 1899.
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oot be made citizens "without endangering our civilization,Y9 yet advocated

·~rritorial expansion when it takes in desirable territory whieh cao he erected into

States of the Union. and whose people are \Villing and fit to become American

citizeos.'· The Democrats a1so stated that ·~e view with indignation the purpose of

England to overwhelm with force the South African Republics" and uexteod our

sympathies to the hernie burghers in their unequal struggle to maintain their liberty

and independenee...16 The Democratie platform reflected the division ofAmerican

opinion over the South African Wac. The very overwhelming nature of support for

the war in English Canada May have turned Smith toward other fields in which to

extend his influenee.

While English-Canadian support for the war had many different

components, writers eontinued the practice of the previous year of positing a foreign

race' s ucruelty" or "'barbarism" against Anglo-Saxon "eiviIization." Moreover,

writers often compared the South African and Spanish-American Wars. '7he

United States went to war with Spain to enforce internai reforms in Cuba," the

Reverend J. Tallman Piteher of Iroquois, Ontario, wrote, "and if that was a righteous

war with a foreign power for internai reforms, Britain's action might he c1assed in

the same category.,,17 'The Spanish-American war," wrote John A. Ewan,editor

of Canadian Magazine, and "the South Mrican war...are curiously connected."18

Dr. Withrow of Methodist Magazine, writing under the headline of '7he Cast of

Liberty," noted that ''the costly libation of human blood is being poured out bath in

the Philippines and in South Africa for the extension ofconstitutionalliberty."19

'7he Americans are continuing to bear the white man' s borden in the Philippines,"

Withrow continued. "The Tagalos, however, are not the fierce fighters that the

16 Party PlatfollDS. UDemocratie Platform of 1900." 113. 115.
17 The ReverendJ. Tallman Pitcher. 'The Traosvaa.... MeIhodistMaprioe SO.5. (November
1899).460.
18 John A. Ewan. "CurreDtEventsA~"CanadjanMagarine1'.1. (May 1901),79.
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Boers are, but will, like them, be compelled 10 yield to the onward march of

ci\ilization." The English-speaking peoples of the world seemed to be engaged in a

single crusade of Many fronts, their victories representing the "onward march of

civilization..,

Wilfrid Laurier stcxxi in the vanguard of those characterizing the war as a

holy crusade. As he lold the House of Commons: 6'Great Britain stands in the

defence of a holy cause, in the defence ofboly justice, for the defence of the

oppressed, for the enfmnchisement of the down-trodden, and for the advancement of

liberty, progress and civilization." As Blair Neatby has shawn, Laurier's beliefin

Great Britain as the 66buIwark of politicalliberty" constituted the root of bis

imperialism.20 While clearly not an Anglo-Saxonist, as a small- ul" liberal

politician in the Victorian Eng}jsh-speaking world, Lauriercould hardly avoid

utilizing the lexicon of Anglo-Saxon superiority.

Just as some Protestant clergy publicly opposed the war, others expressed

some misgivings over the ubloodletting." As during the Spanish-American and

Philippines Wars, the English-Canadian religjous press offered "pious

justification" for the South African war using the language of moral righteousness.

Methodist Magazine published Kipling's poem '-rhe Old King," a savage

characterization of the Transvaal president, Paul Kruger, written from the point-of­

view ofa Uidander.

He shaH take bis tribute. toll ofall our ware,
He shaH change our gold for arms -- anns we May Dot bear;
He shall break bis Judges if they cross bis ward,
He shaH rule above the Law, calling on the Lord.

The poem continued with characterizations directed at the Boers generally as much

as 6500m Paul" specifically.

Sioven, suIlen, savage, secret, uncontroUed -

19"7he Wodd's Progress:' MelhodistMagazine 50, 6, (Deœmber 1899),573.
20 Blair Neatby, ""Laurierand Imperialism," Qmactian Historical Association Report, 1955. 32.
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Laying 00 a new land evil of the old; .
Long-forgotten bondage, dwarfing heart and bratn ­
AH our fathers died to loose he shaH bind again.

The same issue elaborated on the ~~savage" nature of the Boer republics, speakiog

of the "crimes of the tyrannical olïgarchy," and the ~~flagrant wrongs. tyrannies.

and oppression of the South African Republic.',11 While the plight of Africans

figured very little in the reasoning of Many Engiish Canadians. the magazine

condemned the uoppression of the natives, and the gross injustice inflicted upon

them by the Boers." The journal recounted the story of the Boer farmer who,

lacking mules with which to plow bis fields. "inspanned the black women of the

estate." 'Vnder British administration. South Africa," the magazine concluded,

urrom the Zambesi to the Cape. will enjoya reigrt of peaœ, prosperity, and

constitutionalliberty akin to that of the Dominion of Canada.,,11

Canada's English press repeated largely the same justification of British

intervention in South Africa as they bad regarding American intervention in Cuba

and the Philippines. Like the American war, much of this justification centered on

demonizing the enemy as cruel, backward, and unable to govem. In bis article on

the Transvaal the Reverend Pitcher summed up manyof these ideas. The Boers,

Pitcher wrote. had displayed ulittle capacity for self-rule," and, "in sullen aversion

to change," were "morbid adherents ofantiquated ways, neither willing to he led

nor he driven in the path of progress." President Kruger, Pitcherconcluded,

"seeks to retard the growth ofconstitutional freedom and the spread of

civilization."Z3 Others of the religious press echoed the hopes of the Spanish­

American War that the former Spanish territories would make for vast new fields of

missiooary work. '7he redemption ofAfri~" proclaimed the Presbyterian

Record, "and the transformation of its tmekless wildemesses, vast forests, and great

ll."Tbe World's Progress." MethodistMapzine 50, 5. (November 1899),467-8.
22 Ibid. 50, 6, December 1899, 573.
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lakes~ now the habitations of wild beasts~ ancL perhaps~ of wilder men, is not a

chimera. The time is surelycoming~n the journal concluded~when all of Aftica

would become ~~inhabitedbya people whose Gad is the Lord.n24 The question

seemed to become distilled down to the question: Under whose control will Africa

he most likely"traDsformed into a garden of the Lord? OnJy Great Britain could

bring the ~~ild menn of the dark continent into the Iight.

The use of righteous rhetoric helped dispel any lingering doubts over the

morality ofa war against adminedly virtuous, white Protestants. The transformation

of George Grant from a pro-Boer to pro-war position illustrated the way AngIo­

Saxon rhetoric could accommodate one man's opinion to changjng circumstances.

Writing in July 1899, months before the outbreak ofbostilities, Grant characterized

the Boers in Anglo-Saxon tenns. Grant called the Boers a '1"reedom-loving"

people who had "conquered the cruel heathen." Nowhere else on earth could one

find a country Umore united and orderly and religious. n For Grant~ the lack of a

Uitlander franchise was of no concem 10 any outside power. ''rhe franchise is a

matter internai to every indepeodent countty," Grant wrote, sounding like some of

the Canadian press on the eve of the SPaIlish-American War, "and 00 outsider has a

right 10 speak on the subject." Grant concluded by saying, u[M]y sympathies are

with them.n25 Dy the lime the next issue of the journal came out in Detober, war

was imminent, and Grant began to alter bis view. The editor began with a defense of

''rhe Policy of Imperialism." UAt bottom the Imperialistic instinct is the instinct of

a nation 10 make provision for the expansion of its race," Grant reasoned.

The instinct, stroog in every great nation, to extend its type of
civilisation, the moral ideals and discipline which it represents over
barbarous and rude communities where nothing valuable 10 humanity
is displaced; to put order iostead of disorder - what Kipling has

23 Pircher. 456-60.
24cWodd Wide Work.·· PresbyterianRemrd" (September 1900).269.
2SGeorge Grant. uCurrenl EveDlS:~Queep'sOual!erly 7, l, (July 1899), 78-9.

231



•

•

•

called '~ng up the white manYs burdenyn this has its due place in
the great movement of imperialism.

Grane s imperial declaration served as preamble to bis addressing ''The Transvaal

Question.n Grant blamed the situation on "a certain number of the Boers hating

civilisation...because civilisation as represented by the British govemment interfered

with their vices, their practice ofenslaving the native, theic disdain ofarts and

industries, [and] theic nomadic and half savage habits...n. "Nowhere in the world

do men of white race live under more unequal and oppressive laws," Grant declared.

Time and again Grant depicted the Transvaal situation as a connict ofdifferent

"civilizations": the advanced civilization ofGreat Britain, and the backward

civilization of the Bœrs. Grant called the Transvaal a "half-civilized state saved

probably from extinction at the hands of the Zulus by the intervention ofGreat

Britain in 1875." In another place he called the Boers ubalf-cïvilized and wholly

ignorant." By cal1ing the Boers "half-cïvilized'Y Grant May have been rnaking a

distinction between the Protestant South African Duteh and the African natives.

Stilly Grant left no doubt that the superior civilization would triumph. The Great

Trek Grant depicted as merely an attempt 10 escape civilizationy while the influx of

British selliers "threatened to absorb their peculiar type ofcivilization and to

overthrow their supremacy." "Civilization bas again overtaken-them," Grant

concluded.16 The English-Canadian press presented the war as a dichotomy

between the "civilization" of an Anglo-Saxon power and a ubackward" race -- the

same manner in which il had presented the Spanish-American War and the

American annexation of the Philippines.

Anglo-Amerïean Relations and the Compartmentalization of Canada

26 George Grant, "Current Events:' Q.!eeo'sOuartedy 7, 2, (October 1899), 158-164.
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Despite widespread sympathy for the Boers among the American public, the United

States reciprocated British "benevolent neutrality" displayed during the Spanish­

American War. By taking care of British interests in Pretoria during the \\'ar~

American actions paralleled those of the British in Havana during the war with

Spain.27 Many historians have credited John Hay, the anglophile Secretary of State

and fonner ambassador to Great Britain~with thwarting any pro-Boer sentiment

among official opinion.28 Howard K. Beale writes that Hay was u so passionately

pro-British tbat he could not understand friendliness for the Boers except in terms

of partisanship of some sort."29 U1timately~though, the United States supported

Great Britain for the same reason the British had supported America a year earlier:

bath nations recognized their mutual interests in a world with shifting lines of

power. Indeed, Hay look the lead in formulating America's new, outward-I<x:>king

poliey. Even before war broke out in South Africa, Hay hegan formulating bis

Open Door policy for China In September 1899 Hay sent bis first Open Daor

notes to Britain, Germany, Russia, Japan, ltalyand France. The note asked that no

power within its own sphere of influence interfere with any treaty port or vested

interest, or discriminate in favor of its own nationals in barbar dues or railroad

concessions. Essentially, Hayasked, but did not demand, that Americans he given

equal commercial opportunity in China. Great Britain welcomed Hay's poliey

which established Anglo-American solidarity in Asia Indeed, the Republican

administration had to fend offaccusations ofa secretAnglo-American alliance.

Although no alliance existed, a c1ear mutual understanding had been established by

the lime the first British soldier set foot on the veldt "Protection of the Open Door,

security in tenns of the Monroe Doctrine, racial considerations and British reliance

TT Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations..., 1899, pp. 350-1.
:!8 Allen, 591.
29 Howard K. BeaIe. 1beœaIre Roosevelt aod the Rise of American ta Wodd Power. third ediliOll,
(New York. 19(7).97.
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on our good will," one historian has written, "were pressing enough for those with

a comprehensive understanding of these considerations to commit the United States

to a PQlicy which seemed to deny the very essence of the American epoch. ,,30

Such a swift reversaI of decades of American PQlicy forced a radical shift of

opinion among many American PQliey makers. Foremost among these was

Theodore Roosevelt. Having gained national fame al the head of bis uRough

Riders" regiment during the Spanish-American War, Roosevelt had been elected

governor of New York in 1898 and vice-president in 1900, and succeeded McKinley

after bis 1901 assassination. A leader of the expansionist school of American

foreign poliey, Roosevelt had long been an anglophobe because British power

appeared anathema to American power. After 1898" however, Roosevelt understcxxl

that the reverse was now true. "1 feel a keen remembrance of England's friendly

attitude during the Spanish-American War".... he wrote 10 the Britishjoumalist, John

St. Loc Straehey.31 uI used to he rather anti-British in feeling,''' Roosevelt wrote 10

another correspondent, "but England's attitude 10wards us in our war with Spain

impressed me deeply and 1have ever since kept it in lively and grateful

remembranee."31 An avid admirer of the Boers' fighting ability (here were true

Rough Riders!), and of Duteh descent, Roosevelt nonetheless expressed the need

for ultimate British victory. Inaccommodating bis view to thealtered international

situation, Roosevelt drew upon Anglo-Saxon rhe10rie ta express support for

England. u[F]undamentally 1feel that all the English-speaking peoples come mueh

ncarer to one another in political and social ideals," he wrote ta a correspondent, Uin

their systems of government and ofcivic and domestic morality, than any of them do

30 StuartE. Knee, "Anglo-American Understanding and the BoerWar," AustralianJoumal of
Politics and History 30,2, (1984), 200.
31 Marison, J, Roosevelt to John SL Loc Strachey, 27 January 1900, 1144.
32 Ibid., Roosevelt to Frederick Courteney Selous, 7 February 1900, 1175-6.
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to any other peoples. "33 Roosevelt declared the need for Anglo-Saxon supremacy

throughaut the warld~ and believed that the English-speaking race needed to take

strong measures ta maintain its dominance. The assimilation of immigrants in the

United States, the recent federation of Australia, and the South African \Var he

viewed as positive examples of the race combating ~~decadence"and maintaining its

·~vigor."

Even before the \Var broke ou~ Roosevelt expressed bis desire 10 see Britain

become the pre-eminent poweron the African continent. Most revealing were

Roosevelt' s letters 10 Cecil Arthur Spring Rice, the British diplomat and best man at

Roosevelt' s second wedding. The New York govemor 10ld bis friend that England

should "let some men like Kitchener deal in bis own way with the Boers, if it is

absolutely necessary," ensuring that "the future of the African continent will lie in

your hands and he under your direction." "And what a splendid work this will

he!" Roosevelt gushed. "It is of itself to establish a race for ail time.,,34 Roosevelt

often repeated the idea that British victory in Arrica was in the interest of

"civilization~"echoing a favorite tberne of George Grant. "1 have great sympathy

for the Boers," Roosevelt wrote 10 a German friend, Ubut 1 think they are battling

on the wrong side of civilization and will have ta go under."35 Clearly Roosevelt

did not express ta bis Teutonic correspondent the need for English-speaking

domination of the world. To bis son-in-Iaw William Sheffield Cowles, Roosevelt

wrote, ~, feel it would he better for the Boers themselves and for aIl civilization to

have affairs managed as they have been managed by the English in Natal and the

Cape. "36 Once again he wrote to Spring Rice that although the Boers possessed

"many fine traits...it would he to the advantage of mankind to have English spoken

33 Ibid., Roosevelt 10 William Archer. 31 August 1899. 1064.
34 Ibid., RoosevelllO Cecil Arthur Spring Riec. Il August 1899. 1052.
3S Ibid., Roosevelt to Hermann Speck VOD Steinberg. 27 November 1899. 1098.
36 Ibid.• Roosevelt 10 Cowles. 2 March 1900. 12<11.
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south of the 2ambesi just as in New York.n37 To another British friend Roosevelt

called himself Ua believer in the fact that it is for the good of the world that the

English-speaking race in all its branches should hold as much of the world9 s

surface as possible.n38 Being of mixed heritage9 Roosevelt did Dot believe in the

need for Anglo-Saxon racial Purity9 but the assimilation and anglo-conformism of

non-English-speaking peoples9 whether in New York or Cape Town. He equated

the English language with the higher fonns ofcivilization9 including self-government

and ~~civic morality. t9

While official American opinion echoed Roosevelf s sentiments, Canadian

participation in the war received much less scrutiny. With the rapprochement in

place and American annexationism on the wane9 most Americans seemed to accept

that the Dominion would send troops. During the Venezuela crisis9 Americans had

viewed Canada's imperial connection as a violation of the Monroe Doctrine.

Goldwin Smith had postulated tbat under the doctrine the United States would never

allow Canada to partieipate in any imperial war. To a British friend he had written9

1must tell you that 1do not believe that the Americans will ever
willingly allow you ta make tbis continent the scene, base, or
highway of war, or to use the two Canadian milways - whieh in faet
are as mueh American as Canadian -- for the transmission of troops
or munitions of war 10 be employed against any power with which
the Americans are at peace.39 _

Albert Shaw agreed with Smith, and ebaracterized Canada as not just a mere

dominion, but England's most important military ally. "Canada is now looked

upon as a part of the strategie and military strength of England," Shaw wrote in the

ReviewofReviews. "and as such available, at any time, for England's support in

imperial conquest or in European war." According to Shaw Canada's position

meant that the Dominion "is to be dragged inta the arena of European confliet, from

whieh it is the object of the Monroe Doctrine to deliver ber along with the rest of the

37 Ibid.. Roosevelt to Spring Riec. 2 Deœmber 1899. 1103.
38 Ibid.• Roosevelt ta Scions. 7 FebnJary 1900. 1176-7.
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western world." European powers would then he justified uin making Canadian

soil the theater of warlike operations."

This dragging of European and Asiatie eonflicts in the very heart of
the continent of North America would cause our Government great
inconvenienee. Canada's participation in the South Africau \Vary - a
matter which \Vas no eoncem of hersy directly or indireetlyy - is the
most flagrant violation of the Monroe Doctrine that has ever been
eommitted y because it makes a precedent under which Canada will be
deemed by Europe a party to ail ofEngland' s quarrels y and therefore
a legitimate fighting ground.

Shaw indicated that the rapprochement had not made the forty-ninth parallel secure.

For him the war underscored Canada's unnatural and anachronistic position. Shaw

believed that '1he one thing in the whole outlook for the United States that is in any

degree whatever menacing orannoying is the arbitrary line across the continen~

which checks its natural expansion, and beyond whieh a European power is building

fortifications." Shaw's rhetoric indicated that American continental expansionism

was alive and weil. '~ature intended the far Northwest for the free and natural

expansion of America," Shaw continued, while now England was "ereating a

military ally in Canada to thwart the expansion of the United States. 'MO Shaw's

comments paralleled ones he bad made both in print and privately to William T.

Stead during the Venezuela crisis. While Roosevelt may have altered his view of

England because of the Spanish-American War, Shaw continued to view Great

Britain as the "lion in the path" of American power. More specifically, the British

empire continued to encroach upon American soil; more dangerously, Canadian

participation in the South African war indicated Canada's willingness to become

England's most important military ally.

Like Shaw, other Americans questioned Canada's sending of troops to

South Africa and illustrated continuing expansionism and Anglophobia. In June

1900 a number of prominent New Yorkers, including Paul Dana and W. Bourke

39 Smith Papers y Smith to Mowbray. 19 December 1895.
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Cockran, fonned the National Continental Union League to promote the political

union of Canada and the United States. Their declaration included a paragraph that

combined the Monroe Doctrine with Anglo-Saxonism:

In our opinion, the time has come when it is desirable that Europe
should cease to direct or control the political or domestic affairs of
any portion of this Continent, and we believe that such cessation will
tend to unite ail English-speaking communities throUghout the world
in one common effort to develop, promote. extend" and defend
constitutional government, and will he for the best interests of
humanity:u

The founding of the League during the South African war certainly reflected the

anglophobiaofits founders. More importandy. the League indicated the persistence

of the comerstones of nineteenth century American ideology: anglophobia,.

expansionism. and the Monroe Doctrine.

Such sentiment even round ils way into Senate debate over the South African

war. In a highly anglophobic speech favoring recognition of the Boer OOlligerents•

Senator Wellington praised the Boers for having reached "the sublimest height of

moral and physical courage to which it is possible for mankind to ascend."

Wellington then tumed bis attention toward Canada. "What nation holds and

controls a great body of land in the north, govems islands above the United States

and below them?,"" the Senator asked. ''fhe answer will 00, England.'" Like

Shaw, Wellington suggested that a war OOtween England and a European power

would Mean war in North America. In case ofa European invasion of Canada,.

"what will we be foreed to do?,'" Wellington asked. "Proteet England in her

American possessions? Would it not he better to acquire Canada ourselves and

hold it instead of defending it for England?'" Wellington answered bis own

question with reference to recent American expansion overseas. "If we have the

right to conquer the unwilling Filipinos, 8000 miles away," he said, "why not. for

40 ~The Progress of the Wood," American Review of Reviews 25,3, (March 19(2), 264.
41 New York Times, 19 June 1900.
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the safety of our frontier~strike down British rule in Canada and force Canadians to

become a part of the United States?,942 Once again~ Wellington~sspeech reflected

persistent American anglophobia and continental expansionism. Fresh from their

heady victory only the year before~ many Americans seemed to feel the lime was ripe

for fulfilling America's manifest destiny. Canada still irritated the sensibilities of

Many Americans.

Despite questioning the justice of the war and Canada"s raie in it, Most

Americans seemed to acœpt Canadian participation as of little consequence. The

New York Times made note of Canada's enthusiastic support for England with very

little commenL When the Canadian government decided 10 send a contingent of

l,()()() men, the paper noted ooly tbat this constituted a larger number than any other

colony and more than England had suggested.43 With the Canadian decision to

send a second contingen~ the paper noted that two of the mounted rifles

detachments would be recruited from the Northwest Mounted Police and from

western cowboys. '7hese will be genuine 'Rough Riders,'9 the paper declared with

admiration, making a comparison with Theodore Roosevelt' s ouûit of the Spanish­

American War.44 The New Yorle Tribune also expressed sorne admiration for the

Canadian contingents, expressing an element of New World solidarity. The

Canadïan "fighters9 " aceording to the paper, were "picked men from all over the

Dominion that are expected to cornpete favorably with the regular army. '"

Moreover, as the British planned 10 incorporate the contingent as a whole it would

"thus maintain its individuality as a distinctively Canadian organization,''' a fact

destined to he '~ery gratifying to the pride of Canadians.'" Despite the Canadians'

lack of battle experience, the Tribune fully expected them to "give a good account of

42 Government Printing Office, Congressional Record. Seuate. 28 May 1900, 6131-32.
43 New York Times, 14 Oclober 1899.
44 New York Times, 30 December 1899.
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itself. "45 A fe"" weeks later, with more Canadian troops planned after the disastrous

uBlack Week," the paper noted the Canaclian desire to bear ils fair share. 'vrhis is

a matter in which Canada is not counting dollars," the Tribune stated, "being

content to pour out her last coin, if necessary, for the vindication of the Imperial

cause."46 Unlike some Americans who viewed Canadian participation in an

imperial war as a violation of the Monroe Doctrine, the Times and Tribune offered

tinle comment. When the papers did take note of Canadian participation, it was with

positive characterizations of the dominion' s trex>ps and ils filial support of England.

