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given an important significance, and speeches are quoted which were
never delivered or thought of. In my dispatch No. 4, of November 11,
1 referred to the visit of a committee from the American League, to
whose address I made a brief formal response, not having even the re.
motest bearing upon the question pending here. In yesterday’s Star.
a paper whose lite began with the so-called revolution, was my alleged
reply, which T inclose to you. This is a fair sample of the prevailing
spirit of misrepresentation. T inclose, also, an extract from the Pacifie
Commercial Advertiser, also an annexation organ, upon the same sub-
Jject.

I send this by a sailing vessel which leaves to-day. The next steamer
leaves here December 9. The next steamer arriving from San Fran-
cisco, the Honowai, due December 23,

With high regard, I am, ete.,
ALBERT 8. WILLIS.

NEWSPAPER CLIPPINGS.
[Hawaiian Star, November 17, 1693.]

WILLIS FOR THE TLAG—MIS REPLY TO THE AMERICAN LEAGUE—IF WILL DO NOTH-
ING HERE TO CONFLICT WITH HIS ARDENT AMERICAN PRINCIPLES.

The Star has obtained with much difficulty a complete and anthentic report of the
remarks made by Minister Wiilis to a delegation of the American Ieague which
presented him with a memorial some days ago. After a few words of welcome to lis
visiting countrymen, he said :

“GeNTLEMEN: I am an ardent American. Iwould like to see the stars and stripes
waving, under proper conditions, not only over the Pacific islands, but over any
other territory which would be beneficial to the United States. I have my iustrue-
tions, which I can not divulge. You will understand this, DBnat this much I cah
say, that the poliey of the United States is already formulated regarding these
islands, and that nothing which can be said or done either here or there can wvail
anything now. I do not come here as did Mr. Blount. I come here as an executive
ofticer. I come to act. When the proper time arrives I shall act. 1 am sorry
that I ean not tell yon when or how. I wish you to understand that, knowing the
policy of the United States, I conld not have accepted the position of an exceutive
officer had it been in contliet with the principles I hold. While performing my
duties in carrving out the United States poliey I shall have no need of aid from you
orother resident Americans. I wish to state positively that any outside interference
will not be tolerated by the United States.”

[TEe Daily Pacific Commercial Advertiser, Saturday, November 18, 1893.)

Be just and fear not;
Let all the ends thon aim'st at be
Thy country’s, thy God's, aud truth's.

A reporter who willfully and purposely falsifies the language of a diplomatic rep-
resentative, as was done by the Star reporter, on Thursday last, in an interview with
Minister Willis, as shown by his pnblished statements, deserves to be branded as
unworthy of public credence. Minister Willis may be thus compelled 1n future, for
self-protection, to follow Mr. Blonnt's example and refuse all press interviews

This paper 1s now, as it always has been, since the day when the monarchy was
forever banished from Hawaii, the firm and unflinching advocate of annexation to
the United States, without any compremise in any shape or form whatever. Nor can
one word be produced to show a contrary determination. To this paper more than
to any other 1s due the eredit of firmly standing by and defending the Provisional
Government and the eause it represents, It yiclds to no other paper a firmer alle-
gianee to the principles which the Government and its supporters represent.
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AMr. Gresham to Mr. Willis.
[Telegram.]

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, November 24, 1893.
The brevity and uncertainty of your telegrams are embarrassing.
You will insist upon amnesty and recognition of obligations of the Pro-
visional Government as essential conditions of restoration. All inter-
ests will be promoted by prompt action.
W. Q. GRESTAM,

Mr. Gresham to Mr. Willis.
[Telegram ]

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, December 3, 1893.

Your dispateh, which was answered by steamer on the 25th of
November, seems to call for additional instruetions.

Should the Queen refuse assent to the written conditions, you will
at once inform her that the President will cease interposition in her
behalf, and that while he deems it his duty to endeavor to restore to
the sovereign the constitutional government of the islands. his further
eftorts in that direction will depend upon the Queen’s unqualified agree-
ment that all obligations ereated by the Provisional Government in a
proper course of administration shall be assumed, and npon such pledges
by her as will prevent the adoption of any measures of proseription or
punishment for what has been done 1n the past by those setting up or
supporting the Provisional Government. The President feels that by
our original interference and what followed, we have incurred respon-
sibilities to the whole Hawaiian ecommunity, and it would not be just
to put one party at the mercy of the other.