The American journal Outlex>k echoed this sentiment, praising the Canadian

response to the war as uquick and full" and "generous in spiriL'~7

Despite the ongoing dispute over the Alaska boundary, the South African

war witnessed a large degree of Canadian-American amity. Much of this goodwiU

might be attributed ta the Canadian Prime Minister. During the previous year no

Canadian had been more outspoken than Sir Wilfrid in decrying America's unjust

stance on the boundary issue. In the House of Commons he had even speculated on

warbeing theonlyotheralternative to arbitration or compromise [see below). The

outbreak of the war, however, found the prime minister in Chicago to attend the

ground-Iaying ceremony for the new post office. With the American and Mexican

presidents also in attendance, the ceremony became symbolic ofcontinental

goodwill. Laurier displayed bis usual rhetorical skills and struck a balance between

maintaining Canada's righl8 and proclaiming Anglo-American unity. Laurier struck

the familiar chord of Canadian-American racial ties: ''We are of the same stock: we

spring from the same races on one side of the line as on the other. We speak the

same language. We have the same literature, and for more than one thousand years

we have had a common history.nOnce again, Laurier utilized Anglo-Saxon rhetoric

45 New York Tribune. 29 October 1899.
46 New York Tribune, 14 January 1899.
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to appeal to an English-speaking audience. When the prime minister tumed to

Alask~ he spoke with a frankness softened by humor. While Laurierstated that

"we do not want one inch of your land,n which brought cheers from the Chicago

crowd, he facetiously asked, Uif 1 state, however, that we want to hold our land,

would that he an American sentiment, 1want to know?n This drew laughs from the

audience. Laurier aIse trotted out the old phrase "blood is trocker than water," and

noted British sympathy toward America during the war with Spain ~'for no other

reason than that we were of the same blood.'~ Finally, Laurierconcluded by

envisioning the day Great Britain and the United States would join together uin the

defence of some holy cause, in the defence of holy justice, for the defence of the

oppressed, for the enfranchisement of the downtrodden, and for the advancement of

liberty, progress and civilization.'948 Not only did Laurier echo the righteous

rhetoric of the Spanish-American War, but with another war imminent in South

Afri~ the prime minister cast the war with the Boers in a similar vein, as a "holy

crusade" -- words that he would soon repeat in the House of Commons.

Laurier' s biographer Joseph Schull states that upen the prime minister's

departure for Ottawa, he left behind him ~~an atmosphere chili with righteous

disapproval.n49 Schull means that Laurier' s fine words could not undermine

American sympathy for the Boers. Yet the American press reœived Laurier's

speech very weil. In Chicago, the Times-Herald called the speech the urnost

significant utterances of the festival" next 10 thase of the presidenL The paper

further referred to Laurier's speech as a ubrilliant peroration" and bis words about

Anglo-Arnerican unity the "climax of the most strikingly significant incident of the

fall ceremonies." The Chicago Post believed Laurier had mentioned the Alaska

difficulty ooly to emphasize the fact that ~~between (Wo nations sa united by ties of

47 Outlook 64, 21 (April 1900), 891.
48 Toronto Globe, text of Laurier's speech. 100clober 1899.
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sympathy~ blood~ comprehension and interest no quarrels and bickerings are capable

of producing any real ill-feeling and hostility...50 Fmally, the New York Tribune

gushed over Laurier' s ueloquent address~"especially his thoughts concerning

Anglo-Sa~onunity. urf that is the voice of Cana~n the paper stated. "there

should be no further bickering between the Dominion and the Union." In the prime

minister' s uennobled and ennobling sentiments the voice of Canada and the voice

of the Uni ted States are one...51

AnglcrAmerican unity would he sorely tried during the South African war~

with many expressions of anglophobia and sympathy for the Boers. For the Most

part, however, Canadians seemed to ignore sueh typical anglophobie sentiment while

emphasizing '~Americansympathy" for the British cause. Moreover, English­

Canadians placedAmericansympathywithin thecontextofAnglo-American unity~

just as they had with British sympathy toward the United States during ils war the

year before. Methodist Magazine believed that ''he magnanimous sympathy

shown the Americans...has brOUght ils reward in the warm sympathy shown by the

American PeOple:'S% Shortly after ~~BlackWeek." in an article entitled "American

sympathy:' the same journal stated that "Beyond the ties of blood and brotherhood

between Great Britain and America. the intellectual and moral sympathy between

these imperial democracies...will bind them in a moral alliance.n53 The editor of

Canadian Mgazine went sa far as to note the lack of protest against the war in the

republic. "There cao be no question that a general and outspoken objection to the

war on the pan of the people of the United States," John Ewan wrote, "would have

been a greater obstruction to the war party in England than the hostile opinion of the

rest of the world." Although both nations possessed innate sympathy for the

49 Schul1~ 381.
sa Quoled in Toronto Globe, 12 October 1899.
SI New York Tribune~ Il October 1899.
sZ'1be World's Progress," MetbodistMapzine 50~ 6, (Decem.ber 1899)~ 570.
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underdog~ Spain and the Boer republics had uforfeited a great deal of this natura!

feeling" by their actions. ''Thus the two leaders ofcivilization have been an

exampIe and justification to each other."54

In Queen~s Ouarterlv George Grant also viewed American sympathy as a

positive outcome of the war. At the outbreak of the war Grant praised Joseph

Chamberlain~the British Colonial Secretary~ for bis efforts to foster Anglo­

American amity. The Most "American" member of the British cabine~

Chamberlain had displayed~ according to Grant, the "greatest sincerity and

steadiness in bis American sympathies," reflecting the "mind of the British people

in general..,55 A few months laler Grant sPeculated that any interference in the war

would result in not merely an Anglo-American alliance, but "an alliance of the

English-speaking peoples that would never be broken." British sympathy during

the Spanish-American war had broken the average American out ofbis isolation.

During the present crisis, Grant concluded, "the claims of blood, ofdescent, of

common interest, and common moral aims, ideals and hQPCS can now exert their

legitimate influence."56 A year laler Grant continued to preach the benefits of

Anglo-Saxon solidarity, which he viewed as one of the most significantevents of the

previous century:

The great Republic bas come of age. It is taking its place as one of
the greatest of the World Powers. It has found out that there is
neither honour nor PQlitical profit in twisting the lion' stail. The best
gifl the last century has left with us is the promise of a moral union
and possibly a common citizenship between it and the Mother
Country.57

Grant' s writing revealed the broad context in which English-Canadians viewed the

events of the tum-of-the-century. British sympathy during the Spanish-American

53 ··American Sympathy," MedlodistMaMne 51, l, (January 1900).90.
54 John A. Ewan. uCuJrentEvents Abroad.'· CanadianMap7ine 17, l, (May 1901),80.
sSuCurrent Events," Queen'sQuartedy 7, 2, (October 1899). 166-7.
S6lbid, 3, (January 1900). 253.
ST uCwrent Events," Oueen'sQuarterly 8, 3, (January 1901).239.
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War had been reciprocated during the Boer War. Grant not only cheered the

Anglo-American entente, but envisioned a greater, common destiny for the entire

race. The wars with the Spanish, the Filipinos, and the Boers were not unconnected,

but constituted part ofa larger, highly significant picture that drew the English­

speaking peoples of the world inexorably doser together.

Canada95 Voiee: The Modus Vivendi and Clayton-Buhver Treaties

Despite the change in American opinion toward Great Britain after the Spanish­

American War, problems still existed. The Joint High Commission had adjoumed

in early 1899 with no resolution of the Alaska boundary. Moreover, with new

territories in the Pacifie, the United States eagerly desired ta begin building an

isthmian canal. The Anglo-American Clayton-BulwerTreatyof 1850, however,

stipulated that the United States and Great Britain must build any canal in

cooperation. Both in Canada and in Great Britain, American impatience 10 build a

canal was seen as a bargaining chip. If the United States would concede on the

Alaska boundary, Great Britain would agree 10 modify the 1850 treaty and allow the

United States to build a canal independendy. In the end, Canada refused 10 aceept

any seulement agreed to by both the United States and Great Britain. After all, with

the United States champing al the bit in its desiœ 10 build a canal, all Canada need

do was wail In its resistance ofAmerican demands, the Canadian government

enjoyed the support of the British government, namely Joseph Chamberlain, the

Colonial Secretary. Moreover, Lord Salisbury, as historian H.C. Allen notes, "was

very much the aristocrat and had some of the inclination of the old Tory aristocracy

10 despise ail things American.,,5B Moreover, Salisbury served as bath prime

minister and foœign secretary, a combination tbatoften tended 10 complicate Anglo­

American affairs, as during the Venezuela crisis. Apparent Canadian intransigence,

58 Allen, 523.
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then~ provided the British with a convenient excuse to resis! complete capitulation to

American terms.

The coming of the \Var in SouthAfri~ however, drastically changed the

situation. With early British setbacks caupied \Vith a threat by the United States

Senate uni1ateraIly toabrogate the Clayton-BulwerTreaty, Great Britain found itself

backed into a corner. Desirous of American support in its critical hour~ the British

govemment agreed ta abrogate the treaty without any guid pro quo regarding

Alaska. Canadian histarians have repeatedly referred ta Great Britain "sacrificingn

Canadian interests in the matter.59 In reality, bath Great Brifain and the United

States sought to ucompartmentalize" Canadian-American relations. With relations

between the dominion and the republic fonning an apparent obstacle to AngIo­

American relations at a critical hour, bath British and American diplomals sought 10

cleave Canadian-American relations off into their own category. With increasing

contact between Canadian and American officiais, and the convening of the 1898-99

Joint High Commission composed largely of Americans and Canadians, Canadian­

American relations already composed a separate category ofdiplamacy. Into this

situation created by the rapprochement stepped Wilfrid Laurier 10 claim for Canada

a measure of ils own voice in the conductofAnglo-Canadian-American relations.

Still, Canada's inability to conduct its own external affairs direcdy placed the

Dominion in a hopelessly inferior position. The fault lay not with grasping

Americans or a caIlous British Foreign Office, but with Canada's disadvantaged

position.

In early January 1899, John Hay and British ambassador Julian Pauncefote

agreed on a modification orthe Cayton-BuiwerTreatyailowing independent

American construction ofa canal. The British consulted the Laurier govemment

which rejected any modification of the treaty without some sort of Alaskan

59 Penlingtoo.. 126.
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settlement. Almost immediately after the failure of the Joint High Commission,

British and American diplomats set to won.: establishing a provisional boundary

(modus vivendi) until the matter could he settled once and for al1. In April Hay sent

to Pauncefote a proposai to fix the boundary provisionaIly. Pauncefoteinitially

accepted the proposai on condition that Canada agreed. The Canadian cabinet, and

more specifically Minister of Interior Clifford Siflon, rejected the proposai. The

Canadians demanded any provisional agreement he linked to a commitment to have

the whole boundary submined toarbitration. 6O Meanwhile, the territorial govemor

of Alaska reported that the Royal Canadian Mounted Police were encroaching on

UAmerican temtory."61 The situation was proving to he more thanjust

inconvenient to the American and British govemmeots.

Though an anglophile, the Secretary ofState held Iittle love for Canada

during the negotiations over the Alaska boundary. On April 28 Pauncefote

infonned Hay that the Canadian cabinet had rejected the provisional boundary.

Exasperated, Hay sent an angry letter 10 the American ambassador to Great Brifain,

Joseph Choate. Hay depicted the entire Alaska affair, the recently-failed

Commission, and Anglû-Americans relations genemlly, as prisoner to domestic

Canadian politics.

rr]he whole matter is in a Most unsatisfactory state, which bas a
teodency to become worse every hour. 1do oot believe we are
asking anYthing unreasonable, and 1am sure if the matter depended
on direct negotiations between the United States and Engiand, it
would he very speedily and satisfactorily settled, but we were driven
to the conclusion hefore the Conference c10sed that the Canadians
did not wish any seUlement, that they preferred the present risky and
unsettled state of things to any decision which would leave them
open to attack from the Opposition, as having shawn a Jack of spirit
and a lack of regard for Canadian interests, in their negotiations with
the Americans.

60 Paoen Relating to the Foreign Relations.... 1899. 321-3.
61 Library ofCongre8S. Manusaipt Division. Joseph Choate Papen. John Hay to Choale. 28
April 1899.
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Hay stated that calling a new Commission wouid he useless unless the governments

could reach some sort of an agreement heforehand. Hay then tumed away from the

Alaska boundary and expressed his dim view of both Canadian politics and the

British habit of referring everything to Canada

You are by this time probably aware of the greatdifficul ties that
surround the arrangement ofany controversy in which Canada is
concemed. The Dominion POliticians care finIe for English interests.
Their minds are completely occupied with their own party and
factional disputesy and Sir Wilfrid Laurier is far more afraid ofSir
Charles Tupper than he is of Lord Salisbury and President
McKinley combined; while the habitof referring everything from the
Foreign Office to the Coloniat followed by a consultation of the
Canadian authorities by the Minister of the Colonies, produces
interminable friction and delay. 1 hope it May he possible for you in
your conversations with Lord Salisbury to cause him to fee! the
desirability of fmding, if possible, sorne arrangement of these
troubles, which, though intrinsically insignificant, are likely al any
moment to embitter the relations between our two countries, solely in
the interest of warring factions in Canada.6%

For Hay, a few square miles ofarctic wasteland were not worth endangering the

momentous rapprochement, a1though he knew American pllities demanded they

remain under American control. The Secretary of State essentially asked Choate 10

convince Salisbury to come 10 an understanding over Alaska without letting

Canadian PQlities interfere. At the same time, Hay sought the influence of key

Washington figures.

Choate set to work almost immediately and agreed to Lord Salisbury' s

suggestion by which the United States wouid lease to Canada land on the A1askan

coast and gjve right-of-way to a Canadian railroad. While not owning the land

outright, Canada would then possess her much-desired Yukon route, and break the

virtuaI American monopoly on Yukon trade. On May 12 Choate cabled an

exuberant Hay about the British plan. "1 cannot exaggerate the feeüngs of

satisfaction with which 1 received your despatches,,"" Hay wrote the American

ambassador. "1 thought 1 saw in them the promise of an honorable conclusion of

61 Ibid.. Hay ta Cboate. 28 April 1899.

247



•

•

•

all the petty wrangling of the past year over the settling of the Alaska frontier. n

Even more importantly~Hay consulted \Vith President McKinley~ two memhers of

the Joint High Commission~Senator Fairbanks and John Foster~ and '~e most

prominent members within each of the Committees on Foreign Relations of the two

Houses. '763 Ali agreed to Choate~sproposal~except for Senator Davis, the chair of

the Senate's Foreign Relations Committee -- akey exception~indicating possible

Senate opposition to any subsequent treaty. Once again, though~ Hay had not

figured Canada into the equation. Salisbury again insisted upon consulting the

Canadian government. The Canadians once again demanded arbitration~with the

added precondition that if any arbitration gave the United States the port towns of

Dyea and Skagway, Pyramid Harbor would automatically revert to Canada. Choare

expressed bis disappointment to Hay that Canada had once again proved an obstacle

to an amicable settlemenL

...1 was assured that Lord Salisbury and Mc. Chamberlain would
bring ail reasonable pressure to bear upon Canada 10 bring about that
result; and now it is manifest that whatever they have done in that
direction, bas been met by this astounding and unreasonable demand
from Canada,...and that ifPyramid Harbor was found 10 be within
the territory and jurisdiction of the United States, it should he turned
over to Great Britain~without rhyme or reason.... It is, as il seems to
me, perfectly obvious that Canada bas seized upon the opportunity of
Great Britain and ourselves proceeding to an amicable arrangement
of this vexed question, 50 as to permit the Joint High Commission 10
proceed and complete its labor -- 10 produce an impossible bargain,
by which they could secure the much-coveted port, to which they
have no right.

Still, Choate remained optimistic that some solution could he found. "It is not

possible that our present controversy cao have anything but an amicable issue,"

Choate concluded, "although the Canadian intervention sometimes makes that seem

somewhat distant'9604

The next day Choate penned a note to the British ambassador in

Washington, Julian Pauncefote. ~~Our apple-cart has been again upset," Choate

63 Ibid. Hay ta Choate. 22 May~ 1899.
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stated, ~~and by running against the usual obstacle."65 Choate did not need to

explain of what ~~e usual obstacle" consisted. Pauncefote's reply revealed that

the British representative to the United States viewed Caoadian motives in the same

vein as Choate and Hay.

1 need not say how disturbed and disappointed 1am at the failure of
our efforts in the matter of the Alaskan Boundary. It only shows
how difficult it is to satisfy politicians whose tenure of office is at
stake. Il is disheartening, but 1do not despair. The Canadians must
know...it is quite certain that Dyea and Skagway must he and remain
American territory; but they dace not put it in the Treaty in so many
words as it looks as a Concession granted without an equivaient, for
which they would he attacked by their oppanents in Parliament and
in the Press.66

Pauncefote' s reply went beyond Mere diplomatie niceties. Afterall, with the great

volume ofCanadian-American affairs that passed through the British embassy in

Washington, Pauncefote acted essentially as Canada's ambassador to the United

States. Yet in a note to his American counterpart in London, he freely expressed his

dissatisfaction with the Canadian government and look the American side of the

debate.

If the ambassadoIS in Washington and London were irritated al Canadian

obstructionism, the Secretary of State was gravely disappointed. Hay wrote to

Choate:

1 was preparing a telegram to you announcing our unquaIified
acceptance of the proposais made in your despatch when MT. Tower
appeared at the department with a note from Lord Salisbury saying
that, after consultation with the Canadian Government and a
discussion in the Cabinet, the tenns mentioned by you had been
found unacceptable.

4~I need not say it was a bitter disappointment," Hay lamented. With a settlement

aPParently likely, the Canadians had once again put up a rœdblock. The phrase

~4afterconsultationwith the Canadian Govemment" must bave dripped from Hay's

pen like bile. '7he simple fact is," Hay continued, "that the whole Canadian claim

64 Ibid. Cboate to Hay. 19 May 1899.
6Slbid. Choate to Paunœfote. 20 May 1899.
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was invented about a year ago for the purpose of getting a foothold on the ocean~ the

resul t of which would be to cut off southeastern Alaska from the rest of the

Territory... Hay went on to lament the effeet of Canada's stooewalling on the

proposed revision of the Clayton-BulwerTreaty.

A regrettable consequence of this failure ofour negotiations as to
Canada is the fact that it carries with il a failure ofour convention as
to the Clayton-Bulwer treaty. Ofcourse it is absurdly illogical to
make the one depend on the other.... The convention we made was
entirely satisfactory 10 both of us, and yet Lord Salisbury infonned
Mr. White before your arrivai that as a matter of tactics he would not
care to go before Parliament with a convention modifyiog the
Claytoo-Bulwer treaty unIess at the same time he was able to
announce the settlement ofail matters in wbich Canada was
coneemed.

Tellingly~ Hay did oot blame Canada for insisting upon linking the issues of Alaska

and the inter-oceanic canal. Instead he referred to the political ~blctics"of Lord

Salisbury. Although often quick 10 condemn Canada, Hayelearly saw British

politics behind the scenes. AfflXÎng responsibility on Laurierand Canadian politics

provided anglophile Hay with a convenient means ofpreserving broaderAngl~

Americanamity.

In the end, though" Hay CODtiDued 10 reserve bis greatest excoriation for

Canada.

The attitude of Canada as to such matters mates the whole affair
hopeless. After a careful observation of two years 1 am convinœd
that the Canadians prefer that nothing shaH be settled between the
two countries. Sir Wilfrid Laurier and the Liberais came into power
as the advocates of friendIy reciprocal relations with the United
States" but being in power and subject ta the energetic attacks of Sir
Charles Tupper and the rest of the opposition" they find it easier ta
sustain themselves as the stalwart defenders of Canadian rights and
interests against the ydllkee encroachments tban it would be to have
the job ofjustifying a reasonable treaty, sorne provisions of which
would neœssarily he unpopular in certain quarters.

Once again Hayaccused Laurier of uplaying to the crowd" by maintaining a hard

fine toward the United States. Certainly there was an element of truth in this, as

Laurier saw Canadian-American relations as a means of uniting a country sorely

66 Ibid.. PalDlcefote ta Choate. 22 May 1899.
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divided by language, religion, region, and political faction. Hay blamed the failure of

the Joint High Commission on Laurier' s fears that any seulement of Canadian­

American disputes would he characterized by the Conservatives as the selling of

Canadian interests: "Sir Wilfrid and bis associates were absolutely afraid that they

would have to retum to Canada with a fair and honorable treaty on their hands, and

the prospect was not agreeable to them." Once again Hay' s words contained a

kernel of truth, as nationalist memhers of the cabinet petitioned the Prime Minister

to return 10 Ottawa without an agreement. Hay concluded bis letter to Chœte by

praising the ambassador' s wort, where ~~success was only rendered impossible by

the attitude of Canada."67

Meanwhile, in Canada Laurier did bis oost 10 avoid answering questions

about a proposed modus vivendi. News of various proposaIs had been leaked to the

press, and on severa! occasions in April and May the Opposition leader, Sir Charles

Tupper, raised the question in the House of Commons. Despite the fact that Canada

had been consulted on a number ofoccasions, Laurier claimed ignorance of any

plan to fix a tempolëll1 boundary. In April he stated that there was U no modus

vivendi now Pending or OOing discussed between the two countries," a position he

adhered to for the next few months.68 After the failure of the Joint High

Commission the Tories had attaclœd the Liberais for not taking a firmer stand with

the Americans. Perhaps Laurier wanted 10avoid a potentially embarrassing subject,

or perhaps he wanted 10 keep the Cabinet' s bands free in the negotiations. Tupper

attempted 10 keep the pressure on with aggressive rhetoric. The Conservative leader

suggested possibly cutting off America's supply of Canadian pulp wood or barring

American miners.69 Even after rep'rts apPeared concerning Anglo-American

ô1 Choate Papers. Hay to O1oale, 22 May 1899.
68 House ofCommoos Dehales 48. 4 April 1899. 1074. See also May 4.2536; and vol. 49. May
26.3668.
69 Ibid. 49. 27 May 1899. 3783.
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agreement ta Ambassador Chœte's plan, Laurier continued 10 dissemble. In early

July Laurier responded ta press reports of the plan by caIling them "sensational

despatches." "1 do not believe tbere is any more truth in this than there has been in

preceding despatches of the same character," Laurier said, although he knew them

to he true.70

Finally by late July the facts had come out, and Canadian nationalist rhetoric

reached a high piteh. Liberais and Conservatives united in lambasting both the

American and British handling of the affaire Tupper recaIled bis criticism of the

government after the adjournment of the Commission when he had said, 'ihey have

forgotten what is due the people of Canada" Now Tupperwithdrew the remark,

saying he had not understood Laurier' s steadfast refusai to reconvene the

Commission unless the Alaska matter were settled. He caIled America's position

"monstrous," and a1so questioned the absolute unwillingness of Great Britain '~o

a1low any circumstance whatever 10 even threaten a collision with the United

States." Echoing Canadian sentiment in the wake of the Venezuela crisis, Tupper

conceded that an Anglo-American "armed conflict" would constitute ''the most

terrible event that the civilized world could witness." Afterail, Tupper said, '~ey

are of our own blood to a large extent." Yet England could never understand the

United States as weil as Canada, and that in this instance '~e diplomacy of England

bas failed." The Conservative leader concluded by praising the work of the Laurier

Govemment

The poHcy my right honorable friend [Laurier] has pursued up to the
present is one to whicb 1 have gjven my hearty endorsement. The
Government have only done what it was their absolute duty to do in
the interests ofCanada, in maintaining inflexibility, and against the
pressure ofEngland, 1am afraid, the attitude it bas assumed against
the contentions of the United States.71

70 Ibid. 50. 10 Iuly 1899. 6937.
71 Ibid. 50. 221u1y 1899, 8154-62.
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Tory criticism of the United States was nothing newy but perhaps never had a

Conservative party leader sa attacked the British govemment of the floor of the

House of Commons.

With TupperYs high level of rhetoricy Laurier felt compelled to stand and

affirm Canadian rights on behalfof the Liberais. He stated that there existed only

three methods ofsettling the Alaska boundary dispute: compromise, arbitration, or

war. Although Laurier elaborated y "1 am sure that no one would think of war," the

damage had been done. Reports appeared that the Canadian prime minister

suggested war as the only alternative to arbitration. "Canada Blames America," a

headline in the New York Times ran: "Talk of War or Arbitration. y,71 American

reaction to Laurier' s words was mixed On the one hand, Americans resented the

remark as a means of pressuring the United States to submit the boundary to

arbitration. "Sir W. Laurier's declaration for arbitration or war was very ill timed

and unfortunate," Senator Davis wrote to Hay. "It is regarded here as a threat to

compel arbitration, and bas aroused considerable resentmenl,,73 Writing to the

secretary ofstate, Davis probably referred to resentment in the Senate. In generaly

however, Laurier's comment caused very little outrage in the United States, perhaps

indicating the new feeling ofAnglo-American goodwill. The Times noted that

Laurier's comment did not alarm the govemment.74 Theodore Roosevelt, who only

a few years before had itehed to "take Canada" during the Venezuelacrisis, played

down Laurier's remarie. Writing of Laurier's use of the word "war" to bis friend

Cecil Spring Riee, Roosevelt noted the change in feeling in the United States:

Two years ago this would have provoked frantie retaliatory
denunciation on our part and action in the State legislatures and
Congress, whieh really might have endangered the peace. Now it is
for the most part dismissed by our papers and byall of our public
officers with the good-humored remark that there is to he no

72 New York Times. 23 July 1899.
7J Choate Papers, Davis to Hay, 31 July 1899.
74 New York Times. 25 July 1899.
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interruption of the friendship between England and Ameri~and that
ta taIk ofany rupture in their relations is Mere nonsense.7S

Joseph Choate said essentially the same thing to the press, blaming Laurier' s

remarks on Canaclian PQlitics and affirming that U no amauot of politics or

politicians in either country cauld occasion \Var in this cannection.n76 When

infarmed of Choate' s vie\v the Canadian High Commissioner in Loodon, Lord

Strathcana, called Laurier' s remark ~~merelya figure of speech and oot a political

dodge, as intimated by MT. Choate. ,,77 No doubt Strathcona \Vas correct, and

Laurier' s reference to war constituted Httle more than a rhetorical deviee. Yet

coming in the middle of the modus vivendi negotiations, in which Canada

continually rejected Anglo-American settlements, Laurier' s remarks were destined ta

he received by Americans as further proof of the Dominion's obstinacy.

Immediately after the uProar over Laurier's remarks faded, American papers

reponed that an American official had received a rather rude reception in Ottawa F.

W. Fitzpatrick of the Treasury Department had met with Laurier and invited Lord

Minto and the premier ta Chicago for a comerstone-Iaying œremony for the city' s

new post ortïee. Fitzpatrick, the Assistant United States Architeet, described his

reception as Uslighdy chilly." According to Fitzpatrick Lauriercalled theofficial's

visit '~ntimely" and declined the invitation fearing that any Canadian officiais

"might in a great gathering of such a character as the Chicago ceremony he

subjected to sorne unpleasantness or indignity by thoughdess persons." Laurier

supPOsedlyadded that he would also advise the Governor-General ta decline the

invitation.78 The Times laugbed at the prime minister's reported rernarks, referring

in an editorial headline to ~'The Hyperaesthesia of Wilfrid Laurier." "It is

impossible ta repress a smile at bis excessive sensitiveness~"the editorial smirked,

7S Manson 1, Roosevelt to Sprïng Riec, II August 1899.
76 New York Times, 9 August 1899.
ï1 Op cil.
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"and the air of deeply offended dignity which he assumes.'" Americans, the paper

stated., simply didn" t care that much about the boundary dispute.

Sir Wilfrid evidently supposes that there is a popular tumult here
over the question; that mohs rœm the streets bellowing for bis gore;
that Americans are secretly arming for the conquest of Canada, and
that ail our people, having laid aside their ordina.ry pursuits, are
working themselves into a fever over the question of the Canadian
port on the Lyon Canal.

The Times asserted that in spite of Laurier' s talk of \Var, "we really like him very

weil." The paper speculated, in much the same manner as John Hay, thal Laurier' s

remarks were once again "part of the game of home politics."79

Meanwhile Hay and Choale sought to keep alive the plan of leasing a port to

Canada. Choate worked on Lord Salisbury in London,80 while Hay worked on the

Senate in Washington. The sole obstacle in the United States seemed 10 be Senator

Davis, chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. With the supportof other

important Republicans like Whitelaw Reid, Davis told Hay that no treaty giving

Canada a 6~()()thold on the coast" would pass the Senate. Moreover, Davis said, an

embarrassing Republican defeat on the eve of the 1900 election might pave the way

for a Bryan victory.81 Clearly, domestic politics played an important role in ail three

nations involved in the dispute.

While the Americans worked steadily for a compromise; Sir Louis Davies,

Canadian Minister of Fisheries and member of the Joint High Commission, visited

London to make clearCanada's views to the Foreign Office. Choate noled to Hay

tbat the British would not take the matter any further until after Davies' s visil82

While in London, Davies rejected Lord Salisbury's plan for the United States to

lease Canada a port on the Alaska coast. Moreover, he impressed upon the British

78 New York Times. 5 August 1899
'79 New York Times. 6 August 1899.
80 Choate to Sailsbury. 9 August 1899. in Tansill. 201.
81 Choate Papen. Hay to Cboate. 18 August 1899.
82 Choate Papers. Choate to Hay. 20 September 1899.
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the intensity of Canadian opinion on the matter and the high political stakes

involved. Writing to Laurier in October 1899 Davies reported on bis conversation at

the British Foreign Office:

1 then stated that 1 was satisfied public opinion in Canad~ believing
wc had a right to the teffitory at the head of Lynn Canal~ would oever
sanction the voluotary surrender by us of Dyea and Skagway to the
United States...unless we had a reciprocal and distinct concession to
Canada of the ooly other remainiog harbour in Lynn Canal [Pyramid
Harbor]; and 1went further and said that it was oot a matter of the
present Government' s existence, but of the existence of any
governmeoL83

In the wake of Davies' s visit Henry White and F.H. Villiers of the British Foreign

Office discussed the Alaska dispute. White asked Villiers what the Canadians

wanted, and VilIiers replied, ''more than they will get,u displaying sorne impatience

with the Canadians by the Foreign Office.S4 Clearly a Pennanent settlernent was

some time off. Impatient with the standoffand anxious for some temporary

settlement, the State Department pressed for a modus vivendi, after which other

questions might he discussed. On October 20, the British and Americans agreed to

a temporary boundary, apparently withoutconsulting Canada As the modus vivendi

did not give Canada any access to the Lynn Canal, the settlement, although

temporary, was seen as a victory for the United States, establishing a precedent for

keepiog Dyea and Skagway American toWDS.

A month before the modus vivendi was complete<!, Hay wrote Henry White

expressiog bis doubts about any possible abrogation of the C1ayton-Bulwer treaty.

"1 wish 1could believe that Lord Salisbury would let the Clayton-Bulwer

Convention go through," Hay wrote, "independent of Omadian matters."85 That

seemed very unlikely, with the Canadian govemment sending emissaries to the

Foreign Office and rejecting solutions agreed 10 by both the American and British

ID Brown. Canada's National Poliey. 401.
84 Tansill, 215.
8S Henry White Papers. Hay to White, 9 September 1899.
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govemments. The isthmian canal was Canada's ace-in-the-hole; the Dominion

would not give it up, and England backed its position. Time appeared to be on the

Canadian side until the outbreak of \Var in South Africa in early Qctober.

··At this instan~ Il a.m., while 1 write," the well-informed Henry Adams

\Vrate to a friend in February, 1900,

Hay is probably signing with Pauncefote an abrogation of the
Clayton-Bulwer Treaty! Hay himselfactually trembles for fear that
he should wake up and find that he dreamt il. He bas given nolbing
for what a dozen Presidents have broken their necks to gel. No
doubt he is lucky to have a Transvaal warround theadjacentcomer;
but he got bis modus vivendi without, or hefore, the war, which was a
still greater relief, for Canada really tbreatened to he our
Transvaal....86

The temporary settlement of the Alaska boundary coincided with the outbreak of

war in South Mrica, and the consequent disbanding of the Joint High Commission.

The State Department now tumed to having the Clayton-BulwerTreatyabrogated.

With continuing Canadian demands, Hay and Choate's task seemed hopeless.

Indeed, Canada' s war contribution weighed heavily in the Dominion's favor when

seeking support from the Foreign Office. Hay worried that Canadian opposition to

the treaty' s abrogation would not 001y black the canal' s construction, but reveal

England as blocking the course of civilization. ·'It will he a great henefaction to the

entire civilized world:' Hay wrote 10 Choate of the proposed canal.

It would he a deplorable result of ail our labor and tbought on the
subject if, by persisting in postponing the consideration of this
matter until ail the Canadian questions are closed up, England should
he made to appear in the attitude of attempting to veto a work ofsuch
world-wide importance.87

In January Choate spoke with Lord Salisbury about abrogating the treaty with some

alacrity. Salisbwy would not he rushed, and continued toclaim the need toconsult

with Canadian authorities. According 10 Choate, Salisbury had stated ·\Tery

emphatically that he wouId have 10 bring it up before the Cabinet 50 as 10 give Mr.

86 Henry Adams and His Friends. Volume V~ Adams ta FJizabeth Cameron, 5 February 1900~ 84.
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Chamberlain a chance to he heard for Canadan Choate protested that uCanada had

nothing to do with it7
t9 while Salisbury replied that '~e war and Canada7s

participation therein had changed the situation. n Choate advised the Secretary of

State that "1 think you must expect some difficulty here."ss

Meanwhile7the Canadian Minister ofJustice7David MiIls, published two

articles in the British press explaining Canada's position on the Clayton-BuIwer

treaty. Instead of caIling for a quid pro quo on Alas~Mills asserted that any canal

would affect Canada's trade and security. In the EmpireReview Mills wrote

Canada is a North American State. Her commerce is far greater in
proportion to her population than tbat of the neighbouring republic.
The construction ofa Central American canal would he as much
called for in ber interes~as in that of the United States7and we shaH
never he content 10 submit to any other rule in respect to such a canal
than that of perfect equality.....

"The provisions of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty in this regard7
n Mills continued7"are

vital 10~ and the government of the United Kingdom must not7for any

political consideration, sacrifice the interests of Canada, and the future of the British

Empire upen this continent.n Departing from the convention of the Clayton-Bulwer

treaty7 MiIls concluded7·'would he a greater menace to our security and future

progress than any other matter ofconttoversy tbat now presents itself for

solution. "89 Mills' s words echoed Canadian sentiment during the Venezuela crisis.

If Great Britain conceded hegemony in the western hemisphere to the United States,

Mills argued, Canada would he forever placed in a disadvantaged position. Mills

did not try 10 interest his British audience in a few square miles of arctic tund~ or

pepper bis article with alien-sounding names Iike "Cbilkoot,n "Dy~" and

" Skagway.n Instead, he appealed ta Britons as fellow members of the British

Empire with identical interests. Added 10 Sir Louis Davies's London visit, the

fr7 Choale Papers. Hay to Cl1œte. 15 January 1900.
88 Hay Papen. Choate to Hay. 27 January 1900.
89 Quoted by Henri Bourassa in House of Commons IÀ'Jwes. 7 March 1902, 819.
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Canadian government seemed to he undertaking a rigorous campaign to sway

British public and official opinion.

With no abrogation forthcoming, the House of Representatives took

unilateral action, introducing a bill that authorized construction ofan American

canal. If passed, the bill would have constituted a violation of the Anglo-American

treaty. Despite Hay's unhappiness about Congress's hasty action, il appeared to

break the deadlock with the British. With the reverses ofBlack Week still

reverberating throughout England, the British government pressed Canada to agree

to an abrogation for the sake of maintaining American sympathy. Chamberlain

informed Lord Minto that the Canadian govemment must give their consent, and

with little choice in the matter, Laurier agreed Lord Salisbury told Ambassador

Choate that "Canada was very considerate and surrendered her special seruples.n

Choate agreed with Salisbury's evaluation of Canada's actions, and wrote to Hay,

~'you must give Canada a large credit mark: for this. considering the great heed paid

to her wishes by the Imperial Govemment in these days of ardent loyalty.n90 On

February 5 Hay and the British ambassador signed the Hay-Pcluncefote Treaty

allowing the United States 10 build and own an isthmian canal. ~~ay beams with

relief.n Adams observed. "He has euchred the canny-dians. He has gone one

better on the modus vivendi. "91 No doubt Adams saw Hay's reaction correctIy.

Within four months Hay had successfuUy removed two major obstacles in the way

of Anglo-American understanding. Moreover, he, or rather Congress and the

British govemment, bad successfully removed Canada from the equation.

The initial Hay-Pauncefote Treaty did not allow for the United States to

fortify the canal, which resulted in a howl of protest throughout the United States.

Theodore Roosevelt publicly called for the Seoate to refuse ratification, leading to a

90 Ibid., Choate to Hay. 7 FebnJary 1900.
91 HenrvAdams. Adams to FJizabeth Cameron. 5 February 1900, 84.
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··grieved prOlestn from bis friend Hay.92 The Canadian public also expressed a

grieved protest upon hearing news of the treaty's abrogation. A year earlier

Professor Adam Shortt had claimed Canada and Great Britain had "nothing to lose

but much to gain by pennining the canal to he built and controlled by the United

States." He cited the ··better feeling in the Anglo-Saxon household." 93 Yet

Shortt' s seemed Iike a minority opinion. Major-general T. Bland Strange, formerly

of the Canadian militia, responded to Shont stating that even between '~e best of

friends, partners or relatives, it is desirable that each should keep their respective

keys of the mutual safe." About the new Anglo-American understanding Strange

wrote, 'When a new-found friend asks to he aIlowed to put a pistol to your head as

a proofof reconciliation, the man or nation that allows it bas no brains worth

blowing ouL"94

In the House of Commons Henri Bourassa, who had broken from the

Liberal party over the Canadian contribution of troops ta the war, questioned Laurier

about the new treaty and the Alaska boundary. Laurier said that he could not

produce any Alaska documents as the matter continued to he negotiated. When

Bourassa asked for just the CIayton-Bulwercorrespondence, Lauriertellingiy

replied, uI am afraid that the two cannat be separated."95 Of course, the two

malters had been separated, placing Canada in a very disadvantaged position.

Bourassa realized thîs, and excoriated the British authorities for yet another sacrifice

of Canadian rights. The British had, Bourassa said, conceded its canal rights ta the

United States without a quid pro quo for Canada uI say the position is most unfair

for Canada," Bourassa stated. uHave we come 10 that point that Great Britain can

92 MOriSOD J, Roosevelt to Albert Shaw, 15 February 1900.
93 Adam Sbortt, 'The Nicaragua CaDaI and the aayton-BulwerTreaty:' CaDadianMagazine 12, 3,
(January 1899). 386.
94 T. Bland Strange~ '7be Nicaragua Omal and the Oayton-BulwerTreaty:' CaDadianMaga7ine
12, 5~ (Marcb 1899), 481.
9S House of CommoDS Debates. 19 February 1900, 143.
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count upon our devotion to such an extent that, even where we had acknowledgOO

rights~ she will not make the slightest efforts to have those rights acknowledged?'~

Laurier essentially agreed; "1 am not~n he said~ "an admirer of British policy on the

continent of America.n S.E. Gourley used rather exlreme rheloric when he argued

tbat the imperial authorities should have gone la warover Alaska and the Cla~1:on­

Bulwer Treaty. "1 will go into the trenches~nGourley proclaimed~"and take my

wife and family with me and stay there two years if need be to fight for the rights of

Canada.'~ The M.P. from Colchester went on to cali the men of the Foreign Office

'~blockheads~nand concluded by affinning bis willingness to fight the ~~ankees.n

If neœssary~Gourley concludOO~"we will fight them within twenty-four bours, and

after six months we will capture their capital and annex their country to Canada.,,96

While few other Canadians desired war witb the United States, most would bave

agreed with Canadian politicians that their rights had once again been sacrificed.

With 1900 a presidential election year in the United States~ the Senate duly

ootOO American opinion and Democrats delayed ratifying the Hay-Pauncefote

Treaty, supported by key Republicans sucb as Lodge. The treaty controversy

resulted in a surge of anglophobia and pro-Boer sentiment. The State Department

was roundly criticized by the American press and Hay offered his resignation, which

President McKinley declined. In December the Senate added sweeping

amendments to the proposed Hay-PauncefoteTreaty, which the British govemment

quickly rejected. The issue lay dormant until the summer, wben Henry Cabot Lodge

and Henry White visited England. Salisbwy repeated to White the need to

compromise on Alaska in order to win a modification of the Clayton-BulwerTreaty.

When White protested, Salisbwy conceded the advantage of separating the two

issues; in regards to the canal, Salisbury said, ~'we should have only one antagonis~

96 Ibid. 148-51.
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whereas in respect of Alaska there would he (Wo -- yourselves and Canada"97 The

British government agreed to allow the United States to fortify the canal~ and Hay

lobbied leading Senators who agreed to approve the new convention.

Negotiations on a new canal treaty and on arbitrating the Alaska boundary

now proceeded on two separate~parallel fronts. The treaty' s prospects \Vere aided

by the new prime minister~A.J. Balfour~ and the new foreign minister~Lord

Landsdowne~both ofwhom were committed to an Anglo-American understanding.

The goal now was to keep the two issues unconnected so that Canada could no

longer hold up negotiations. When Landsdowne privately asked Ambassador

Choate why the United States insisted upon a tribunal of six to settle the boundary

question~Choate begged off answering in full~ saying "don~t let us bring up

anything about Canada or Alaska uotil this Canal business is out of the way. Let' s

get the treaty ratified first before we take up anything else.,,98 Landsdowne agreec:L

and the new Hay-Pauncefote treaty was signed in November and ratified by the

Senate the following February. The United States would DOW he allowed to build,

control and fortify the canal, and had not conceded anything to Canada regarding

Alaska.

The abrogation of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty without any compromise on

Alaska was met in Canada with some disappointmenL In the face of an imperial

crisis in South Africa, and American and British pressure, Laurier~sgovernment bad

linle choice but to give in on the matter. Laurier had previously staked a firm

position on the issue~ as evidenced by his intense rhetoric~by the London visits of

Sir Louis Davies, and by the courting of British public opinion by David Mills.

With much to lose by the treaty' s abrogation, Laurier attempted 10 soft-pedal the

issue when confronted by Tory questions. In the House of Commons F.O. Monk

demanded that ail documents relating to the new Hay-Pauncefote treaty be released,

97 White Papers, White to Hay~ 24July 1901.
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claiming that 4;~e interests of Canada were insufficiently and improperly guarded

by this govemment. ,,99 Monk even cited the articles by David MilIs. the former

Minister of Justice in Laurier' s O\VD cabinet. in affirming Canada's interest in the

abrogation of the Clayton-BuIwer treaty. Laurier replied by calling Monk·s

reasoning ~~fallacious:· uCanada had no interest in the Clayton-Bulwer treaty:'

Laurier claimed: uCanada had no interest in the Nicaragua canal. Canada had no

more interest in the negotiations ofa treaty which affected the Nicaragua canal than

she would have in a treaty in reference to the Suez canal." Not only did this

contradict the public statements bya member of Laurier' s own cabinet. but

Laurier's reply also miDÎmized any connection between the Clayton-Bulwer

abrogation and Alaska. With the two issues simultaneously facing Great Britain

and the United States. Laurier said. "it was thought opportune that the two questions

should he negotiated together."100 Again, the three-month visit ofDavies to

London seemed 10 iDdicate that the Canadian government thought it more than just

,4;opportune" or convenient to negotiate the two issues together. From the lime of

the Joint High Commission's adjoumment in early 1899 until the signing of the

new Hay-Pauncefote treaty in November 1901, Canada's primary external affairs

goal (apart from the South African war) was pressing for a compromise on Alaska

in exchange for a revision of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty. The TOries realized this

and sought to exploit il.

Continuing the Commons debate, Conservative leader Sir Charles Tupper

blamed the Laurier government for not insisting to the imperial authorities that the

rights of Canada should not he sacrificed. IOI A.C. Bell ofPictou disputed Laurier's

claim that Canada had no interest in a Nicaragua canal. "We, in~ have as

98 Choate Papers. Choale to Hay. 2 October 1901.
99 Canada House of CommODS Debares, 5 March 1902. 754.
100 Ibid.• 757.
lOl Ibid., 764-66.
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large a partof the North American continent as the United States,7'O Bell observed,

~~and our interests in the Nicaragua canal...is at least as great as theirs.7'O Clearly if

Laurier failed lo understand this, Bell said, '''\ve need not be surprised if the interests

of Canada in this matter were not safeguarded.7'0102 W.F. Maclean of East York

said that if the Canadian government had insisted that the Foreign Office Ustand by

her guos" regarding the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, "we should have had the settlement

of the Alaskan boundary at the time the final treaty was made.7'O This was certainly

not true, as 00 amount ofCanadian insistence could have pressured the British

government into sacrificing larger imperial ioterests for the sake of Canadian pride.