Shonld the Queen ask whether if she accedes to conditions active
steps will be taken by the United States to effect her restoration, or to
maintain her authority thereafter, you will say that the President can
not use force without the anthority of Congress.

Should the Queen accept conditions and the Provisional Government
refuse to surrender, you will be governed by previous instructions. If
the Provisional Government asks whether the United States will hold
the Queen to fulfillment bf stipulated conditions you will say, the
President acting under dictates of honor and duty, as he has done in
endeavoring to effect restoration, will do all in his constitutional power
to cause observance of the conditions he has imposed.

GRESHAM.

Myr. Thurston to Mr. Gresham,

HAWATIAN LEGATION,
Washington, December 5, 1893,
Sir: In confirmation of the claims presented to you by myself during
several recent interviews, concerning suggested action by the United
States Government towards the Provisional Government of Hawaii, as
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outlined in your commuuication to the President recently published,
and affirmed in the President’s message sent yesterday to Congress, 1
have the honor to hereby submit to you the claims of the Government
which I represent in and concerning the premises,

If I correctly apprehend the propositions advanced by the Govern
ment of the United States they are:

First. [hat the Hawaiian monarchy was subverted by the action of
the United States representatives aud forces.

Second. That but for such action the monarchy would not have been
subverted nor the Provisional Government created,

Third. That such conelusions are based upon the report made by the
Hon. James H. Blount.

Fourth. That in view of such action by those representing the Gov-
ernment of the United States, it is 1)101;()%9(1 that the latter Govern
ment shall restore the status existing prior to such subversion of the
monarchy.

In opposition to such proposed action T hereby, on behalt of the Gov.
ernment I represent, submit the following claims and reasons:

First. The Provisional Government of Hawaii is a duly organized
and fully recognized independent Government, holding diplomatie re-
lations with nmrh all the nations of the world.

It has accredited its diplomatic representatives to the United Htates
Government, which has received them in the manner customary in
dealing with the representatives of friendly independent nations.

The United States Governmnent has, in turn, aceredited its repre-
sentatives to the Provisional Government of Hawali, and they have in
like manner been formally received by it.

There is nothing lacking to constitute the present Government of
Hawaii a full, {free, and independent sovereignty, subject to all the
obligations and entitled to all the rights, privileges, and courtesies
accorded by the United States Government to the most favored nations
with whom it is in treaty relations.

Second. Lt is submitted that the Government of the United States
has acquired no jurisdiction over the independent sovereign state of
Hawaii. There being two distinet sovereignties, jurisdietion by the
United States can only be obtained in three ways, viz: (1) by conquest;
(2) by treaty; (3) by voluntary submission to the decision of the United
States Government in the nature of arbitration.

There is no claim made that the sovereignty of Hawaii is subordi-
nate to that of the United States by reason of conquest, nor has it been
surrendered by treaty.

There is a suggestion, however, in the communieation by yourself to
the President, above referred to, that authority by Vo]llllt(u) submis
sion in the nature of a power to arbitrate has been conferred upon the
Government of the United States. I refer to that portion wherein you
state that, *The Government of Ilawaii surrendered its authority
under a threat of war, until such time as the Government of the United
States, upon the faets being presented to it, should reinstate the Con-
stitutional Sovereign; and the Provisional Government was created
‘to exist until terms of union with the United States of America have
been negotiated and agreed upon.’”

I submit that no such authority has been conferred, and in support
of such contention present the following reasons: (1) If the parties in
Hawaii contending for the control of the Government had intended to
gsubmit their differences to the arbitration of the United States, a for-
mal statement to such differences and the points to be settled would
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have been drawn up and signed in the usuai form of an agreement for
arbitration.

_ No such action has been taken. (2) An arbitration is essentially a
judicial proceeding, the elemental features of which, under the princi-
ples and forms of precedure in use both in the United States and Hawaii,
are, first, notice of the charges made or points at issue; second,
opportunity to hear and cross-examine evidence produced by the
opposing party; third, opportunity to produce evidence in support of
claims made and to meet that of the opposing party; fourth, a full
and fair hearing accorded to both parties in open court.