YetMaclean's remarie, echoed by other Conservative M.P.s and the Conservative

leader, represented a persistent misconception in Canadaconcerning its extemal

affairs: that with recentdisplaysofCanadianfealty, namely the Jubilee, British

preference, and South African war, Canada held aco-equal position in imperial

councils. In early 1902 Laurier and Many others knew differendy. Yet it would take

a more humiliating public defeat at the bands of the Americans, and their seemingly

willing cohorts in the Foreign Office, to impress upon a wider Canadian public

Canada' s disadvantaged position.

Conclusion

The years 1899-1902 witl1essed the crest and crisis of North American Anglo­

Saxonism. English-speaking Canadians and Americans began 1899 by singing

"white man's burdenn in the Philippines, and ended the year singing the same tune

in South Mrica. Anglo-Saxonism helped shape the anglophilia of important palicy

makers like John Hay and Joseph Choate, while il undennined the anglophobia of

Theodore Roosevelt. These years also witnessed an eruptïon of Anglo-American

conflicts, whose successful resolutions confirmed the two countries'

lit! Ibid., 770-1
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rapprochement. While Many Americans held a dim view of the war against the

Boers. official American opinion reflected the ~'benevolentsympathy" of the British

during the Spanish-American \Var. Americans and Britons exchanged condolences

over the death of Queen Victoria and the assassination of President McKinley.

Tensions in the disputed Alaska region were relieved by detennininga temporary

border. while Great Britain gave up its rights to a Central American canal under the

Hay-Pauncefote treaty. The latter indicated further British acknowledgment of

American hegemony in the western hemisphere. Following the abrogation of the

Clayton-Bulwer treaty Great Britain reduced its West Indies fleet and garrison. I03

The Caribbean had become an American lake.

The various events of these years simultaneously underscored bath the

strength and weakness of North American Anglo-Saxonism. Canadians and

Americans employed the same Urhetoric of righteousness" during the Boer War as

they had during the Spanish-American War, illustrating that they viewed the two

wars as part of the same mission: 10 keep English as the dominant language from

uCape to Cairo," and to keep Anglo-Saxon institutions the dominant form of

African "civilizatioo." Certainly, Many English-Canadians supported the war

because ofother motivations, such as imperialism, loyalty to Great Brifain, and

perhaps even anti-Americanism. And cenainly notall Americans supported the war,

using il as just another springboard for attaeks on England and designs 00 Canada

Yet the similarity of Anglo-Saxon rhetoric heard across the continent cao not he

denied, nor the faet that Canadians and Americans drew a conscious link between

these imperial wars. At the same lime, however, domestic politics and the realpolitik

ofAnglo-American relations could justas easily drown out such talk of kinship and

common mission. Like the on-going reciprocity debare, the Alaska modus vivendi

and the abrogation of the Clayton-Bu1wer treaty ran headlong into the perceived

103 Balley, A Diplomatie History of the American People. 488.
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national self-interest ofaIl three countries. The predetermined conclusion of such

disputes had much more to do with the shifting balance of power in the hemisphere

than \Vith Anglo-Saxon idealism

Hay and Choate~sdispleasure over Canadian obstructionism during the

Alaska negotiations illustrated a subtle shift in Canada~s place in Anglo-American

relations. No longer was Canada viewed merely as an offshoot of Great Britain.

British and American diplomats went 10 great lengths to compartmentalize Canadian

actions and official Canadian views emanating from Ottawa Il was striking to

witness Ambassadors Pauncefote and Choate commiserating over their faiIed pIans~

and blaming Canaclian p:>liticians for the narrowness of their interests. This resulted

in part from Canada's growing independence, including its contribution to the South

African war. It also resuIted from the British and American diplomats~ earnest

desire to preserve the tenuous rapprochement Placing the blame for failed

negotiations squarely upon Canada' s shoulders made more diplomatie sense than

blaming each otherand ruining years ofcarefully-cultivated friendship. Canadians,

like Laurier and Clifford Sifton, were aware of this, and sougbt to have Canada's

voice beard in Anglo-American councils. Canada's ability to throw up obstacles in

the Alaska and canal negotiations May have given Laurier and Siflon a false

impression of their power to shape Anglo-American relations and Canada' s destiny

on the continent On the eve of the Alaska boundary tribunal, Henry Cabot Lodge

stated that UCanada is in that worst of all possible positions of possessing power

unaccompanied by any responsibility. ,,104 Indeed, the very reverse seemed true;

Canada possessed growing responsibiIity unaccompanied by power. The Alaska

boundary tribunal would certainly underscore the limits ofCanadian power.

IDa Lodge. Selections. II. Lodge 10 Roosevelt. 30 August 1903. 48.
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CHAPTER FIVE

The Defeat (and Triumph) of North Ameriean Anglo-Saxonism:
The Alaska Boundary Tribunal

[ shaH perhaps tum up to see your grimaces as you writhe in the
strong grasp of Colombia and Canada... 1suppose you can always
buy your \Vay out~ but it will in the end come cheaper to buy
Colombia outrigh~and rent Canada.

-Henry Adams ta John Hay, 15 September 1903

The Yankees have simply gal a lust for power, territory and
expenditure, and theyare going to he the biggest bully the world bas
everseen.

-Clifford Sifton to John W. Dafoe~ September 1903

Introduction

Perbaps not since Califomia in the 1840s had a New World territory captivated the

imagination of North Americans as Alaska did al the tum-of-the-century. Like

Californi~ the discovery of gold in the Yukon in 1897~ and the consequent gold

rush~ gave the cold wastelands ofAlaska an aura of romance and adventure. "Ho~

for the Klondike!", an article in McCI ure' s magazine exclaimed in March~ 1898~

and claimed to inform readers of ''l'he Various Ways In" and "How the Gold is

Found and Where 1t is Got" "It is no place~" the author wamed~ ''for weak men~

lazy men, or cowards.,.,1 A few months later the Bookman noted the release of three

new books on Alas~ including one by A.P. Swineford~ the fonner govemorof the

Alaska territory.1 Alaska made the young Jack London a household name~ while

London made Alaska a household obsession. In 1897 London had [eft Califomia

State University to joïn the gold rush~ and he quickly made a name for himself as a

1 Hamlin Garland. 'Ho, for the K100diJœ!n, McOure's 10,5, (March 1898),443,454.
2 A. P. Swioeford. Alaska: Its HistOlY. Climale aud Natural Resources. (New York and Chicago:
Rand. McNally and Co.• 1898); Bœbrod Washington James. Alaska: Its Neglected Past. Its
Brilliant Future. (Pbiladelphia: Sunsbine Publishing Co., 1898); Harry De Wmdt, Tbrough the
Gold Fields of Alaska ta Bering Slraits. (New Yorkand London: Harper and Brolhers. 1898); ail
cited in 'The Bookman's Table. n BooIanan 7,4. (June 1898),357.
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writer ofadventure stories set in the Alaska region. In the January, 1900, issue of

North American Review London published bis story uAn Odyssey of the North,"

describing the adventures of the Malamute Kid.3 The same month he published an

essay in the ReviewofReviews entitled 6'The Economics of the Klondike."

London noted that the gold rush was over and welcomed the coming of the "new

Klondike," where '6the frontiersman will yjeld to the laborer, the prosPector to the

mining engioeer, the dog-driver to the engioe-driver.'~ That April London

published bis first book, a collection of short stories called The Son of the Wolf,

wbich invited comparisons to Kipling's worlc.s The writings of London and others

provided the popular backdrop to official negotiations on the boundary question.

Although the rush to the Yukon quicldy subsided, the continuing interest in the

region sparked by books and journals arguably gave the issue more gravity than it

deserved.

The Canadian claim in Alaska resulted from a desire to acquire Pyramid

Harbor on the Lynn Canal (or Lynn Channel, as il was a natural waterway) as a

deep-sea port for the Yokoi1, and thus break the monopoly of the American

Northwest states on transportation and supplies 10 the region. The Canadian

bargaining posture rested upon two positions. First, by questioning the drawing of

the boundary, Canada hoped ta cast iota doubt ownership of the American towns

Dyea and Skagway at the head of Lynn Canal. The Canadians believed that

conceding ownership of the towns 10 the United States would lead ta a compromise

on Pyramid Harbor. Second, the Canadian contention rested upen the British ability

to assen power in the western hemisphere. Especially after the Spanish-American

War, the annexation of the Philippines, and the subsequent American desire to

3 Jack London. "An Odyssey of the North," North Amerian Review 85, SlJ7, (January 1900), 8S­
100.
4 Jack London, 'The Economies of the Klondike," Review of Reviews 21. l, (January 1900), 71.
5 Bookman Il. 3, (May 1900). 200.
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unilaterally build and own a Central American canal, Canadians assumed that the

British could win Alaska concessions in retum for abrogation of the Clayton­

Bulwer treaty. On bath counts, such reasoning was seriously flawed. While

debating the Yukon railway bill in March, 1898, Laurier himself had conceded

ownership of the towns to the United States. Laurier noted that 4~rom time

immemorial" the Russians, and then the Americans, had claimed Dyea, and that no

protest had ever been lodged over this occupation. u[I]t becomes manifest to

everybody," Laurier concluded, that "we cannot dispute their POssession.,,6 While

holding out the possibility of their annexation ta the Yukon might have made for

good press and politics in Canada, for the Americans il simply constituted an empty

and dangerous threat.

The Canadian failure 10 understand the hemisphere's shift in the balance of

power represented a more profound misca1culation. The uproar in Canadian public

opinion following the Alaskadecision illustrated the widespread belief that the

United States and Great Britain possessed equal interests in the hemisphere, and that

British power remained undiminished. In reality, since the Washington Treaty of

1871 Great Britain had been gradually withdrawing from the western hemisphere in

arder to shore up British interests elsewhere. The profound events of the tum-of­

the-century ooly underscored this shift of power in favor of the Americans: the

Venezuelacrisis; theSpanish-American war; theannexationofHawaii, Guam,

Puerto Rico, and the Philippines; the abrogation of the Clayton-Bulwertreaty; and

the signing of the second Hay-Pauncefote treaty allowing the United States to

fortify the canal. Moreover, by the lime of the Alaska tribunal's meeting in the

autumn of 1903, recent events had onlyaccentuated this shift. England and

Gennany sought the State Department's permission before blockading Venezuela in

6 Canada House of Commons Dehales, 7 March 1898.
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late 1902y and accepted an American offer to arbitrate the dispute in early 1903.7 By

the time of the Alaska decision in Octobery the United States was aIready preparing

to support a Panamanian revoit against Colombia in order to proceed with the canal.

Theodore Roosevelt's succession to the presidency in Septembery 1901 y did not help

the Canadian cause. A devout adherent to the Monroe Doctrine and a proponent of

a '~igorous'" American foreign policyy Roosevelt had long held the opinion that

Canada had no case in Alaska. Moreover, he was willing to back this belief with

American troops. While Roosevelf s manipulation of the tribunal represented a lack

of good faithy it only reflected America' s incontrovertible power in the western

hemisphere.

Laurier was not completely unaware of the shift in power in North Ameri~

nor of the decreased importance ofYukon trade after 1898. Moreovery Laurier

might have conceivably ended the dispute in 1899, taking the American offer ofa

leased port and c1aiming victoty. Why, then, would bis Govemment place 50 much

emphasis on the Alaska boundary? Why would Laurier taitof war, send Davies on

a mission to London, have Mills publish articles in the British press, and reject

Anglo-American offers to settle the dispute? By the end of the nineteenth century,

few national issues existed to bind together Canadian public opinion. Within the

Liberal party itself7 Laurier needed to balance regional interests ta maintain party

cohesion. The Alaska boundary dispute represented not ooly one of the foremost

national issues of the day, but one on which Most Canadians could agree.

Moreover, in the Liberal Governmen~ the Alaska question was largely the purview

of the strong Canadian nationalist and anti-American Clifford Sifton, the Minister of

Interior. Sifton had been instrumental in bringing the Joint High Commission to a

deadlœk in February 1899, and from 1899 ta 1903 continuallyadvocated the most

7 Dexter Perkinsy Monroe Doctrine. 218-220.
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extreme position.8 Currying such national sentimen~ the LaurierGovernment

placed Alaska at the top of its agenda, pressuring Great Britain and gambling much

on intense rhetoric. In the short term this strategy \Vas successful. The

Conservatives had long made anti-Americanism a highly successful politica1

position. accusing the Liberais of unpatriotically currying the republic' s favor. By

way of the Alaska issue, Laurier co-opted this position from the Conservatives. In

the long term, however, a Canadian defeat on Alaska was inevitable. Laurierrealized

this by the summer of 1902 and sought to save face by quicldy settling the issue.

Yet in pressing Canada's daims on Alaska over several years, Laurierhelpedcarve

out a new place for Canada witbin Anglo-American relations. The Anglo-American

rapprochement, and the resulting Anglo-Saxon rhetoric, created an ideological

framework within which Canadacould find a relatively secure position.

Roosevelt and the Americans essentially had the same poIitical concems as

their Canadian counterparts. Needing 10 prove himself before the 1904 presidential

election, Roosevelt coupled bluster with a level ofdishonesty in bis dealings with the

British and Canadians. He reluctantly agreed 10 the convening ofa tribunal with

"impartial jurists." only to name men with clear political ties 10 bis administration.

Moreover, like the Canadians. Roosevelt attempted to pressure the British, who held

the deciding vote on the tribunal. While Laurier effectively pressed Canada's claims

via the Colonial Secretary, Joseph Chamberlain, Roosevelt threatened military action

and disruption of the rapprochement In general tenns, then, both Canada and the

United States acted in parallel. with its leaders pressured by domestic concerns an~

in tum, seeking to pressure the British. In the end, however, Laurier could not bring

8 D. J. Hall. Clifford Sifton. two volumes. (Vancouver and Londoo: University of British
Columbia Press. 1972). StudyiDg the dispute tbrough Sifton's eyes offers one orthe Most
throrough views of the Canadian side of the dispute. Hall offers a relatively critical view of the
Cauadian claim as weU as Siftœ's aDIÎ-Amaicanism andfailme to prepare adequatcly for the
tribunal. John W. Daroe. in CliffoniSifton in Relation ta bis Times. (foronta: The Macmillan
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10 hear on the British the same sort of coercion lhat Roosevelt could. Because of the

rapprochement, Canada had gained increasing autonomy in the conduct of its

extemal affair. Yer, ta paraphrase Henry Cabot Lodge, the Dominion did not have

power ta match the responsibility.

Canadian histarians have evaluated the Alaska boundary dispute within a

very narrow framework. concentrating primarily 00 the Canadian daim, Roosevelt' s

blustering, the partiality orthe American delegates. and the failure of A1verstone 10

act in a judicial manner. 9 The main contention seems 10 be that, a1though the

Americans had a strongercase, the Canadian daim oever had a fair chance arnid

American pressure and British acquiescence, in short, that the 1903 commission was

Co.• 1931). essentially acts as Sifton's hagiographer. as weU as an apologist for Lamierand the
Liberal party.
9 The bistoriograpbical empbasis on American motives and actions may result from the simple
preponderance ofmataial available on the American side. induding the lettas ofTbeodoœ
Roosevelt, John Hay. Jospeh Choate. Henry White. ami Henry Cabot Lodge. The œsult bas been
that in any consideration of the dispule. the Americans. and DOt the Canadians. become the primary
figures. F.W. Gibson. in "The Alaskan Bouodary Dispute." Caoadian Historical Association
~. (1945). 25-40. gives only passing attention to Prime MiDister Lamier. wbile focusing on
LordAiverstone·smotivcs. Donald Creighton. in Dominion of the North, (New Edition. Toronto:
Macmillan of Canada. 1966). concedes the importaDce of the tribunal's decision in creating Anglo­
American friendship. but still gives the standard accolDll ofCanada paying ""a heavy priee"in the
face of AmeriCaD ""big stick" diplomacy and British "'imperialist power potities." 0.0. Skelton, in
David Farr. ed.• O. D. Skelton. The Lifeand [.etIerS of Sir W"tlfridl.amier. Volume II. 1896-1919.
(Carleton Library Edition, Torolno: McCleUandand StewanLimited, 1965). describes the
Canadian reactioo as ""thejustaugerof the man who considen:d bimself the victim ofa cœfidence
game" (65). Charles C. Tansill calIs A1verstoDe's conduct "farfmm commendable."and mocks
bis œference to '"Senator Oliver Lodge" in bis later memoirs: "1fhe could Dot distinguish between
the great British physicisl aDd the American poIitician with the same sumame. it migbt seem
evident that the case ofCaDada bada distincdy poorchaDce ofbeiDg underslOOd" Tansi1l also
calls Laurier '~eherald of [the] new imperial Œder...in Canadian-American Relatioos. 187501911.
(New Haven: Yale UDiversity Press, (943). 261. 263, and 265. C.P. Stacey notes thal A1verstooe
bad been Attomey-General in thn:e Conservative adminisb'alions and states that he ""reverted to
type. and under pressure from bis govemment acIed the partof a politician ratber ahan a judge...
Stacey goes to seme length to place the decision witbin the context of AngIo-American relations.
concluding tbat Canadian intere5ts in the Alaska affair ""consisted in a basis being found for a sure
and lasting peace between Great Britain and the UnitedStates,"in Canada and the Age ofContlict,
Volume 1: 1867-1921. (foronto: UDiversity ofToronto Press. 1989 edition). 98 and 100. Sec
also Thomas Bailey. "Theodoœ Roosevelt and the Alaska Boundary Setl1ement,..Omadian

Hislorica1 Review 18,2, (June (937), 123-130. Bailey believes tbal Roosevelt could bave acted
less rasblyand received essentially the saDIe decision. wiaboUl creating Caoadian ill-will. Nearly
ail bistorians agree tbat memories of the Alaska decisiOll aided in the defeat of Reciprocity in 1911.
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never ''judicial.''IO Historians have failed to place the tribunal within the larger

context of Canadian-American domestic politics and American hegemony in the

western hemisphere. By 1903 the United States was far and away the ascendant

power in the hemisphere, a faet apparently lost on Canadians of the day, and the

Americans \Vere never at any point going to risk losing an inch ofAlaska territory,

let aJone two entire towns. Even before the American delegates were named, the

tribunal was never "judicial," despite the wordiog of the Hay-Herbert treaty.ll

Roosevelt had repeatedly shown that he wouid oot accept any body that might rule

against the United States - heoce bis early demand for an even numberofjurists,

with al least one British representative.

The tribunal, then, was always a diplomatie construct and not a board of

arbitration, with possibly significant political &amifications for both the Canadians

and Americans. Even the Canadian delegates could Dot be said to have been

"impartial." Laurier had long made the official Canadian position clear, and just as

in the United States, Most informed Canadians had long made up their minds on the

issue. On October 8, 1903, Aylesworth gave an interview to the Canadian

Associated Press in which he stated, uI have told Lord Alverstone that we Canadians

on the Tribunal would never sign any document gjving awaya single inch of

10 The one Dotable exception to tbis is Norman Penlington's The Alaska Boundary Dispute: A
Critical Reappraisal, (foronto: McGraw-Hill RyenoD Ltcl.. 1972). Pea1ingtOl1 views the Caoadian
claim as weak. and criticizes Ihe Canadian failure to take iota accouot the diplomatie cootext of the
tribunal.
Il See F. M. Carroll. "Robert Lansing and the Alaskao Boundary Settlement.., Intematiooal
Hislary Review 9. 2, (May 1987),271-90. Lausing. who was John Foster·s son-in-Iaw. ODe of
the American counsel fOI' the Alaska tribunal, and a future Secrerary ofState, gave an addœss to the
AmericanGeogaphical Society in New Yart. entided 'The Questions Settled by the Award of the
Alasbn BoUlldary Tribunal." The addn:ss was published in the Bullelin of the American
Geographical Society 36. (1904), 65-80, and reproduced in John A. Mumo. cd, The Alaska
Boœdary Dispute. (Toronto: Copp aark Publishing Co.• 1970). 1 ansiog concluded thal the
tribUDa1 ''was DOl io œality an arbittalion. but a joint high commission with judicial dUlies and
powers." This paraIIeled Roosevelt's view, as he a1ways pointedly œfem:d 10 the Iribunal as a
··commission...
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territory which we considered to he British.nl2 With bath the Canadians and

Americans unbudging in their positions, Alverstone rightly viewed his role as an

umpire benveen the two sides. His personal diplomacy \Vith the Americans, though

insensitive to the feelings of the Canadian delegates, resulted in breaking the

inevitable deadlock. No matter how the tribunal was constituted, Canada would have

lost the award, but Alverstone' s siding with the Americans a1lowed Laurier to deOect

criticism away from bis Govemment and onto the British. His claim for Canada to

have the treaty-making power, and thus independent diplomatic relations with the

United States, resulted not solely from Canada's disappointment over Alaska. In

more general tenns, Laurier sougbt a special, more independent place for Canada in

the relations between the United States and Great Britain, a claim previously made

by such Liberal AngIo-Saxonists as John Charlton and Sir Richard Cartwright

Like the Reciprocity debale, the Alaska boundary controversy had little to do

with Anglo-Saxon notions of North American kinship or common mission. Alaska

was about power and politics. For the most part, Canadians and AmericaDs did not

utilize the Anglo-Saxon rhetoric that surrounded the Venezuela crisis, the Spanish­

American War, the annexation of the Philippines, and the South African War. The

Alaska dispute ended the relatively short-lived period which witnessed the

predominance of AngIo-Saxonism as a means ofaccommodating North American

opinion 10 the new realities of the Anglo-American rapprochement. Alaska, then,

marked the general obsolescence ofsuch rhetoric, as Canadians began a new

nationalist chapter of their his1Ory, defining Canada as increasingly independent of

Britain and the United States. At the same tïme, however, Alaska marked the general

completionof the rapprochement, removing the last, great obstacle to the ARgia­

American friendship that would define the new century. By 1903 Canadians and

Americans had generaIly accepted this rapprochement, and Americans generally

12 CaDadian Annual Review, 1903, 360.
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accepted Canada's independent existence on the continent. No further

accommodation seemed necessary. Anglo-Canadian-American relations emerged

from 1903 on a new level, one that gave Canadaa central place in preserving the

goodwill between the two Atlantic powers. The Alaska boundary dispute, then,

marked bath the defeat and ultimate triumph of North American Anglo-Saxonism.

The Alaska Dispute: A Brier Overview

In 1867 the United States purchased the Alaska territory from Russia, inheriting the

Anglo-Russian treaty of 1825 that marked the boundary between the British Yukon

territory and the Alaska panhandle (or '~Iisière,"French for the ward ~~selvage,7t the

edge ofcloth).13 Like Many nineteenth century treaties that doled out largely

unsurveyed tracts of land, and the indigenous occupants, amoog nations, the

wording of the boundary proved unavoidably vague.14 According to the treaty, the

boundary ran 'b the North along the channel called Portland Channel," yet failed

to take io1o account the several small islands that lay within the channel. Once the

boundary reached the coast at the 56th degree ofnorth latitude, the lïne, the treaty

continued, usball fol1ow the summit of the mountains situated parallel 10 the coast."

Seeking to derme the width of the Russian lisière more precisely, the treaty stated:

Thal wherever the summit of the mountains which extend in a direction
paraIlel to the Coasl..shall prove 10 be al the distance ofmore than ten
marine leagues from the Ocean, the limit between the British Possessions
and the line of the Coast which is 10 belong to Russia, as above mentioned,
shaH he formed by a line parallel 10 the WÏDdings of the Coast, and which
shaH never exceed the distance of ten marine leagues. 15

In other words, the British did nol want the Russian "panhandle" exceediDg ten

leagues in width. The Russians resented such "ungracious" lerms, especially as

they related only to '~e occupation of a few leagues of land more or less." The

13 PeoliDgtOD. The Alaska Boundary Disp!le_ 12.
141be 1895 Venezuela crisis raulted (rom simiIar cin:umstaoccs. wbile the notorious 1885 Berlin
Cooference dividedmosto(·~ed"Mricaamœg the European powers.
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~ramatic 'windings" of the Alaskan coas~often broken by deep inlets lik~ Lynn

Canal. complicated any interpretation ofexactly what constituted the "Coast." In

L826 the Russian Admiralty published a map of the panhandle, \Vith its

interpretation of \Vhen: the line ran. The Russian tioundary ran around the heads of

the inlets. including Lynn Canal.

The British did not protest this official Russian interpretation of the

boundary. neither after 1826 nor after the 1867 transfer of Alaska to the United .

States. In the meantime, two towns. Dyea and Skagway, arœe at the head of Lynn

C~aI. Before 1897 these small outposts had limited significance, but with the
. .

discovery ofgold in the British Yukon tenitory, the towns, and the Lynn Canal itself.

took on potential commercial importance. Tbree elements of the boundary, then.

came ioto dispute: the southem boundary along the Portland Channel, and the

ownership of four islands lying in thecbannel; the interior boundary along the

mountain range; and the Do~emboundary, which either ran around the head of the

Lynn Canal, leaving Dyea and Skagway in American bands, or eut across the

channel, giving the towns 10 Canada The last of the three elements proved Most

significant and symbolic: would the United States he allowed 10 mainlain its

monopoly on Yukon trade, or would some compromise he reached allowing Canada

a Pacific oudet for the Yukon?

Roosevelt and Laurier

The Canadian position in the Alaska dispute was not aided by the assassination of

President McKinley in September 1901. McKinley's successor, Theodore

Roosevel~bad long relt tbat Canada had no claim. While still Vice President,

Roosevelt had staked out fion positions in bis correspondenœ. Ta a British friend

in March 1901, Roosevelt wrote, "1 have studied that question preny thoroughly and

15 Ibid.. 11-12.
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1do Dot think the Canadians have a leg ta stand OD. We might just as weil claim

part of Newfoundland. ~~16 The very same day Roosevelt wrote Alfred Thayer

Mahan ta discuss England~s ·~nwisdomn in refusing ta accept American

proposais conceming Alaska 17 ln April Roosevelt indicated his happiness with the

modus vivendi, and bis willingness to let it stand indefinitely instead ofattempting ta

negotiate a pennanent settlement. 18 Once president, Roosevelt continued to prefer ta

let the matter drift mther than submit the boundary to arbitlëltion or acœpt an

unpopular treaty. In January 1902, Hay, who remained secretary of state after

McKinley's assassination, wrote to Ambassador Choate, uI am afraid we shaH not

have any definite program to put forward in regard to Canadian matters at this time.

The president seems 10 think that sufficient to the day is the evil thereor.,,19 Yet

increased disturbances in the disputed territory 100 the administration 10 send more

troops to Alaska as weil as change Roosevelt's mind as to the need for a permanent

settlement

The breakthrough came in the summer of 1902. Roosevelt had made il clear

to American and British officiais on both sides of the Atlantic that he had no respect

for the Canadian claim and would uphold American rights in Alaska. With Laurier

in London for the 1902 Colonial Conference, the Canadian Prime Minister met with

the American embassy's First Secretary, Henry White, and Ambassador Choate.

To White, Laurier confided what he had long realized: that the towns of Dyea and

Skagway would remain American. Laurier wished 10 settle the manerquicldy

without great embanassment to bis Governmenl White described the meeting to

Hay, noting that Laurier needed to

" save bis face" 50 to speak, vis-a-vis bis people; bis idea being that
if the arbitrators were to decide that our view of the boundary is
correct, there wouId bean end to the whole business,...and he could

16 Monson. n. Roosevelt to Arthur RamiltoD Lee. 18 March 1901. 20.
17Ibid, Roosevelt to Maban. 18 MaIch 1901.
lB Ibid. Roosevelt to Lee. 24 April 1901.
19 Tansill, 222-3.
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say tbat he bad done bis best for them. Ifon the other band the
arbitrators should decide that our view was not the correct
interpretation of the treaty~ Canada would be entitled to compensation
elsewhere, either in land or in money, for the Skagway district10

Hay infonned Roosevelt of the Laurier interview~ and Roosevelt responded with bis

previous opinions of the Canadian position. "In my judgement it is not possible to

compromise such a cIaim," Roosevelt wrote to Hay. "1 think the Canadian

contention is an outrage pure and simple.'~ Moreover~Roosevelt rejected any ideas

of arbitration or compensation. '7he fact that they bave set up such an outrageous

and indefensible cIaim," Roosevelt continued~"and in consequence are likely to be

in hot waler with their constituents when they back down, does not seem to me to

give us any excuse for paying them in money or territory." The professional

diplomat Hay was a IittIe disturbed by Roosevelt' s bluster~ realizing that diplomacy

dictated allowing the opponent to leave the battlefield with sorne honore Roosevel~

though, would have none of it: '70 pay them anYlhing wbere they are entitled 10

nothing would in a case like this come dangerously near blackmail.U The President

indicated that he would accept the ideaofan AngJ<rAmerican commission~with

three members from each side, 10 try 10 fïx the line. Yet as early as July 1902,

Roosevelt stated that such a commission would Dot indicate arbitration oreven the

possibility of surrendering American terri1Ory. "1 should definitely instruct our

three commissioners that they were not ta yjeld any territory wbatsoever,u Roosevelt

concluded.11 Thus months before the conclusion of the Hay-Herbert Treaty~ the

President of the United States clearly indicated 10 the Secretary of State that any

appointed commissioners would enter negotiations witb a predetermined position.

No matter what Hay and the British ambassador~Michael Herbert, agreed upon

concerning "impartialjurists," Hay already knew bis President's mind.

20 Tansill. 224.
21 Marison., ll. Roosevelt ta Hay, 10 July 1903.
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Ambassador Choate was reluctant to talk to Laurier9but was pressed 6~ery

strongly" by Lord Landsdowne 10 meet with the Prime Ministerand Lord Minto9

the Canadian Govemor-General. Laurier was just as frank: with the American

ambassador as he had been with White9 and conceded a number of points. Laurier

told Choate that Canada would not oppose the American way ofconstituting a

66COurt" 10 arbitrate the boundary, saying, 6~at it was so important to gel the matter

settled that other things being satisfactory they would not stand out on thaL"

Laurier also conceded that Dyea and Skagway would remain American towns. "If

the Coun found Skagwayand Dyea to he British," Choate recounted to HaY9 66they

should remain American. They didn' t want them and wouldn' t take them. They

were American towDS, full ofAmerican people, and would be troublesome to

govem." As he had with White, Laurier left Choate with '~e impression that the

Canadians are more anxious than heretofore 10 settle, and will yield more in the

arrangement of the terms ofarbib'ation than they have been willing to contemplate

before.,,22 During those few days in July, the~ Laurierreversed the previous

position of bis GovernmenL Apparendy Laurier made this decision almost alone.

Before leaving for London Sifton and other cabinet members 10ld Laurier to hold 10

the previous Canadian position concerning arbitmtion by a commission with an odd

number of members including a neutraI umpire.23 ACter Laurier's retum, they

pressured bim to demand better terms, but ta no avail. Having gambled on the

Alaska dispute for a number of years, Laurier evidendy felt thataquick settlement

was better than no settlement at all.

The Hay-Herbert Treaty was signed in January, 1903. It provided for a

tribunal of six "impartial jurists of repute," three from each side. The New York

Times hailed the agreement as "another witDess and a new pledge of the friendship

22 Hay Papen. Cboatc ta Hay. 5 July 1903.
23 Hall. 113.
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of the two great English-speaking nations.n24 Yet the Times a1so recognized that

Canadian politics continued to provide an obstacle to any settlement. '7he question

becomes almost grave by reason of the complication growing out of the Canadian

interest~" a February editorial stated. "We might hope to come to an amicable

agreement with Great Britain, but the question has become one of Dominion polities

to such an extent that no Government there would venture to make concessions

which in all probability we might readily secure from the British Government. ,,25

Indeed, the Alaska question continued to feature prominently in the popular mind of

Canadians. In November 1902 Norman Patterson wrote a scathing characterization

of the United States throughout the Alaska boundary dispute. The American

Government, Patterson stated, had continually refused ta accept "any of thase

mutually acceptable methods of terminating disputes that suggest themselves to

civilized countries in limes of profound peace.99 Patterson depieted the republic as

the pirate of the North America. '1t is the unwavering policy of the United States to

daim, and if possible secure, by book or by crook, every additional inch of territory

in North America which May he obtained either by chance, by the indulgent

weakness of the rightful owners, or, where feasible, bya little gentle buccaneering.n

Patterson held little hope for British diplomacy gaining a victory, however.

UAlways in the past confronted by Englishmen who were poorly equipped in

knowledge ofAmerican questions as compared with the native American/9

Panerson wrote, ''the vic10ries secured by Wasbïngton diplomats were

comparativelyeasy." As previous writers had sought to define Canadians as

American Britons or North American Anglo-Saxons, DOW Patterson wrote of

"native Americans" occuPYÎng the cootinenL He wamed the British not 10 "trifle"

with Canadian imperial sentiment Despite America' s long-time ownership of Dyea

24 New York Times. 27Ianuary 1903.
2SIbid.. 6 February 1903.
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and SkagwaY7 Patterson concluded7uoccupatioo is no reason why the undoubted

rights of Canada to her own territory should be abandoned."26 Anicles like

Patterson's did oot help the Canadian cause. They made the Canadian daim appear

more sound than it really W3S7and built up unreasooable expectations in the

Canadian public mind. They certainly did not give Laurier much maneuvering room

by which he might U save face."

With the means for establisbing a tribunal in place7Roosevelt set about

appointing men he could be sure to ref1ect bis view of the situation. Roosevelt

claimed that ooly after the Supreme Court Justices declined bis invitation to sit on

the commission did he seek otherdelegates. While in Washington pressing for

reciprocity, John Charlton visited the British embassy and found Sir Michael

Herbert Ugreatly troubledn over the Justices having declined ta serve on the tribunal

and the selection ofAmerican politicians instead. Charlton also echoed the British

view conceming the futility ofCanad a7s protesting. "It is a ticldish matter,

however7" Charlton wrote ta Laurier7"to go beyond a certain limit in protesting

against the president's choice7if Supreme Court Justices have declined ta act."27

Later7Charlton gathered more information, especiallyaftera conversation with John

Foster7a former secretary of state and member of the Joint High Commission. To

Laurier7Charlton attempted ta put a positive spin on the appoïntment to the tribunal

of American Senators Lodge and Turner:

The appointment of Lodge and Turner7is probably due 10 influences
that do not come to the surface. The ratification of the Treaty was
for a lime considered hopeless. Lodge engineered it through, and
did it in a very skilful [sic] manner, practically taking the opponenrs
by surprise, and getting snapjudgmenl Turner co-operated with
mm. Whether the appointment of Lodge as one of the
Commissioners was a contingency following the ratification ofthe
Treaty is not susceptible ofdemonstration, but may fairly be
considered probable. General Foster told me that Lodge distincdy

26 Nonnan Pattersoll, 'TheAlaskan Boundary:' CaDadianMaga7ine 20, 1. (November 19(2),59­
62.
rr Laurier Papen. Charlton to Lamier. 21 FelJruœy 1903.
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and emphatically repudiated having formed an opinion upon the
merits of the case that would he impervious 10 argument and
evidence, and he set light account upon two or three political
speeches made in Massachusetts forpurely political purposes, which
he held had no interference at ail with proper action in ajudicial
capacity.28

Charlton's account seemed plausible. Afterall, Roosevelt needed a two-thirds

majority in the Senate to ratify the treaty. Moreover, the President had long

indicated that he was taking no chances with the tribunal, and bis appointment of

American politicians made for a firm and united American position. Lcx:Ige himself

would laler state that the administration had made known the names of the delegates

Roosevelt wanted to apPOint in order 10 satisfy the Senate that such men would

proteetAmerican interests.29 Although most Canadians would not have agreed with

Charlton on the need 10 pass a flawed treaty, Charlton was probably correct. Facing

Henry Cabot Lodge across the negotiating table May have seemed a high price for

Canada to pay, but, in the long run, a final settlement of the dispute May have been

worthit

Another account of the treaty's ratification came from Edward Faner,

Toronto Globe joumalist and another Laurier agent in Washington. Unlike

Charlton's rendition, Farrer placed the Senate's view of the Hay-Herbert Treaty

within the larger contextofAnglo-American affairs and the reœnt uproar over

Venezuela. In December, 1902,justas Hay and Herbert were concluding their

convention, Britain and Germany (laterjoined by Italy) blockaded Venezuela in

order ta extract debt payments from the corrupt regime of Cipriano Castro. The

Anglo-German force seized Venezuelan gunboats and bombarded forts. While the

British Office had received tacit approval for the actions from Secretary Hay, a

storm of protesterupted from both the British and American public. From

2SIbid.• 24 February 1903.
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Washington Farrer wrote~ "If the Alaska treaty should come 10 grief in the United

States Senate, it \vill be because of the growing anti-English feeling - a feeling

arising out of the Venezuela affaire ~~ To bis letter Farrer attaehed a clipping from

the New York Herald' s Washington correspondent, whom Faner described as

"exceedingly close to the President and...careful to express the President~s views,

and none other, on ail matters of international momenL ~~ The article stated:

"Among officiais here much of the gain which England has made in American

friendship during the last four years bas been dissipated by her course ofaction in

the present crisis. This belief prevails in the highest administration circles." The

article went on 10 say that the administration believed that the British Ministry "is

entering on a pro-German policy.,~30

The British Ministry, however, had not counted on such a bacldash among

both the Britishand American public, and it reversed course almost immediately.

Not only did the British accept an American proposai 10 arbitrate the Venezuela

debts al the Hague, but Foreign Minister Landsdowne placed pressure on Germany

to accept the proposai as weil. British actions. and kind words about the Monroe

Doctrine. quickly defused the situation.31 Writing two weeks laler, Farrer noted the

change in attitude. He also illustrated bis valuable contacts in Washington.

infonning Laurier of E1ihu Root' s membership of the tribunal three days before

Chamberlain cabled that fact to Ottawa. "It seems 10 he pretty weil settled that Mr.

Root, Secretary of War and an able lawyer, will he the head of the American three on

:!9 uMemoir of H. C. Lodge," Traosactioos of the Massachusetts Historical Society. April 1925. in
lames White. "'Hemy Cabot Lodge and the Alaska BoUDdaryAw~" CaDadian Historical Review.
(Deœmber. 1925),334.
30 Laurier Papen. Fam:r 10 BoudR:au.. 2 February 1903. Although FaneraddressedmanylettelS 10

Rodolphe Boudreau.Laurier's penoaal secretary, dlc leuers appear10 be directeclal Laurier. Quile
possibly Faneraddressed them to Boudmiu for greatel'(xmfidenliality. especially when writing
from abe American capital.
JI For an aceount of the 1902-3 Venezuela incident sec Allen. 603-07. He underscores how
American displeasure stopped abe Britishaction 6'dcad in ils tracts" and induced British praise for
the Monroe Doctrine.
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the Alaska boundary," Faner wrote. 'The action of the Senate in passing the

Treaty was due in the main to the sudden clearing of the atmosphere surrounding

the Venezuela question, and to the eagerness displayed by Great Britain in forcing

Gennany's hand at the criticaI moment. ,,3Z Farrer' s account seemed as plausible as

Charlton's. What, then, caused Roosevelt to appoint the three politicians: United

States Senate politics, British actions in the western hemisphere, or Roosevelt' s firm

stand on Alaska? Probably it was a combination of ail three, and Laurier' s

Washîngton agents had given the Prime Minister valuable tools in assessing the

Canadian position within a larger context. Laurier, the~ perhaps better than any

other Canadian, and even better than later historians, knew fully weil the stark reality

facing the Canadian daim in Alaska

In the end~ Roosevelt appointed Lodge, Turner, and Secretary of War FJihu

Root. Certainly these were not "impartial jurists": Lodge bad previously stated bis

strong opinions of the issue~ wbich, not surprisingly, reflected Roosevelt' s; Turner

represented the interests of the Pacifie states, which had been al least partially

responsible for the impasse of the Joint High Commission in 1899; and FJihu Root,

though a lawyer of national repute, was clearly a mouthpiece of Roosevelt himself.

The British were disappointed with the President's actions, and feared Canada's

refusai to take part in the proceedings. British Ambassador Herbert wrote 10 Lord

Minto that "it will he inadvisable and useless 10 protest. ,,33 Yet Laurier personally

protested to Hay, and Lord Minto protested ta the British Foreign Office. Il was too

lale, however, as the British bad already accepted the convention. In the end the

Canadians decided 10 follow the spirit of the convention and appointed two

prominentjurists, Sir Louis Jetté, Lieutenant Govemorand fonnerly a judge of the

province ofQuebec, and Justice John Douglas Armour of the Supreme Court of

32 Laurier Papen. Faner ID Boudreau. 15 February 1903.
33 Taosill. 233.
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Canada. After Armour's death that sommer he was replaced by A.B. Aylesworth.

The sole British representative was the ChiefJustice of England, Lord Alve~tone.

The composition of the tribunal under the Hay-Herbert Treaty, giving Great

Brifain the deciding vote, and the appointment of Lodge, Turner, and Root, sparked

understandable concem in Canada. The Ottawa Journal called Lodge Ua fiery

jingo." while the Toronto Mail and Empire observed that the three Americans were

neither '1urists of repute" nor "impartial." It would have been impossible, the

paper continued, for President Roosevelt to have selected commissioners "more

disqualified by avowed prejudice. or byofficial commitment, forpassingjudgment

on the question before them." In an interview in the Toronto Star, Sir Charles

Tupper believed that the United States had violated the terms of the treaty, thus

releasing Canada from anyobligation to Proceed with the tribunal.34 In the House

of Commons the Alaska dispute occupied much of the debate on the Speech from

the Throne in March. The new Conservative leader Robert Borden attacked the

Liberal Government for continually placing Canada in a disadvantaged position

regarding Alaska. Borden criticized the Government's agreeing 10 the abrogation of

the Clayton-Bulwer treaty and the composition of the tribunal. The Tory leader also

questioned why the Canadian govemment had not undertaken to make the Canadian

case c1ear to the American public mind. On the defensive, Laurier called the Hay­

Herbert Treaty "a great victory," as it placed before the tribunal all aspects of the

question, something the United States had previously refused. John Charlton, in

one ofbis last aPPeal'allces in the House, injected some Anglo-Saxon rhetoric into

the proceedings, stating. "it is a matter of primary importance to maintain good

relations with that great branch of the Anglo-Saxon family to the south of us."

Charlton' s defense of the Hay-Herbert treaty was punctuated by a nomber of

disbelieving Tory interjections. Finally, Henri Bourassa gave voice 10 a growing
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Canadian sentiment concerning British handling of Canadian matters. ~~[S]o far as

our relations with the United States are concemed," Bourassa told the House, Uit is

perfectly useless for us to expect any strong support from the British govemment...

[f]he one great object of British policy for Many years to come is to secure at any

cast the friendship of the United States.n35 Such expressions served Laurier's

interests very weIl, as they deflected criticism away from the Liberal Govemment.

~~ Laurier kicks hard against Cabot,n Henry Adams wrote to a correspondent

about bis friend Henry Cabot Lodge. uHe kicks a1so at Root and Turner, but 1 feel

that Cabot is the reaI pHI. Whenever Canada l'aises a bristIe, Theodore roars like a

Texas steer:' Adams continued, referring to the President, ~'and ramps round the

ring, screaming for instant war, and ordering a million men instantly ta arms.9936

Adams exaggerated only a Iittle. Roosevelt was not taking any chances with the

Alaska boundary. He bad agreed ta a tribunal only after the situation in Alaska

became intolerably dangerous, and because failure ta settle the issue might factor

inta the 1904election. He had insisted upen a tribunal of six, with at least one

British representati~e. He had appointed men whose minds he already knew. Still,

he set about making it as plain as possible 10 bath the American delegates and the

British that he would notconcede an inch of American territory. On March 17, days

after making their appointments public, Roosevelt wrote a letter ta the three

American delegates. To Lodge, Turner and Root he called the Canadian claims

~~ntenable"and affirmed, '~ere will of course be no compromise.tt37 In June he

wrote Hay essentially instructing Ambassador Choate ta infonn the British of bis

strong feelings. uI hope Choate will gendy convey ta them,tt Roosevelt wrote,

~'that1 shall probably, if they rail ta come ta an agreement, bring the matter to the

34 Quoted in Canadian Annual Review. 1903. 3S6--7.
3S House ofCommoos Debates. 13 March 1903.31~.

36 HenrvAdams. V, 1 March 1903. Adams 10 FJizabeth Cameron. 464.
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attenlÎon of Congress and ask for an appropriation sa that we May run the line

ourselves." Roosevelt demurred~ "1 do not want to make this as a threa~" but of

course that was exact!y what it was.38

Roosevelt and most of the key Americans sincerely believed that the

Canadians had no daim, and that their public outburst against the American

appointments was Mere political maneuvering. In March Lodge wrote to Henry

White:

The Canadian outburst seems ta have blown over. It was largely
political~and also arose from the fact that they know in their hearts
that they have no case. 1 wish that the English Commissioners could
be appointed so as te settle the organization of the tribunal~and 1
sincerely hope they will put on two Englishmen and one Canadian.
It will beareal misfortune ifthey givea majority to the Canadians.39

Clearly Lodge did not seem "impartial" as he told White the Canadians "have no

case.n A month later Hay wrote te White along similar lines. Although he called

Lodge~s appointment "regrettable,n he, tao, daimed that every thinking American,

Briton, and Canadian regarded the Canadian claim as untenable.