In no particular have these particulars, fundamental to the just and
equitable decision of the simplest judicial issue, been observed in this
admittedly complicated question.

The Government of Hawaii, acting under its international right, has
made a formal proposition to, by treaty, change the political relation
existing between the two countries.

The authority of the Hawaiian Government to make such a proposi-
tion was not questioned, and a treaty for the accomplishment of such
purpose was duly signed by the representatives of the executivesof
the two countries.

Pending the final ratification of such treaty, by desire of the Govern-
ment of the United States, negotiations were suspended over nine
months ago, and an investigation was instituted by the Government
of the United States by a special commissioner.

During all such time the Hawaiian Government has peaceably
administered its own affairs and faithfully carried out all its treaty obli-
gations with all foreign powers.

Up to the present time the Hawaiian Government has received no
information that such investigation was for any purpose other than to
determine the policy of the Government of the United States concern-
ing such proposition of the Government of Hawaii.

It has not been a party to such investigation, which has been ex parte
and conducted in secret.

It has been accorded no opportunity to meet the evidence produced
nor to present evidence or argument in its own behalf.

The names of the witnesses and the character of the evidence upon
which it is proposed to be subverted were unknown to it until published
simultaneously with the announcement of the conclusion of the inves-
tigating commissioner.

It has received no notice that it was on trial for its life, and has not
even been informed that it was charged with having taken action for
which it was responsible to the United States or whereby it had brought
itself within the jurisdiction of such Government.

The proclamation issued by the Provisional Government of Hawaii
defining its objects and causes does, indeed, state as quoted in your
communication above referred to, that it was created *to exist until
terms of union with the United States of America have been negoti-
ated and agreed upon.” But I submit that neither legally, logically,
nor grammatically does such phrase indicate that because annexation
has not yet been consummated the Provisional Government is there-
fore and thereby terminated.

On the contrary, I submit that its meaning is clearly and distinctly
the exact opposite of that suggested.

The Provisional Government was formed with a fixed, definite pur-
pose in view, viz, annexation to the United States. 1f the date of the
consummation of such object had been known it could have been
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in the place of the phrase actually used. As such date was not and
could not be known, an appropriate phrase was used signifying that
the Government should continue to exist until the object was accom-
plished. A government was established not absolutely but condition-
ally. If the wording of the proclamation had been *to exist until the
sovernment of the United States refuses to agree to annexation,” a
refusal would then have constituted a condition the happening of which,
in and of itselt, would have terminated the Provisional Government.

There was, however, but one condition named in the proclamation,
the happening of which should terminate the existence of the Govern-
ment thereby ereated, viz, “ Union with the United States of America.”
There is no other terminating condition. Unless and until that condi-
tion happens the Government continues in existence. If the happening
of the condition is postpoued for one, two, or ten years, or for an indefi-
nite period, the Government continues to exist for a like period. The
fact that annexation has not yet taken place does not negative the pos-
sibility of' its happening in the future. So long as the terminating con-
dition has not happened, but may happen. so long does the Government
continue to exist, unless changed or terminated by its own act or the
act of the people of Hawaii.

I further submit that if the reasoning last above set forth is incor-
rect, and the failure to have yet secured annexation does logically ter-
minate the existence of the Provisional Government, such fact does
not confer jurisdiction upon the United States to construe such instru-
ment, but that the eonstruection and interpretation of the wording of
such proclamation is purely a matter of domestic concern to be settled
by the parties in interest in Hawail in such manner as the Government
and laws of that country may provide.

Third. While neither admitting nor questioning the correctness of
the allegations of fact reported by Mr. Blount, I purposely omit dis-
cussion or criticism thereof, for the reasons, first, that the Hawaiian
Government has not been a party to such investigation, and therefore
x@an not be bound by same; and, second, if it be true that the represen-
tatives of the United States exceeded their powers, as alleged, such
fact does not vest any jurisdiction in the Government of the United
States to now infringe upon Hawaiian sovereignty.

It is an axiom of law that no man may take advantage of his own
wrong. The fact that the United States minister, with or without the
authority of his Government, may have trespassed upon the inter-
national rights of Hawaii, does not thereby confer jurisdietion upon the
Government of the United States to now again, and deliberately, tres-
pass upon such rights.