To say that our members of the tribunal have an opinion on the
subject is simply 10 say theyare American citizens. There is not a
man in the United States out ofan idiot asylum who has not an
opinion on the subject 1 believe in my heart of hearts that there is
not an intelligent Englishman who does not know they bave no case.
Sir Wilfrid Laurier sent me a private messenger the other clay te
protest against the appointment of Lodge and Turner, and in the
course of the conversation the emissary said to me: "Sir Wilfrid
knows, and ail of us know, that we have no case.,MO

It is unclear who this "emissary" was, when he visited Hay, or why he would admit

to the American Secretary ofState, in the same breath that he protested the

appointmentof the American delegates, that Laurier and most of Canada knew they

"had no case." Assuming he was not a figment of Hay's imagination, Hay's

account gives further indication ofLaurier's understanding of Canada's poor

37 MoriSOD9 ll9 Roosevelt to Flihu Rool, Henry Cabot Lodge, and George Turner. 17 March 1903.
448-9.
38 Ibid 9 Roosevelt to Hay, 29 June 1903.507.
39 White Papen. Lodge ta Whîte9 13 Mareh 1903.
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position. Moreover. the writings of Hay. Lodge. Roosevelt, and other Americans

underscored the Americans' absolute certainty of their case. This American

certainty. in the face ofapparent Anglo..Canadian wavering. confirmed the

Americans in theircourse and made the outcome even more inevitable.

The Tribunal

Preliminary to the tribunal' s meeting in September. 1903. Roosevelt continued his

campaign to pressure the British. While the Supreme Court Justices may have

turned down the invitation 10 sit on the tribunal, al least one of the Justices served

Roosevelt' s aims in another manner. On July 25, 1903, Roosevelt wrote 10 Oliver

Wendell Holmes a letter he intended the Justice to show Secretary of the Colonies,

Joseph Chamberlain. The President wamed that in the evenl ofan award

unfavorable to the United States he would "request Coogress to make an

appropriation which will enable me 10 run the boundary 00 my own hook.·' He

repeated bis view that the Uclaim of the Canadians for access to deep water a10ng

any Part of the Canadian coast is just as indefensible as if they should now suddenly

claim the island of NantuckeL" Roosevelt concluded bis letter by saying that in

case of a disagreement, ''1 wish it distinctly understood, not ooly that there will be

no arbitration of the matter, but that in my message to Congress 1shall take a

position which will preventany plssibility ofarbitration hereafter," and the United

States would settle the matter "without any furtber regard to the attitude ofEngland

and Canada. ,,41 ln other words, Roosevelt impressed uPOn the delegates and the

British the idea that the upcoming tribunal represented the last chance for the

boundary' s peaœable settlement A deadlock would not lead te arbitration or

another tribunal. Immediatelyafter the Alaska decision in Octeber, Roosevelt wrote

back to Holmes saying that "your showing the letter to Chamberlain and others was

40 White Papen. Hay 10 White. 10 April 1903. .
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not without its indirect effect on the decision. '941 To John Hay he wrote that if the

tribunal did not produce an agreement, "nothing will he left the United States but ta

act in a way which will necessarily wound British pride.,,43 Ta Elihu Root, one of

the American commissioners, the President wrote that ~'ifon the main issue the

British hold out and refuse to agree with us 1 shaH at once establish posts on the

islands and sufficiently far up the main streams ta reduce ail the essential points of

our daim ta actual occupancy." If Lord Alverstone failed to side with the

Americans, Roosevelt essentially said, the United States would forcibly occupy ail of

the disputed territory, including the Portland Channel islands.

Despite Roosevelt' s undiplomatic bluster and saber-rattling, he did allow the

commissioners some room to maneuver. On a number of occasions he expressed

the view that a compromise might be reached over the Portland Channel islands. In

bis Joly 25letter 10 Justice Holmes, and thus the British Ministry, Roosevelt wrote,

~"'here is room for argument about the islands in the mouth of the Portland

Channel. ,"'4 Despite the laler uproar in Canada about the islands' great strategie

value, a point echoed by some Canadian historians, Rooseveltclearly viewed them as

unimportanL As a naval historian and former Assistant Secretary of the Navy, bis

view of the islands appeared doubly important ln June he wrote 10 Lodge repeating

bis threats about Arnerican action in the face ofa deadlœk. Yet he a1so believed

there was U room for doubt" concerning ~~ose Iittle islands down at the mouth of

the channel." 'lbey are of negligible value," Roosevelt wrote the Senator, "and 1

don' t think there is the least importance 10 he attached 10 their possession.'945 Here

Roosevelt left sorne room for canada and Great Brifain ta save face. Apparently the

41 Morison, n, Roosevelt to Oliver WendeU Balmes, 2S July 1903. 529-30.
42 Ibid. Roosevelt ta Balmes, 20 Octaber 1903.634.
43 Ibid, Roosevelt ta Hay. 29 July 1903, 533.
"Ibid. Roosevelt ta Halmes. 2S July 1903,530.
4S Lodge. Sdeaioos. n. Roosevelt ta Lodge. 29 June 1903,37.
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president would have accepted a decision that allowed the United States to retain

Dyea and Skag\vay while giving the Portland islands to Canada.

As Clifford Sifton's biographer D.J. Hall has noted, the Canadians and

British \Vere shockingly unprepared for the tribunal. When the Americans

presented their case on May Il, the Canadians demanded the right 10 photograph

and examine nearly forry percent of the American documentation.46 With the

importance given to the Alaska issue over the previous half-decade, this oversight is

difficult ta understand. As a result, the British asked for a delay of the Commission,

in order that Lord Alverstone "might go shooting," as Henry White explained to

Lodge.47 Lodge protested to the President that a deJay of the Commission, which

was ta sil in early September under the lerms of the Hay-Herbert Treaty, would

necessitate Raot and the Senator missing the start of the next Congressional

session. Although Roosevelt might have appointed new men 10 serve on the

Commission in their stead, Lodge felt it ''important'' that "Root and 1 shouJd act on

that Commission on your account and on acoount ofeverything." ln other words, it

seemed important for Lodge and Root 10 remain Commissioners as they would

represent the President's views. Lodge recommended threatening to postpone the

Commission until the followingsummer.48 YetiftheBritish wantednodelay,

Roosevelt desired it even less. By the summer of 1904 Roosevelt would he running

forre-election, after becoming Presidentonly after McKinley's assassination. His

''vigorous'' foreign policyof 1903 May he viewed as reflecting Roosevelt's desire

to be elected President on bis own merits in 1904. On June 23 Roosevelt wrote to

both Lodge and John Hay that he would not tolerate a "serious" delay tbat would

Mean having "the thing pending during a presidential campaign."..9 Before

46 Hall. 116.
47 Lodge, Selections. n. Lodge ta Roosevelt. 23 June 1903,32.
411 Ibid. 32.
49 Ibid. Roosevelt ta Lodge, 29 June 1903.37; and Roosevelt ta Hay. 29 June 1903. !!Af7.
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Lodge~ s departure for London, Roosevelt wrote the Senator that the present

Commission represented the last chance for a final settlement agreeable to both

parties. uWhen Congress assembles 1 must be able to report the success or failure

of the negotiations so that action cao he taken accordingly," Roosevelt \Vrote. "1

feel that 1 have gone very far in my endeavor ta come to a friendly understanding

\Vith England; and this is the last chance for an agreement under which the two

parties cao act together."5O

Upon bis arrivai in London Lodge set about impressing Roosevelt' s views

on Henry White and Joseph Choate al the American embassy, and meeting with top

British politicians. A few days after bis arrival he dined with Lord A1verstone~the

head of the Anglo-Canadian delegates, and the two men look: an instant liking 10 one

another.51 Lodge found the Chief Justice uentirely obligjng and not only willing

but anxious to forward matters as much as possible.,,52 During meetings with

Chamberlain and Prime Minister Balfour, bath men promised to put pressure on the

Dominion leaders. His meetings with the British left Lodge with the impression that

the British favored a quick and friendly seUlement Any potential problems or delay

would come from the Canadians, Lodge believed, and British inability to stand up ta

the Dominion. '7here is no trouble at ail with the English part of it," Lodge wrote

to Roosevelt ''The whole difficulty comes from the Canadians, and they are as

timid about the Canadians as cao possibly be; theyare 50 afraid of injuring their

sensibilities that they hardly dace sayanything." Lodge viewed the British case as

"extremely weak" compared ta the American case, yet he still doubted that the

Commission could reach a settlemen~ questioning British "courage to decide

against the Canadians.~~ The ability of the Canadians to block Anglo-American

agreements had long infuriated Hay and Choate. Now Lodge, in London taking the

50 Lodge, Selections. n, Roosevelt 10 Lodge. 16 July 1903. 39.
SI John A. Garraty, Henry Cabot Lexlge: A Biography, (New York.: AlfredA. Knopf, 1953),247.

291



•

•

•

pulse of the British first-hand~ reached the same conclusion. "[T]he Canadians are

so perfectly stupid about it that they seem to fail unerly to see that a disagreement

deprives them of their only chance to get out of the matter creditably," Lodge wrote,

"and leaves the land in our possession where it will remain."S3 The Alaska

Tribunal represented the first time the Massachusetts Senatordealt with Angla­

Canadian affairs on an intimate level. The infamous anglophobe blamed not the

British, but the Canadians, clearly differentiating between the motives of the men in

London and those in Ottawa

Before the tribunal met in SeptemberLodge traveled to the Continen~ and

reported to Roosevelt that "German papers say that England is extending

fonifications and naval provisions at Esquimalt and is adding 92 big guns to those

already there.n Apparently Lodge lOok this information at face value, aIlhough it

completely contradicted Britain's acquiescent attitude in the hemisphere of the

previous quarter century. "1 wonder why,n Lodge mused, 'Cfor the one thing 1 feel

reasonably certain of is that England will not go to war with us and that slavish as

she is to Canada she will draw the line there. ,,54 Of course, Lodge was perfectly

correct in this assessment, one which most residents of the North Atlantic Triangle

had accepted long ago. For Lodge, however, aside from routine expressions of

America' s continental destiny and debates over reciPrOCity, the Alaska affair

apparently impressed upon him for the tirst lime the Pr0blems and intricacies of the

Washington-Ottawa-London relationship. To Roosevel~Lodge again wrote of bis

pessimism about any possible seUlement based on Canadian inttansigence and

British timidity. Lodge hoped that Alverstone would side with the American

delegates~ bu~ he said, '~gland is in such mortal terror ofCanada that 1feel more

than doubtful in regard to iL" Lodge noted the need for an agreement so that

52 Lodge. Selections. n. Lodge to Roosevelt. 30 Joly 1903. 41.
53 Ibid.• 42.
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Canada and Britain could avoid Roosevelt' s more dire prescription for Alaska. uI

hope they will act in the sensible way,n Lodge wrote, ....but 1 very much fear the

reverse. The fact is that Canada is in tbat worst of all possible positions of

possessing power unaccompanied byany responsibility. It seems she couId force

England to do anything short of going ta war with us, and at that point England will

draw the line. As she will draw the line al that point the Canadian insistence on a

disagreemenl is excessively stupid."S5 Refleeting Roosevelt's view, the Senator

essentially c1aimed that only war could dislodge the United States from any territory

in the Alaska panhandle. While Lodge realized the British knew this, he did not yet

understand that key Canadians, sucb as Laurier, also accepted this fact While

White, Hay, and Choate had had the advantage of meeting Laurier concerning

Alaska, very possibly Lodge's view of Canadian intransigence was formed by bis

contact with Clifford Sifton, Canadian agent in London for the tribunal.

Lodge also knew of Canadian oPinion from press clippings gjven to him by

John Foster, the American agent for the tribunal. In one article the Toronto

correspondent for the London Times wrote that "if the decision goes against

Canada it will he put down, rightly or wrongly, ta Great Britain's lack ofdesire ta

proteet her North American colony."56 For Lodge, the clippings displayed '~e

concerted effort made through the press ta bring political pressure to bear on Lord

Alverstone" ta support the Canadian claim.57 Lodge feared that such pressure

would sway the British Ministry as weil as Lord Alverstone. Ta the President

Lodge wrote,

The Canadians have been filling the newspapers with articles of the
Most violent kind, threatening England with ail sorts of things if the
decision should go against Canada They are ail aimed, 1suppose, at
Lord Alverstone. Under ordinary circumstances 1should think they
had overplayed their band badly, and this public menace would

54 Ibid., 20 August 1903, 46.
ss Ibid., 30 August 1903, 48-9.
S6 Garraty, 2S1.
ST Lodge Papen, Lodge to C. L. Gardner, 19 Seplember 1903, in Garraty, 250.
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simply have the effeet ofdriving Lord Alverstone and the English
Cabinet the other way~ but England is so afraid of Canada that 1 fear
the effeet.SB

Lodge' s continuing pessimism over reaching agreement on Alaska must have

deeply impressed his friend the President Moreover. anothercrisis affecting

American hegemony in the hemisphere intruded upon Roosevelt' s thinking and bis

attitude toward Alaska. On August 12 the Colombian Senate had voted

unanimously against ratification of the Hay-Herran Treaty, by which the United

States would have acquired the Panama Canal zone for a payment of $10 million.

Roosevelt faced twin defeats on the foreign policy front on the very eve ofan

eleetion year. From Paris Henry Adams wrote toJobo Hay bis typically laconic

view of the situation. "1 shaH perhaps tum up to see your grimaces as you writhe in

the strong grasp of Colombia and Canada," Adams wrote. "As everything is, at

bonom, a matterof money, 1suppose you cao always buy your way out, but it will in

the end come cheaper ta buy Colombia outright, and rent Canada"59 In a sense~

Adams read the situation exacdy, as both Canada and Colombiadesired to extract

fmancial compensation for their territorial rights. Yet Adams had no idea of the

President'sanger regarding Canadian and Colombian "blackmail," a word he

applied to both the Alaska and Panama disputes. As events would plOve, Roosevelt

had no intention of either buying Colombia or "renting" Canada

ln September and early October Roosevelt, aided by Lodge, continued bis

letter-writing campaign ta press upon the Americans in London the dire

consequences for England if the tribunal failed to reach a settlement The letters

illustrated the grim erfeet Canadian public pressure had on the Americans. On

October 3 the President wrote to Root that the British must he made to understand

"lhat this is the last chance," and that no matter bow unpleasant using force might

58 Lodge. Selections. n. Lodge to Roosevelt. 13 September 1903. 56.
59 HeoryAdams. Adams 10 Hay. 15 September 1903. 512.
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he for the United States, uif they force me to do what 1 must in case they fail te take

advantage of tbis chance, it will he a thousandfold more unpleasant for them.7760 To

Henry White Roosevelt wrote a similar letter. "The Canadians have had sorne very

uglyarticles published, which 1\Vas afraid might influence English opinion,77

Roosevelt observedyPQssibly referring to LodgeYs September 13 letter. ~'This

would be unfortunate. It wouid he a bad thing for us if there was a deadlock in the

present Commissiony77 Roosevelt repeated7 Ubut it would he a very much worse

thing for the Canadians and English.7t61 ln early October Lodge wrote to White7

''The course of the American Government in case of disagreement is inevitable. No

administration can avoid iL'y Referring 10 the Canadian campaign Lodge concluded,

''This situation 1 think should he understood and shouid counterbalance the very

crass influence brought to bear by the Canadians through threats of Canadian

displeasure in case of a decision against them.7t61 Arguably, Canadians expressed

their growing discontent in reaction te previous American maneuverings and British

acquiescence. Yet in comPetïng te bring pressure 10 bearon the British, the

Canadians couid simply not match the Americans.

Caught in this vice ofAngl~American-Canadianpressure was Lord

Alverstone. In private conversations with Alverstone the American delegates pressed

the President' s firm view of the matter on the Chief Justice and quite possibly

showed him Roosevelt's letters. Even before the arguments were finished,

Alverstone told Lodge and Root that he accepted the American claim of the

boundary going around the Lynn Canal inlets, which Lodge noted was '~emain

contention.n Having agreed with the Americans, however, Alverstone also desired

to "let the Canadians down as easily as possible," and narrow the American strip of

territory around Dyea and Skagway, while giving Canada the four Portland Channel

60 Morison, ll. Roosevelt to Rooty 3 October 1903.613.
61 White Papen. Roosevelt to White. 26 September 1903.
62 White Papen, Lodge to White. 2 October 1903.
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islands. Lodge indicated that the United States was willing to concede the islands"

but not the narrower strip of land. The private discussions hetween Alverstone and

Lodge underscored the fact that the Alaska commission was no judicial tribunaL

Indeed" the lawyers" arguments had almost nothing to do with the seulement. In late

Septemher" after speaking with Alverstone privately" Lodge indicated to Roosevelt

that ~'\ve shall reach a decision very soon" probablyeven before the arguments are

completed:,(j3 Lodge's biographer, John Garraty, argued thatLodge's role in the

proceedings was ~~ainlya personal one," as he developed close relations with the

British principals, namely Alvers10ne and Prime Minister Balfour.64 On October

15, feeling the pressure from the British Govemment, Alverstone took Lcxlge into

bis room and told him that "matters were reaching a crisis." Lodge replied that, in

view of past conversation with the ChiefJustice, they could not reach an agreement

on the line of the boundary around the Lynn Canal inlets. Alverstone replied that a

decision must he reached and that he ~~ouldmate great sacrifices.,,65 By the next

day Alverstone and the Americans had privately settled the Alaska boundary dispute.

Aylesworth and Jetté had not been included in these private tafks, a point which

added 10 their dim view of the proceedings.

The Decision

On the evening of October 15, 1903, days before the decision of the tribunal was

handed down, the delegates attended a dinnerat Claridge' s Hotel given by the

Pilgrims' Society. Attending the banquet were some of the Most prominent public

men of the North Atlantic Triangle. Ambassador Choate, Field MarshaI Lord

Roberts, and Foreign Minister Lord Landsdowne, among others,joined the

members of the Anglo-Canadian-American tribunal. One American paper called the

63 Lodge. Sdections. II. 24 September 1903. 58.
64 Ganaty" 253.
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gathering '~emost notable assemblage ofEnglishme~Americans and Canadians

ever brought together in London. ,166 Not surprisingly, at least one speaker utilized

Anglo-Saxon rhetoric to emphasize the common interests of the English-speaking

world. While Lord Roberts toasted the health of King Edward and President

Roosevelt, Lord Landsdowne toasted the health of the Anglo-Saxon race, which, he

said, had done more than any other nationality to promote just and equal

government "1 may prophesy that our contribution toward the happiness and the

good govemment of the world will not he less in the future than it has been in the

past," Landsdowne continued. '7he two great branches of the Anglo-Saxon race

will be found working shoulder 10 shoulder, giving an example to the world of the

mode of settling differences." Apparently Landsdowne's reference 10 only two

branches of the race did not sit weil with Aylesworth, who, answering the toast in the

name ofCan~asked if the Foreign Minister had not lost sight of the fact tbat

millions ofAngl~SaxonsIived in Canada Aylesworth intimated that Landsdowne

had overlooked this fact in bis speech, essentially asserting that Canadians fonned

tbeir own branch of the race.67 This was not the last lime that a Canadian would

question the attention given to Canada by the British Foreign Office.

Aylesworth's pique may have resulted more from the status of the boundary

question than from Landsdowne's speech. Roosevelt's bluster had had the desired

effect on the British generally and Lord Alvers10ne specifically. On October 17

Sifton cabled Laurier that Alverstone bad sided with the Americans, giving the

United States the head of Lynn Canal as weil as two of the four islands in Portland

Channel. The United States had compromised on the Portland Channel islands and

the placing of the interior line along the MOuntains, including leaving a 12o-mile

strip blank for want of precise surveys. Since bath the Americans and Canadians

6S Lodge Papen. Lodge to Gardner. 19 October 1903. in Ganaty. 254.
66 Atlanta CODlitituti~ 16 October. 1903.
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had c1aimed ail four islands, the decision smacked ofa diplomatie compromise

rather than ajudicial decision. ln bis cable Sifton called the deeision Uwholly

indefensible." As the two American islands eommanded the enttance of the

Portland Channel, Siflon believed they destroyed the Ustrategie value" of the two

Canadian islands.68 In bis book on Siflon, Dafoe believed it a ~~reasonable theory

that both the American and Canadian Commissioners foresawa lime when the two

eountries would be at war, and sought for advantages for theireountries looking

forward to this confliet.,,69 Yet Sifton and Dafoe overstated the issue. Both the

Canadians and Americans had long been coneemed with the commercial, not

strategie, value of the Alaska panhandle. Wben Lodge wrote the President that

Alverstone considered giving ail four islands to Canada, Roosevelt showed more

concem about an American cannery on one of the islands than he did any possible

strategie value.70 Moreover, Alverstone, Roosevelt, and many North Americans

understood that the successful settling of the boundary dispute made any future

Anglo-Americanconfliet very remote.

Despite the later uproar over the Canadian delegates' refusai ta sign the

decision, initial Canadian reaction proved quite subdued. Of the decision the Free

Press stated, ''The net result IS that things are precisely as they were." The paper

noted that the two Portland Channel islands had been transferred 10 Canada, and

despite Sifton's belief, stated that the islands uare not without their military value."

The Manitoba paper claimed that the decision had simply confirmed the status quo.

~7he decision will not cause mueh surprise in Canada," the paper coneluded.71

The Montreal Gazette conceded that however unfair the proceedings were, "there

was more ground for the V.S. contentions and generally less expectation of any

ô1 Op. ciL
68 Darce. Clifford Sinon and His Times, 233.
69 Ibid. 242.
70 Lodge. Selections. n. Roosevelt 10 Lodge. 5 October 1903. 66.

298



•

•

•

marked gain being made by this country.,,72 TheMail and Empire cal1ed the

decision Ugovemed by reason." Other newspapers underscored the importance of

clearing awaya source of Anglo..American hostility. The Hamilton Spectator

believed that any sacrifice of Canadian interests \Vas justified ··if the award results in

enlisting the sympathy of...the United States with Great Britain in cenain schemes

for the preservation of peace throughout the world." The London Free Press also

believed uthat the object gained in way of peace and concord by such a settlement

would outweigh the advantage of possession."73 The Canadian Magazine claimed

that the most important matter of the tribunal was not the boundary, Ubut the

preservation of the entente between Great Britain and the United States, and that a

decision made in that direction a1so made for righteousness. ,,74 The Toronto Globe

called the decision a ··compromise" which would he accepted by Canadians with

·1"rankness and dignity." Insisting uPOn the Canadian claims, the paper continued,

would have resulted in no decision at ail, a '~grettable and even dangerous"

outeome. Finally, the paper believed that the decision would "Ieave room for

increasing friendliness such as should exist hetween two nations made up of

kindred though alien peoples.,,75 Aside from disappointment, the Canadian press

initially received news of the decision with calm forbearance, and actually welcomed

a settlement that could pave the way for better relations between ··kindred" peoples.

Still ignorant of the actual proceedings of the tribunal, the Canadian public

largely accepted the results. The real uproaroccurred arter the Canadian delegates,

Aylesworth and Jetté, refused to sign the award. While most Omadian historians

have depicted the two men as acting heroically in the face of American bluster and

British treachery, they have failed to note Laurier's role in the matter. When Sinon

71 Manitoba FRe Press, 19 October 1903.
72 Montreal Ga7.ette, 21 Oc::lOber 1903.
73 Quoted in Montreal Star, 21 October 1903.
74 uCurrent Events Abroad:· CanadianMapzine 22.3, January 1904. 295-6.
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cabled Laurier the Commission~s6'indefensible~'decision, he asked the Prime

Minisler, UWhat is your viewT' On October 18, the day the decision was

annaunced ta the public, the Prime Minister cabled bac~ UOur Commissianers

ought to pratest in most vigorous tenns. ,,76 Though "impartial jurists,"

Aylesworth and Jetté had been nominated by Laurier and must have taken the Prime

Minister' s cable as permission to stand against the Alaska decision. The Canadian

delegates refused to sign the award, characterizing Alverstone~ssiding with the

Americans as adiplomatic, and notjudicial, decision. They cited the fact that only

days before the final decision the British Chief Justice had declared himself in favor

of giving Canada all four of the Portland Channel islands. The drawing ofa

zigzagging line thrOUgh the channel~ thus giving two islands to each nation, proved

to the Canadian delegates and public that Alverstone had sacrificed Canadian righ15

for Angio-American amity. The blame directed at Alverstone and the British

Foreign Office served Laurier's interests weil, defiecting blame away from the

Liberal Govemment and onto the British.

In bis rather partisan account of the tribunal, Dafoe states, "Very little

attempt was made by the opposition party to tom the public indignation against the

govemment.,,77 Yet a brief look at the Commons debates from October 23

illustrates that the Conservative opposition, led by Robert BordeD~did indeed attaek

the Govemment' s handling of the entire affair ail the way back to the 1898 Joint

High Commission. Moreover, Borden wasjoined by such prominentfonner

Liberais as Israel Tarte. The attack in the Commons, backed byan upswell of public

outrage, p1aced Laurier on the defensive. While the October 23 debates went down

in bistoty as the day Laurierca1led for Canada to have treaty-making power, he

asserted this right as one of many counter-arguments ta opponents~criticisms.

75 Toronto Globe, 19 October 1903.
76 Dafoe. 233.
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Dafoe also states that Canadian ire was directed mainly al Great Britai~ and not the

United States. Again~ the Cammans debate included many attacks against the

United States by Conservatives~while Laurierand others~ including fonner Liberal

Henri Bouras~ tried to direct the blame toward British.

Indeed~ Bourassa began the debate that day by faulting British abrogation of

the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty without an accompanying compromise on Alaska.

Bourassa noted that ·'at a time when the sons of Canada were shedding their blood

for the empire on the sail of Africa, Mr. Chamberlain was eoldly sacrifieing the

interests of Canada7778 EngIand, Bourassa eontinued, had forced uPQn Canada the

acceptance of the Alaska tribunal. Bourassa coneluded by claiming the need for

independent Canadian representation in Washington. "[W]e should take the

position as it is, coldly and firmly," Bourassa said, ''that if we want to deal with the

American govemment, we should deal directly through an agent at Washington

appointed by the Canadian government ,,79 Bourassa, then, brought up the

possibility of Canadian diplomatie independence hours before Laurier.

Before Borden rose to speak, a number ofTories punctuated the debate with

anti-American outbursts. Gourley, who had proposed war after the abrogation of

the Clayton-BulwerTreaty, decried the "low Yankees," while R.G. Macpherson of

Burrard described Americans as "our hereditary enelDÎes.,,80 Borden then rose to

question what the Liberal leader had "accomplished for Canada in connection with

the Alaskan boundary." Borden questioned Laurier's agreeing ta abrogation of the

Clayton-BulwerTreaty, supporting the Hay-HerbertTreaty, and failing ta protest the

bias of the American delegates. Far from blaming Great Britain, Borden blamed

Laurier for not placing the various matters before Parliament. Borden expressed bis

77Ibid.~ 235.
711 Canada Bouse ofCommoos Oebares. 23 October 1903. 14785.
'79 Ibid.• 14789.
80 Ibid.. 14788-90.
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regret that Uwithout any consultation whateverwith parliament my rigbthon. friend

has seen fit to adopt a course. for which the govemment are absolutely responsible.

and which has resulted so unfortunately for the best interests of Canada"SI

Borden did not even bother condemning the United States. reserving ail his vitriol

for Laurier.

Laurier defended bis actions. claiming the need to settle the dispute once and

for ail. and stating that the British had ratified the Hay-Herbert Treaty before the

Canadian protest could he considered. Laurier claimed the need to ask the British

Parliament for more extensive power 10 proteet Canadian rights. as weil as stating

that the United States had not gained everything it wanted in Alaska. This brought a

cry of disbelief from Israel Tarte. "We are losing and ceding thirty-five miles. not

ofwater. butofCanadian territory,"Tarte protested. "Our case is lost, the sentence

is given." Tarte sided with Borden in criticizing the Government for not protecting

Canadian rights onder the Hay-Herbert treaty. Laurier,Tarte declared, "shouJd have

taken a firmer stand," and 10ld the British: "We cannot possibly take pan in

proceedings of that character.'''1 This ability 10 "stand firm" with the British,

many Canadians believed, essentially constituted Canadian treaty-making ability.

Tarte could not believe that "the British ambassador al Washington would have

dared 10 sign a treaty dealing with the interests of Canada without even waiting for

the answer of the Canadian govemment." Seymour Gourley agreed. Since Canada

agreed to the Hay-Herbert Treaty, he said, Laurier "was just as much responsible

for it as Sir Michael Herbert or Mr. Joseph Chamberlain, or any other member of

the British cabinet.'983 Despile the Liberais' attempt to deflect criticism from

themselves onto the British, the Tories made the Alaskadecision a political issue and

attacked the liberals, not the British, for sacrificing Canadian rights.

81 Ibid., 14794. 14810.
82 Ibid., 14821~22.

83 Ibid, 14824; 14828.
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Laurierwas at least partially successful in deflecting criticism by c1aiming

Canada's rightto make its own treaties. The October 23 Cornmons debate on the

Alaska decision was best remembered for Laurier's statement that Canada ushould

ask the British parliament for more extensive power, so that ifever we have to deal

\Vith malters ofa similar nature again we shall deal with thern in our own way, in our

own fashion, according to the best light that we have.,,84 As a result Laurier bas

been depicted as a great nationalist hero, marking an important step on Canada's

march toward nationhood. Surely, though, Laurier did not mean for Canada 10 relate

directly to ail nations of the world, butonly the United States. Laurier'sclaim, then,

must be seen in the light of Angio-Canadian-American relations in 1903, and not via

sorne vague notion of inevitable national development. The assertion of Canadian

treaty-making power of itself was less imPOrtant tban the circumstances thatallowed

Laurier to make such a claim. With the Alaska decisio~ the rapprochement was

finnly in place and Canada's position secure. Most Canadians did not react 10

Roosevelt's threats and bluster by running into the anus of the Mother Countty, but,

quite the reverse, by asserting a new level ofautonomy from Great Britain in order

to treat independently with the United States. IfLaurier should be given credit for

anything, it should he for seizing the opportunity created by the rapProchement and

pressing Canadian claims to direct the course ofCanadian-American relations

during the Joint High Commission, and the negotiations over the modus vivendi, and

the Clayton-Bulwer treaty. By 1903 Anglo-Saxonism had helped 10 create an

ideological framework within which Canada might play a unique national role in

trans-Atlantic relations.

Laurier' s comments caught the imagination of the country, still roclœd by

the Alaska decision. Once again, Canadian opinion seemed to split itself along

poIiticallines. The Liberal Toronto Globe supported Laurier, stating that Canada

S4Ibid.• 14817.
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had been ~~eated throughout like Mere cbildren~" and calling the British

ambassador at Washington Ua Mere stool-pigeon for the United States."85 The

Conservative Montreal Gazette blamed Laurier~ "who aIlows bis mouth to ron awa~

with his brains." for the sacrifice of Canadian rights. and concluded that '~Canada

should change her ministers before she goes shouting for fuller diplonlatic

powers. .,86 The Toronto Mail and Empire represented mueh of the Conservative

press by eondemning Laurier's comments as a "Separatist cry." Papers such as

the Windsor (Ontario) Record, the St. John Globe, and the Eastern Chronicle of

New Glasgow. Nova Seotia, on the other hand. all agreed that Canada must begin

moving toward independence.87

Moreover, the Liberal Government did not let the matter drop from the

public eye. On November 19 the Minister of Marine and Fisheries J.R.F.

Prefontaine asked bis audience al Laval University, an audience which included the

Prime Minister, whether the lime had come 10 negotiate with foreign nations

"withaut the presence of an embarrassing third party, a useless presence"? In a

December 9 interview with the London (Ontario) Daily News, Laurier repeated bis

desire to see Canada have the treaty-making power, calling the existing system

"persistently, fatally, hostile ta Canadian interests."a Once the initial uproarover

the decision had diminished, Laurier let the matter drift "Nothing was more

foreign to Sir Wilfrid's ruling bias than 10 urge any poliey on general and

theoretical grounds," 0.0. Skelton wrote.89 Laurier's claim for the treaty-making

power resulted bath from the dictates ofdamestic politics, and the reality of relations

among the North Atlantic Triangle nations.

85 ToronlO Globe, 23 October 1903.
86 Monlrca1 Gazelle, 27 Oc::tober 1903.
~ In Canadian Annual Review, 1903, 32.
-Ibid.• 328-9.
89 David Farr, cd., O. D. Skelton, The Life and LeUCrs of Sir Wilfrid lauier. Volume n. 1896­
1919. (Carleton Library Edition, Toroblo: McOeUand and Stewart Umited. 1965>,68.
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Initial panisan opinion following the House of Commons debate in October

gradually gave way to a more reasoned consideration in Canada over the treaty­

making power. Most of the opinion was quite favorable: Canada"s obtaining the

treaty-making power.. many believed.. \Vas the naturaI course of the Dominion"s

political development., and did not indicate the dismemberment of the empire. The

editors of Canadian Magazine viewed the treaty-making power as a naturaI ugrowth

in self-government.." which did not necessarily mean "a lessening of the affection

for Great Britain.'" "The man who would propose an agitation for independence at

the present moment," the magazine cautioned.. '~ould find himself in a more

hopeless minority than at any lime during the past centwy...,90 In February.. 1904..

Goldwin Smith wrote an article for the magazine entided "Cao Canada Make Her

Own Treaties?" Smith believed that the treaty-making power indicated

independence. '70 demand the treaty-making power is to demand the power of

making peace and war," Smith wrole, '~whichoolya nation can aspire." Smith

then discussed the possible results of such independence, including political union

with the United States and a worldwide Anglo-Saxon union.91 The next month

Thomas Hodgins, a Judge of the Admiralty Court, argued that the injustice of the

Alaska decision underscored Canada's right 10 make its own treaties, "subject to the

veto of the Sovereign."92 Hodgins's formula seemed one that Many Canadians

would accept, as it allowed Canada 10 oct independently while still within the

imperial framework. In Oueen's Ouarterly. John Cooper supported Canada's claim

for the treaty-making power, believing that 6'the unity of the Empire will he placed in

a much safer position by the concession of this righL'" Still, adopting Hodgins

view.. C<x>per allowed that Canada would submit any treaty for British approval,

90 "CaDadi~but British:' CaoadianMagaline 22. 3. (January 19(4), 300.
91 Goldwin Smith, "Cao Canada Mate Rer Own Trealies''', CanadianMagazine 22. 4, (FebnJary
1904),331-5.
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66and only when 50 approved could it he regarded as involving the mother couney in

any obligations to assist Canada in maintaining its rights under the treaty.,,93

Surprisingly, the United States emerged largely unscathed in the eyes of

Many Canadians. While bath Liberais and Conservatives condemned American

dishonesty and the republic" s grasping nature, the United States did not occupy a

central position in the post-decision debate. When considering greater Canadian

autonomy,. at least a couple of writers turned toward the continent and the Anglo­

Saxon race as the crucibles of Canada's destiny. "We are American in most of our

habits, cus10ms and manners," the Canadian Myazine boldly stated. ~'Socially,

mentallyand financially we are Americans; politically we are British." Thejournal

continued, "Canada is part of the American continent and is swayed by the same

natura! influences as the United States, is confronted by the same great problems in

the struggle against nature." This sounded very much like Goldwin Smith's

geographical detenninism as weil as Turner' s '~rontier Tbesis." In Oueen's

Ouarterly John Cooper looked beyond the growing Imperial Federation scheme of

Joseph Chamberlain 10 a larger Angio-Saxon federation:

Perhaps the new Imperialist now waiting quiedy just beyond the
horizon may bave in band a plea for an Anglo-Saxon Empire which
shaH have for its consolidating force that greal,. persistent Slav
country which is now slowly gathering into its capacious maw large
pieces ofAsiatie territory. If self-government in the colonies is
comPatible with the binding togetherof the British Empire as a unit
in commerce and in defence, there would seem 10 he no
unsurmountable difficulty in the way ofan Anglo-Saxon empire
should the safety and the best interests of the Anglo-Saxon race
demand the creation ofa newer and greater Imperial power.94

Cooper's view defdy wove together the various early twentieth century conceptions

of Canada's future: self-government,. continuedalIegiance to the Crowll, Imperial

91 Thomas Hodgins, ·'Canada and the Treaty-MakiDg Power," CaDadianMagBZine 22, S, (Marcb
19(4),482.
93 "Cmrent Events," QIeen' sQuartafy Il, 4, April 1904, 326-7.
94 John Cooper, ·'Self.·GovemmentandImperialism."Queep'sOuartedy 11,3, (January 19(4),
246.
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Federation? and the unity of the Anglo-Saxon race. With such views Cooper echoed

the sentiments of his predecessor George Grant. Yet with the Alaska decision?

Canadian Anglo-Saxonism largely passed away? becoming only a faint ceho of the

previous century.

Conclusion

For their part? the Americans were? of course? pleased with the Alaska decision. The

American press criticized the "huffy Canadian commissioners'~5for their refusai

to sign the award and for their criticism of Lord Alverstone. The Chicago Tribune

believed the Canadian uproor signified Canadian separation from the empire? and its

inevitable unification with the United States. Otherjournals welcomed the settling

ofa long-standing Anglo-American dispute. The Atlanta Constitution caIIed the

decision ua great triumph for the Anglo-Saxon idea of arbitration,,~6 while the

Boston Post believed the main pointof the matter was that the two English-speaking

nations had settled the dispute between themselves.97 In the Review ofReviews,

Alben Shaw observed that any other remaining Anglo-American disputes were '~<X>

inconsiderable to be known by the average citizen ofeither country." He welcomed

the faet that not since the American Revolution had the United States "been upon

tenns of such complete amity with the mother country.,,98 Immediately upon

hearing of the decision Joseph Cboate wrote to John Hay, saying, UI regard the

result of the decision as higbly satisfactory both in the actual outcome of the

decision and as establishing a precedent for the two nations settling their differences

without calling in the neighbors.,,99 Roosevelt agreed, saying in his annual

Message to Congress in December that the settlement uremoved from the field of

95 ChicagoTri~, 21 October 1903.
96 Adanta Coostitutioo. 20 OclOber 1903.
97 Canadian Annual Revie",. 1903, 377.
98 Revie", of Reviews 29. l, (January 19(4), 10.
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discussion and possible danger a question Hable to become more acutely

accentuated with each passing year.'~ Moreover. the Alaskadecision "furnished a

signal proof of thè faimess and goodwill with which t'Wo friendly nations can

approach and determine issues involving national sovereignty.09l00 Although

Canadians might not have realized itat the time. Roosevelt viewed the significance of

the treaty correctly. Not only did it remove one of the last great obstacles to Angla­

American relations and North American harmony. but it paved the way the future

ami ty of the North Atlantic Triangle.

Canadian historians have largely refused to see the Alaska decision as being

of any benefit to Canada, except for the resulting nationalism and claims for greater

autonomy. This indicates the persistent failure of these historians to place the

tribunal within a larger contextofCanadian politics~Anglo-American relations, and

the balance of power in the western hemispbere. The result bas been a very narrow

Canadian interpretation of Alaska diplomacy and of the tribunal itself: that Great

Britain sacrificed Canadian interests in the Hay-PCluncefote and Hay-Herbert

Treaties, and that the Lord Chief Justice made a mockery of the so-called '~udicial"

tribunal by siding with the Americans and drawing a zigzagging line down Portland

Channel. Wilfrid Laurier bas received great praise for standing up for Canada~s

ri8hts from 1898 to 1903. Few have studied Canada's changing role during the

Anglo-American rapprochement of the lime. Fewer still have placed Alaska within

the larger context of American hegemony in the hemisphere. Never is the Angl~

German blockade of Venezuela mentioned in connection with the Hay-Herbert

treaty, although Edward Farrer wrote to Laurier of its significance. Moreover,

Roosevelt' s apoplexy over the Panama negotiations with Colombia are never noted

as touching upen the Alaska decision, although Roosevelt stepped up bis pressure

99 Hay Papen. Choate (0 Hay. 20 October 1903.
100 Caœdian Annual Review, 1903. 378.
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on the British after the Colombian Senate's ratification of the Hay-Herran Treaty in

August, 1903. The overall Canadian interpretation appears to he that the Alaska

tribunal related ooly to a few square miles of the Alaska panhandle and a couple of

small islands.

The fact is that the Alaska tribunal was never ')udiciar' at all. In the words

of H.C. Allen, Canadian historians have been upuristsn in their condemnation of

American, and especially Roosevelt' s, actions, and Alverstone' s "politicaltt

decision:

Purists may denounce this defiling of the legal process, but for the
historian it is often bard to see the difference between legal and
political decisions in international matters, and impossible to draw a
precise line between intemationallaw and international policy. For
the Lord ChiefJustice 10 have taken the Canadian point of view
might weil have spelled disaster for Canada, as weil as Britain; that
he took the American, caused pain and vexation for a time, but
reinforced in the end the fondamental Anglo-American concord upon
which Canada's life depends. lol

The Alaska decision essentially completed the Anglo-American rapprochement in

the western hemisphere. While some Americans used the Alaska decision, and

Canadian protests, as an excuse 10 revive talk of political union, most accepted the

existence of Canada as an autonomous North American nation. Indeed, the Alaska

dispute helped Americans distinguish between Canadian motives and actions, and

thase of Great Britain. With sucb acceptance, there was no longer any need to

utilize Anglo-Saxon rhetoric to a.ccommodate the old American anglophobia and

manifest destiny to the rapprochement. In the long run, this proved ofgreatest value

to Canada. UCanada had no alternative," Allen concludes, "but to accept the

ironical axiom of her political existence, that thougb she migbt pay the highest priee

for Anglo-American friendship, she was also its greatest beneficicuy."10~

101 Allen. 613.
102 Allen. 614.
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Conclusion:
The Obsolescence of North Ameriean Anglo-Saxonism, 1903-14

-_.rr]he talk of Anglo-Saxonism begins to lose its relevancy.
-Albert Shaw, ReviewofReviews, 1903

The same years that witnessed the end of the British war in South Africa and the

seulement of the Alaska boundary dispute, a1so saw the publication of two books

calling for Anglo-Saxon union. In 1902 William T. Stead, theeditorofthe English

journal Review ofReviews, published bis The Americanization of the World. or the

Trend of the Twentieth Century. Stead called for "merging the British Empire in

the English-speaking United States of the World," and substituting '~e broader

patriotism of the race" for "the insular patriotism of our nation." Such a union

would usher in a new em of power and prosperity for the eotire race, and a1low

Anglo-Saxons to "carry out the providential mission which bas been entrusted to

the English-speaking Race..,1 The following year John Dos Passos published The

Anglo-Saxon CentuD' and the Unification of the EnSlish-Speaking People, which

echoed Stead's cali for the union, or reunion, of the race. Dos Passos repeated old

ideas about the common race, language, Iiterature, and laws of the English-speaking

world He a1so called for Canada ta voluntarily divide itself into states for

admission ioto the American Union.: Canadian Magazine gave the boo~ and the

idea of Anglo-Saxon union, a positive review, calling it "one of the sanest works on

the relation of the United States ta Great Britain and 10 Canada which bas ever been

written in the United States or out of it." '7he idea is in the air," the journal noted

of this sort of Anglo-Saxon Unionism.3

1 Frœl"Preface,"William T. SIead, 1beAmericaoizalionoflhe WOOd; orlheTrendofthe
Twentielh Century, (Review of Reviews ADnuai. 1902. reprint. New York and LoDdon: Garland
Publishing. 1972).
2 John Dos Passos. The Anglo-Saxon Centurv and the Unification of the Fnglish-Speaking
~. (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sous. 19(3).
3 "Book Reviews:' CanadianMagazine 21. S. (September 1903). 478.
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Dos Passos's and Stead's call for Anglo-Saxon union reflected a

fashionable idea of the day. The events of the Anglo-American rapprochemen~

Anglo-American sympathy during their respective wars, and the apparent menace of

SlavÎc Russia, aIl tended to underscore Anglo..Saxon affinity and the benefits of

closer association. Significantly, Canaciian Magazine' s glowing review of the Dos

Passos volume C'the most important contribution on the subject since Goldwin

Smith's ~Canadaand the Canadian Question"') appeared the month before the

Alaska boundary decision. After the decision, few Canadians wouid have taken

such a sanguine view of throwing in their lot with the Americans. Aside from the

Alaska decision many otheraspects of North American Iife, Anglo..Canadian­

American relations, and the shifting ideas of the English-speaking wodd contributed

to a sharp decline in Anglo-Saxonism as a dominant tum-of-the-century ideology.