If the United States minister or naval officers have exceeded their
authority or violated their instructions they are responsible to their
Government therefor. The Hawaiian Government had no control over
them. It is not responsible for what they did, and is not and ean not
be held answerable to the Government of the United States for their
acts, nor to have forfeited any of its attributes of independent sover-
eignty by reason of their actions whether the same were right or wrong,
authorized or unauthorized.

In like manuer, if the allegation is true, that the ex-Queen abdicated
under the belief that the Provisional Government would submit the
question to the United States Government, such fact does not vest in
the GGovernment of the United States any jurisdiction over the subject-
matter., If the ex Queen was warranted in such belief and an agree-
ment was made between her and the Provisional Government, which I
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do not admit, the Government of the United States was no party to
such agreement, and neither the making, nor the failure to carry it out,
if made, confers any jurisdiction upon the Government of the United
States to construe such agreement, nor in any manner to intervene
between the contending parties in Hawaii, nor control or direct which
of such parties shall at any given time exercise the functions of gov-
ernment in Hawaii.

Fourth. If after consideration of the reasons hereinbefore advanced
it is maintained by you that they do not establish the claims advanced,
and that the Government of the United States has jurisdiction, not-
withstanding the independent sovereignty of Hawaii, to decide upon
the form, and who shall carry on the Government of Hawaii, I then
submit that neither international law nor the usage of nations author-
ize the Government of the United States to enforce, against the will of
the parties, the conclusions to which it may come.

It is not suggested in the report of Mr. Blount than any such power
was agreed upon, either between the ex-Queen and the Provisional
Government or otherwise.

Even if a formal submission to the United States Government had
been made, and full hearing had thereon, and a decmou announced,
such fact would not vest in the United States any power to carry out
such decision or to compel either party to abide thereby.

Unless the method of enforcement of such decision is agreed upon
by the parties, the carrying out of the decision rendered is purely a
matter of good faith as between the parties in interest, with no power
in the arbitrating Government to compel the recognition by either party
of the decision rendered.

I beg also to re-affirm in this connection my firm conviction, based
upon an intimate acquaintance with all the persons and conditions in-
volved, that the restoration of the ex-Queen, regardless of the method
by which the same may be accomplished, will, unless she is maintained
by the troops of some foreign power, be speedily followed by the forei-
ble overthrow of the monarchy, involving the probable loss of life and
destruction of property.

Such action will be taken, as in the past, by the intelligent, law-
abiding, property-owning portion of the community, for the same
reasons that'the same persons took similar action last January, viz:
that the long and bitter experience under the monarchy has convineed
them that so long as the monarchy exists no material improvement in
the methods of conducting the Government can be expected and that a
further continuance of the misrule of the past years is intolerable.

It is unnecessary for me to state that such a condition of affairs will
be disastrousin the extreme to every material interest in the islands,
and to all trade and commerce connected therewith, the greater por-
tion of which 1s owned and carried on by American citizens and
capital.

Allow me to reiterate that neither this statement nor any act done
by the Provisional Government or by myselt' is with any spirit of hos-
tility to the people or Government of the United States. On the con-
trary,so far from being in any manner hostile, the Provisional Govern-
ment and its supporters have demonstrated by their acts that they are
not only friendly in the ordinary acceptance of the word, but that they
have such faith in the Government of the United States that they have
taken up arms and risked their lives and property to place themselves,
almost unreservedly and unconditionally, under the jurisdiction and
eontrol of that Government, asking only in return that they may share



442 HAWATIAN ISLANDS.

in the freedom of its flag and the stability and equality of its Govern-
ment.

All that I seek by this statement is to convey to you a plain frank
statement of what the Provisional Government of Hawaii conceives to
be its rights under international law in and concerning the premises,
and to indicate to you, as it is my duty to do, what in my opinion the
conditions are and will be if action on certain suggested lines is taken.

1 have, &ec.
L. A. THURSTON.