The core ideas of nineteenth century Anglo-Saxonism came increasingly

under attack al the tum-of-the-century. Social Darwinism, which emphasized the

effeet of heredity, gave way ID Progressivism, which emphasized the effectof

environmenL4 Movements lite the Anti-Saloon League called for govemment

intervention 10 help reform individuals, while muckrakingjournalists like Lincoln

Steffens called for reform of govemment itself.S In the fields of history and

literature, Americans tumed away from their supposed Teutonic origins in favor ofa

more 46American" heritage. Frederick Jackson Tumer's 1893 "Frontier Thesisn

asked Americans to look for the nation's roots and character in the hinterland--

which he simultaneously announced no longerexisted.6 Tumer's stress of

America' s pioneer roots, rugged individuality, and personal freedoms was attractive

4 Anderson. 175.
S Richard Hofstadter. The Age of Refonn. (New Yodt: Vintage Books, 1955), Chapler V, "The
Progressive Impulse:' 174-214.
6 FœderickJacksoDTurner. The Frontier in American Historv, (New York. 1920).
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to a nation in the midst ofachieving world power status and glamorizing the

··vigorous" exploits of Theodore Roosevelt, the Rough Rider President.

North American Anglo-Saxon rhetoric had largely resulted from the Anglo­

American rapprochement, as Canadians and Americans sought to adapt their old

rivaIries to the new international reality. With the settlement of the Alaska boundary

dispute in 1903, the rapprochement was essentially in place. The events of 1903 to

1914 ooly confirmed the two countries' identity of interests. Suspicious of Russian

designs in Manchuria, the United States had approved of the Anglo-Japanese

Alliance of 1902, while Lord Landsdowne assured the State Department that Great

Britain was 4'prepared to follow the United States step by step up 10 any point that

May be necessary for the protection of our common interests in China.,,7 When

war between Japan and Russia broke out in February, 1904, the United States and

Great Brifain proceeded in concert, waming the European powers that any action on

behalfof Russia would lead to their siding with Japan. The decisive victory of

Japan removed the specter of the far eastem Russian threa~ and the Slavic counter­

threat 10 Angl~Saxonism.

Anglo-Saxonism had a1so colored Canadian and American perceptions of

America' s assertion of hegemony in the western hemisphere. Worried about

encroachments upon the empire elsewhere, and happy to allow the United States to

defend the status quo in the Americas, Great Britain had continually recognized

American hegemony, often at the expense of Canada. By 1903 the British, and most

Canadians, accepted the Monroe Doctrine as generally benign 10 British interests.

From 1903 onward the United States took a very active role in the Caribbean and in

Latin America. Almost immediately arter the Alaska boundary settlement, the

United States helped orchestrale Panama's revolution against Colombia, a1lowing

the United States to negotiate an advantageous Canal Zone treaty with a newly-

7 Al1en~ 615.
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independent Panama Construction of the canal proceeded immediately, and was

completed in 1914. Looking to protectAmerica's ~~Isthmianviscera,"s the United

States wouId no longer tolerate any hint of European intervention in Latin America,

such as the 1903 Anglo-German blockade of Venezuela Following a civil war, the

Dominican Republic round itself bankrupt in 1904and unable to pay its European

creditors. In his annual message to Congress in December of that year, President

Roosevelt outlined bis "Corollary" to the Monroe Doctrine:

Chronic wrongdoing...rnay in America, as elsewhere, ultimately
require intervention by sorne civilized nation, and in the Western
Hemisphere the adherence of the United States to the Monroe Doctrine May
force the United States, however reluctantly, in flagrant cases of such
wrongdoing or impotence, to the exercise ofan international police power.9

The United States went on to seize the customs houses of the Dominican Republic,

as it later did in Nicaragua in 1911. The ill-will createdin Latin America, especially

after United States Marines landed in 1912, spurred Secretary of Slale P. C. Knox

to undertake a goodwill tour of Caribbean. '1 beg to assure you...that my

Govemment does not covet an inch of territory south of the Rio Grande," Knox

declared. Yet as Latin America increasinglycame within the American economic,

political, and strategic sphere, actual territorial occupation seemed unnecessary.

With Alaska out of the way, Canadian-American relations entered a new era

of relative concore!. The '~Cleaningof the SIate," as it bas been calted, was greatly

aided by the new Canadian Govemor-General~Lord Grey (an Anglo-Saxonist

believer in ~~race federation"), the new American Secrelary of State, FJihu Root, who

took over for John Hay in 1905, and the new British Ambassador to Washington,

James Bryce. From 1906 to 1912~ with close consultation among the three

governments~ over a dozen long-standing disputes were disposed of, including the

bonding system, alien tabor, the North Atlantic fisheries~ Bering Sea sealing, and the

complete demarcation of the border, the latterof some significance coming ooly a

8 Bailey. 504.
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few years after the Alaska boundary dispute. In 1909 Bryce and Root signed the

Boundary Waters Treaty, which set down principles for the shared use of ail bodies

ofwater a10ng the Canadian-American border. More significantly. the 1909 treaty

established the International Joint Commission as a permanent body to deal with

Canadian-American disputes. Six years after the Alaska boundary settlement

displayed the apparent shortcomings of British diplomacy in Canadian-American

affairs, the International Joint Commission removed the great mass of workaday

cross-border disputes from the purview of the British embassy and put them under

direct Canadian oversighL Moreover, the Alaska dispute had also shown the great

disadvantage 10 Canada of baving public disputes with the United States, disputes

which inevitably became politically charged. The International Joint Commission

held the further advantage of largely removing such disputes from the public eye.

After the First World War Canadian delegates at the League of Nations would point

to the International Joint Commission as a model for other nations to follow in

adjusting international disputes. The Canadians May have been right, for the

Commission still sits today and, according 10 C. P. Stacey, "apPears in our time to

he playing a valuable part in Canadian-American border relations."10

The events of 1911, however, illustrated that old Canadian-American rivalries

could still come to bear in domestic pllitics. After negotiations in late 1910 and

early 1911, Canadian and American representatives agreed to trading reciprocity, to

he enacted by concurrent legislation in Ottawa and Washington. The American bill

became law in July, 1911, but the old reciprocity idea faced stiff opposition in

Canada. Still smarting from the Alaska boundary embarrassment and generally

suspicious of American motives, many Canadians viewed reciprocity as "the thin of

the wedge," ooly a preliminary measure 10 full an.nexation. Economie arguments

were largely overshadowed by nationalist expressions, giving voice both to Dotions

9 Ibid., 505.

314



•

•

•

of Canadian autonomy and continued loyalty to the Crown and empire. 11 In

English Cana~ reciprocity became a central issue of the 1911 election~ an eloction

marked by varying and interconnecting strains of English-Canadian nationalism~

French-Canadian nationalism~and English-Canadian imperialism. Prominent

LiberaIs like Clifford Sifton defected from the party. Laurier had gambled that any

lost support among Ontario manufacturers could be made up in Quebec and the

prairie provinces. However~ the ConselVatives under Robert Borden enlisted the

support of French-Canadian Nationalists Iike Henri Bourassa (reacting~ in part,

against Laurier's 1910 Naval Service Bill)~ and Sifton-ledanti-Americanism gave

Manitoba to the Conservatives. 12 The Liberais lost the election. ACter years of

resisting reciprocity advocates like John Charlton, Laurier reversed himselfand

threw in bis lot with the continentalists.

The defeat of reciprocity in 1911, and the alliance ofOntario imperialists

with Quebec Nationalists, indicated the developing nature ofa Canadian nationbood

that had liUle time for the divisive ideologyofAngl<rSaxonism. Through bis

journal Le Devoir, Bourassa 100 the way in conceiving of Canada as a dualistic

nation~ with bath the British and French as the twin founding peoples. The 1905

Autonomy Bills~ wbich established Albertaand Saskatchewan had a1lowed for

separate, denominational schools to edueate the westward-migrating French­

Canadian population. English Canada objected to a110wing French-Canadians to

maintain such separateness, and to replacing a public school system with

denominational schools. Laurier was forced to rewrite the bills, gjving in ta the

notion that Canada should not be further split a10ng racial or religious fines.

10 Stacey. 113.
Il W.M. Baker. "A Case Study of Anli-Americaoism in Euglisb-Speakïng Canada· The Section
Campaign of 1911:' Canadian Historical Review SI. 4. (Dec:ember (979).42649.
12 Stacey. 148. Sec also Hopkins, TheCaDadian Annual Review. 1911, for an account of the
electiOll.
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Bourassa also advocated a Canada indepeodent of the British imperial

connection. while most Canadians continued to define Canada through that very

same connection (although the Imperial Federation scheme of Joseph Chamberlain

never drew \Vide support in Canada). After a lengthy debate in Canada, the LiberaI

Govemment introduced the Naval Service Bill. which made provisions fora

Canadian naval college. for training officers. and a separate Canadian navy which

\Vould. in the event of war. be placed at the disposaI of imperial authorities if the

Canadian Parliament chose. Borden's Conservatives opposed the bill as being of

little use ta the imperial authorities. and advocated instead the immediate contribution

to the imperial navy of two dreadnoughts. Henri Bourassa objected to the bill as an

imperialist measure that threatened to draw Canada into Britain's imperial wars.

While the bill passed, the Conservative-Nationalist alliance would help defeat

Laurier in the nen election. More importandy, it reflected the growing inclination 10

reject Goldwin Smith's critique ofConfederation as bringing together two

"irreconcilable" peoples. Many English-Canadians shared Bourassa's view of

Canada as a dualistic nation as theyaccommodated French-Canadians to their

conception of Canadian nationhood. "Il was oot so much intellectual consistency

that held this image 1Ogether," Carl Berger has written, "but rather the nationalistic

determination to think of Canada as 'one people."'13 ln the end, Anglo-Saxonism

could not provide Canadians with a viable alternative ta a national sentiment that

included bath English and French Canada.

In Canada and the United States the Anglo-Saxon conception of the

continent also became increasingly eroded by the waves of non-English-speaking

immigrants. From 1901 10 1911, nearly 1,750,000 immigrants entered Canada, a

13 Berger. The Sense of Power, 138.
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numberequal to a1most forly percent of the 1901 population. 14 In order to anract

immigrants to fill the vast open spaces of the Canadian Northwes~ the Government

had long observed an open borderpolicy. While the immigrants came from all

ethnic backgrounds. Clifford Sifton's Oepartment of Interior placed a premillm on

Anglo-Saxons. The head tax on Chinese was eventually raised to $500 per head by

1903, while Sifton was prevented from placing a similar tax on Japanese ooly by the

Anglo-Japanese alliance. Fllrthermore, Sifton' s department gave bonuses to

European agents who diverted agricultural emigrants to Canada. Responding to the

influx of immigrants in the first decade of the twentieth century, the Canadian

government ended ilS open border policy, placing ever-tighter controis on

immigration through the 1906 and 1910 Immigration Acts. ft also negotiated

''voluntary quotas" on Japanese emigrants with the Japanese government The

United States' experience paraIleled thatofCanada. In 1907 alone 1,285,000

immigrants found their way to the United States, and by 1910, 13,345,000

Americans, or one out of seven of the total population, were foreign-bom. IS Like

Canadians, Americans had a particular fear of Asian hnmigrants. In 1906 the San

Francisco Board of Education established a separate school for Asian pupils,

arguing that they, ail ninety-three of them, were crowding out white students.

Theodore Roosevelt then negotiated a series of uGendemen's Agreements" with

the Japanese Government by which it would not issue passpons for Japanese

laborers headed for the American mainland. 16 The anti-immigrant sentiment was a

driving impulse ofProgressivism. Immigrants supposedly threatened old-stock

"native" Americans across a wide spectrum of issues: economically, by working

for less moneyand breaking strikes; politically, by selling their votes to the urban

14 Robert BothweU.IanDrummood. andJoboEoglish. Canada 1900-1945, (foronto: University
of Toronto Press. 1987), 40.
15 Hofstadter,AgeofRefonn, 177.
16 Bailey. 521-3.
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machines; and raciaIly, by reproducing in such numbers as to overwhelm Anglo-

Sax.ons. 17

At the same time, however, Many Canadians and Americans worried more

about adequately assimilating the immigrants. "If large communities of foreigners

are to he enfranchised without being assimilated," one writer stated in Queen' s

Ouarterlv, "the result will he the creation of innumerable sectional interests which

will prevent any national question being decided on its merits."18 In the United

States the 1912 platform ofTheodore Roosevelt's Bull Moose partycalled for the

"Americanization" of the immigrants. In 1901 Theodore Herzl, the Jewish

playwright and founder of modem Zionism, wrote the play ''The Melting Pot,"

which gave Americans a new conception of their unique character. Being American

was based less on race than on the ideas and cultural norms of the dominant

"Yankee tradition." Indeed, Americans set themselves apart from Europeans by

theiT mixOO heritage that ensured the continued vigorof the American race.

White some still worriOO about racial purity and equated the corruption ofAnglo­

Saxon blood with the corruption ofsociety, the sheer numhers of immigrants forced

Americans, especially politicians, to adapt their view of what it meant to he

American. Anglo-Saxonism was out; Anglo-conformism was in.

Perhaps nothing indicated the obsolescence of North American Anglo­

Saxonism than the death or old age of so many of its prominent advocates. In

Canada, the years following the Alaska boundaly dispute saw the deaths of Goldwin

Smith, John Charlton, George Grant, and Sir Richard Cartwright John Hay died in

1905, and writers like Josiah Strong and Alfred Thayer Mahan held much less sway

in the nations' inteUectual debates. Theodore Roosevelt and Albert Shaw gave much

less prominence to Anglo-Saxon rhetoric. In 1903, observing the influx of eastem

17 Ibid.. 180.
18 J.R. Caon. "Immigration." Qu:en'sQuarterlv 8.2. (October 19(0).
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and southem Europeans~Shaw wrote that ~'the taIk of Anglo-Saxonism begins te

lose its relevancy. ,.19 In the English-speaking North Atlantic Triangle the death or

decline of prorninent British Anglo-Saxonists also had sorne effect. Chamberlain

resigned from the cabinet in 1903 and died from a stroke in 1906. while Arthur

Balfour, who became Prime Minister in 1902~ \Vas turned out of office in 1905.20

Such men~ and their ideas of racial affinity and determinism~ belonged to the

nineteenth century.

The Anglo-American rapprochement of 1895-1903 forced English-speaking North

Americans to reconcile old animosities to the new international reaIities. By 1895,

Canadians and Americans viewed each other across a border marked by Canadian

Loyalism and imperialism, and American angiophobia and Manifest Destiny. Some

events of the rapprochement, the Venezuela crisis, the Spanish-American War, the

annexation of the Philippines. and the South African War, were viewed in the

context of common Anglo-American interests in an age marked by the threat of new

and growing powers. The threat of Russia in the Far East, Gennany in South

Africa, or a combination ofEuropean powers anywhere, created an identity of

interest between the United States and Great Britain. This eraof Anglo-American

understanding depended upon North American concord Canadians and Americans

searched for an area of oommon ground and found it in Anglo-Saxonism. The

ideas ofAnglo-Saxon kinship, affinity~ and a common mission to bring civilization~

Protestant Christianity, and politicalliberty to the world, a1lowed Canadians and

Americans to view each other with a level of tolerance and camaraderie not seen

before on the continent

19 Albert Shaw, "The Progress orthe Wood," ReviewofReviews 27, S, (May 1903).
20 Anderson. 176.
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Anglo-Saxonism \Vas an extremely flexible notion that could incorporate

ideas of religion, science, literature, and history. The very term uAnglo-Saxonn was

a matter of much debate, leading someone of Dutch descent like Theodore Roosevelt

to use the tenn UEnglish-speakingn instead. Such flexibility was one of Anglo­

Saxonism' s strengths as weIl as ooe of its weaknesses. In the end, ideas of Anglo­

Sa'\:on affinity were very superficial, and broke down in the face of serious national

issues. Most Americans and Canadians ooly scoffed when John Charlton used

Anglo-Saxon rhetoric to argue for reciprocity. Anglo-Saxonism was nowhere to he

found in official dispatches or the correspondeoce of men like Secretary of State

John Hay. Anglo-Saxonism, then, was a rhetorical device that provided an easily

understood and widely recognized context by which one could discuss friendly

Canadian-American relations, thus the frequent use of Anglo-Saxon rhetoric by Sir

Wilfrid Laurier, who cculd hardly he mistaken for an Anglo-Saxonist. Still, North

AmericanAnglo-Saxonism was oot simply a device of the speech-makers, but

constituted an important strand of thought that could exist side-by-side with

nationalism and imperialism. As racial conceptions constituted an important element

ofCanadian nationalism and imperialism, a politician like Richard Cartwright, or an

intellectualleader like George Grant, could easily include the United States within

their vision ofCanada' s national and imperial future. Canadian nationalism,

imperialism and Anglo-Saxonism were oot mutually exclusive, but fonned

concentric circles of self-definition for a young Canadian nation: Anglo-Saxonism

could easily encompass the United States, the empire, and an autonomous Canadian

nation.

While Canadians might oot have realized ital the lime, Anglo-Saxonism and

the Aoglo-American rapprochement placed Canadian-American relations on a more

equal footing and ensured Canadian security. Only with the events orthe

rapprochement did Americans come to see Canada as a self-governing nation with a
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right to an independent existence~and not just a fragment ofa European empire.

Moreover~ although Americans had initially applied the Monroe Doctrine ta Canada,

AngIo-Saxonism helped differentiate the English-speaking Dominion from the

apparently corrupt and back"vard Latin American republics. This~ in tum~ aided in

differentiating Canadian and British national interests in the conduct of North

American diplomacy, and the compartmentalization ofCanada within AngIo­

American affairs. In the short term tbis did not serve Canada~s interests as it helped

bring about a senlement of the Alaska boundary unfavorable to Canada In the long

term~ however~ such compartmentalization led to greater Canadian control of its

extemal arfairs~ leading to the Dominion sending its first credentialed minister to a

foreign capital in 1927. By that time~ many Canadians had adopted the idea of

Canada as a living link. or linch-pin, between the two great Atlantic powers. Yet

decades earlier~ advocates of Anglo-American friendship utilized Anglo-Saxon

rhetoric to give Canada a special place in fostering that friendship. Just as inter-war

Canadians became Atlanticists for the sake of Canadian security, tum-of-the-century

Canadians became Anglo-Saxonists in arder ta proteet Canada's place on the

continent and the empire' s place in the Far East and Africa. Once again, a Canadian

Anglo-Saxonism that encompassed the United States actually served British

imperial interests.

Historians of Anglo-Saxonism portray its advocates as progenitors of the

modem British Commonwealth. "In bis vision of a free association of the English­

speaking peoples of the world, linked by common bonds of language, literature, and

law," Elizabeth Wallace writes of Goldwin Smith, "he was a prophet of the modem

Commonwealth of Nations."11 Since it has been pointed out that the British

Commonwealth was neither British, norsbared common wealth, Anglo-Saxonism

seems inapplicable. Much more important is the effect ofAnglo-Saxonism on the

21 Wallace. 183.
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Anglo-American entente~and the unity ofaction of the North Atlantic Triangie.

Despite what Stuart Anderson and Charles Campbell state, Angio-Saxonism did not

cause the rapprochement. Yet in setting out Anglo-American affinity in terms of

moral and political responsibilities. Anglo-Saxonism's legacy might he seen in the

events of the t\ventieth century~ marked as il has been by Anglo-American concert of

action.22 From the Second World Warand the founding of the United Nations, to a

united policy in Iraq and Serbia al the end of the century~ the United States and

Great Britain have sought to establish a world based on Anglo-American notions of

political and individualliberty. While not racially-based~the rhetoric ofAngIo­

American policy often seems to have antecedents in turn-of-the-century Anglo-

Saxonism.

In Augus~ 1941~ United States President Franklin Delano Roosevelt and British

Prime Minister Winston Churchill met secretly aboard warships off the

Newfoundland coasL After discussing lend-lease, common defense, and joint policy

against Japan in the Far Eas~ the two leaders issued a press release dubbed the

"Atlantic Charter.n The Charter' s eight points were a general outline of Angla­

American ideals and the future peace. The chaner embraced, among other points,

the right of people ta choose their own foons ofgovernmen~10 have free access to

the world' s trade and raw materials, and to enjoy "a peace of security with freedom

of fear and wanl" Looking ahead to the United Nations, the Charter also foresaw

the establishment of a "permanent system of general security."23 Through their

victory in the war, the establishment of the United Nations and NATO, the United

States and Great Britain stood as one in construeting and defending a modem

system of free governments and the attendant free markets

~ See Kevin Pbillips, The Cousins' Wars: Religion. Potines. and the Triumph of Anglo-­
America. (New York: Basic Books, 1999).
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The Sunday services on the H.M.S. Prince of Wales during that historie

meeting off the Newfoundland coast represented a symbolic cementing of Angle­

American relations. The singing of "Onward Christian Soldiersn suggested a

moral crusade against Adolf Hitler~and stirred deep emotions among thase present.

At one (X>int F.D.R. dabbed at his eyes~ and would later tell bis son~ "If notbing else

had happened~ that would have cemented us. Onward Christian Soldiers. We are,

and we will~ go on with God~s help.n Churchilliaterwrote of'1he Union Jack and

the Stars and Stripes draped side by side on the pulpit...the highest oaval~ military~

and air officers of Britaio and the United States grouped together behind the

President and me; the close-packed ranks of British and American sailors~

completely intermingled~sharing the same books andjoining fervently in the prayers

and hymns familiar to both.~' The flags draped 00 the pulpit, the intermingling of

the officers~ the singing ofcommon hymns and saying of common prayers, the

fusion of religious and military symbols created a tableau that could ooly have been

played out by men who viewed themselves as sharing a common mission, linked by

a common religion, language, and civilization.

Z3 Bailey. 729.
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