Mr. Willis to Mr. Gresham.
[Telegram, ]

HoxoLuLU, December 4, 1893,

Understand message. Had no communications from Washington,
D. C., either to the United States Admiral or to me since my (our)
arrival. One British manof-war and one Japanese man-of war are
here. Active defensive preparations for several days; otherwise situa-
tion about the same. The fecling intense, but hope to preserve status
until further instructed. Government last Wednesday inquired as to
authenticity of your published letter and intentions of the President.
I have declined to-day to answer. Prompt action desirable.

WILLIS.
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MESSAGE;

70 the Senate and House of Representatives :

In my recent annual message to the Congress I briefly referred to
our relations with Hawaii and expressed the intention of transmit-
ting further information on the subject when additional advices per-
mitted.

Though I am not able now to report a definite change in the
actunal situation, I am convinced that the difficulties lately created
both here and in Hawaii and now standing in the way of a solution
through Executive action of the problem presented, render it proper,
and expedient, that the matter should be referred to the broader
authority and discretion of Congress, with a full explanation of the
endeavor thus far made to deal with the emergency and a statement
of the considerations which have governed my action.

I suppose that right and justice should determine the path to be
followed in treating this subject. If national honesty is to be dis-
regarded and a desire for territorial extension, or dissatisfaction with
a form of government not our own, ought to regulate our conduct,
I have entirely misapprehended the mission and character of our
Government and the behavior which the conscience of our people
demands of their public servants.

When the present Administration entered upon its duties the Sen-
ate had under consideration a treaty providing for the annexation
of the Hawaiian Islands to the territory of the United States.
Surely under our Constitution and laws the enlargement of our lim-
its is a manifestation of the highest attribute of sovereignty, and
if entered upon as an Executive act, all things relating to the trans-
action should be clear and free from suspicion. Additional impor-
tance attached to this particular treaty of annexatiom, because it
contemplated a departure from unbroken American tradition in pro-
viding for the addition to our territory of islands of the sea more
than two thousand miles removed fromn our nearest coast.

These considerations might not of themselves call for interference
with the completion of a treaty entered upon by a previous Admin-

istration. But it appeared from the documents accompanying the
445
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treaty when submitted to the Senate, that the ownership of Hawaii
was tendered to us by a provisional government set up to succeed
the constitutional ruler of the islands, who had been dethroned,
and it did not appear that such provisional government had the
sanction of either popular revolution or suffrage. T'wo other
remarkable features of the transaction naturally attracted attention.
One was the extraordinary haste—not to say precipitancy—charac-
terizing all the transactions connected with the treaty. It appeared
that a so-called Committee of Safety, ostensibly the source of the
revolt against the constitutional Government of Hawaii, was organ-
ized on Saturday, the 14th day of January; that on Monday, the 16th,
the United States forces were landed at Honolulu from a naval
vessel lying in its harbor; that on the 17th the scheme of a provi-
sional government was perfected, and a proclamation naming its
officers was on the same day prepared and read at the Government
building; that immediately thereupon the United States Minister
recognized the provisional government thus created; that two days
afterwards, on the 1gth day of January, commissioners representing
such government sailed for this country in a steamer especially
chartered for the occasion, arriving in San Francisco on the 28th
day of January, and in Washington on the 3d day of February; that
on the next day they had their first interview with the Secretary of
State, and another on the rr1th, when the treaty of annexation was
practically agreed upon, and that on the 14th it was formally con-
cluded and on the 15th transmitted to the Senate. ‘Thus between
the initiation of the scheme for a provisional government n Hawaii
on the 14th day of January and the submission to the Senate of the
treaty of annexation concluded with such government, the entire
interval was thirty-two days, fifteen of which were spent by the
Hawaiian Commissioners in their journey to Washington.

In the next place, upon the face of the papers submitted with
the treaty, it clearly appeared that there was open and undeter-
mined an issue of fact of the most vital importance. ‘The message
of the President accompanying the treaty declared that ‘* the over-
throw of the monarchy was not in any way promoted by this Gov-
ernment,’’ and in a letter to the President from the Secretary of State,
also submitted to the Senate with the treaty, the following passage
occurs: ‘At the time the provisional government took possession of
the Government buildings no troops or officers of the United States
were present or took any part whatever in the proceedings. No
public recognition was accorded to the provisional government by
the United States Minister until after the Queen’s abdication and
when they were in effective possession of the (Fovernment buildings,
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the archives, the treasury, the barracks, the police station, and all
the potential machinery of the Government.”” But a protest also
accompanied said treaty, signed by the Queen and her ministers at
the time she made way for the provisional government, which ex-
plicitly stated that she yielded to the superior force of the United
States, whose Minister had caused United States troops to be landed
at Honolulu and declared that he would support such provisional
government,

The truth or falsity of this protest was surely of the first impor-
tance., If true, nothing but the concealment of its truth counld
induce our Government to negotiate with the semblance of a gov-
ernment thus created, nor could a treaty resulting from the acts
stated in the protest have been knowingly deemed worthy of con-
sideration by the Senate. Yet the truth or falsity of the protest
had not been investigated.

I conceived it to be my duty therefore to withdraw the treaty
from the Senate for examination, and meanwhile to cause an accu-
rate, full, and impartial investigation to be made of the facts attend-
ing the subversion of the constitutional Government of Hawaii,
and the installment in its place of the provisional government. I
selected for the work of investigation the Hon, James H. Blount, of
Georgia, whose service of eighteen years as a member of the House
of Representatives, and whose experience as chairman of the Com-
mittee of Foreign Affairs in that body, and his consequent famili-
arity with international topics, joined with his high character and
honorable reputation, seemed to render him peculiarly fitted for the
duties entrusted to him. His report detailing his action under the
instructions given to him and the conclusions derived from his in-
vestigation accompany this message.

These conclusions do not rest for their acceptance entirely upon
Mr. Blount’s honesty and ability as a man, nor upon his acumen
and impartiality as an investigator. They are accompanied by the
evidence upon which they are based, which evidence is also here-
with transmitted, and from which it seems to me no other deductions
could possibly be reached than those arrived at by the Commissioner.

The report with its accompanying proofs, and such other evidence
as is now before the Congress or is herewith submitted, justifies in
my opinion the statement that when the President was led to submit
the treaty to the Senate with the declaration that ‘‘the overthrow
of the monarchy was not in any way promoted by this Govern-
ment’, and when the Senate was induced to receive and discuss it
on that basis, both President and Senate were misled.

The attempt will not be made in this communication to touch
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upon all the facts which throw light upon the progress and consum-
mation of this scheme of annexation. A very brief and imperfect
reference to the facts and evidence at hand will exhibit its character
and the incidents in which it had its birth.

It is unnecessary to set forth the reasons which in January, 1893,
led a considerable proportion of American and other foreign mer-
chants and traders residing at Honolulu to favor the annexation of
Hawaii to the United States. It is sufficient to note the fact and to
observe that the project was one which was zealously promoted by
the Minister representing the United States in that country. He
evidently had an ardent desire that it should become a fact accom-
plished by his agency and during his ministry, and was not incon-
veniently scrupulous a&to the means employed to that end. On the
19th day of November, 1892, nearly two months before the first overt
act tending towards the subversion of the Hawaiian Government and
the attempted transfer of Hawaiian territory to the United States, he
addressed a long letter to the Secretary of State in which the case
for annexation was elaborately argued, on moral, political, and eco-
nomical grounds. He refers to the loss to the Hawaiian sugar in-
terests from the operation of the McKinley bill, and the tendency
to still further depreciation of sugar property unless some positive
measure of relief is granted. He strongly inveighs against the ex-
isting Hawaiian Government and emphatically declares for annexa-
tion. Hesays: ‘‘In truth the monarchy here is an absurd anachro-
nism. It has nothing on which it logically or legitimately stands,
Tlhe feudal basis on which it once stood no longer existing, the mon-
archy now is only an impediment to good government—an obstruc-
tion to the prosperity and progress of the islands.”

He further says: ‘“‘As a crown colony of Great Britain or a Terri-
tory of the United States the government modifications could be
‘made readily and good administration of the law secured. Destiny
and the vast future interests of the United Statesin the Pacific clearly
indicate who at no distant day must be responsible for the government
of these islands. Under a territorial government they could be as
easily governed as any of the existing Teerritories of the United States,”’
* % * ‘U Hawaii has reached the parting of the ways. She must
now take the road which leads to Asia, or the other which outlets
her in America, gives her an American civilization, and binds her
to the care of American destiny.” He also declares: ‘* One of two
courses seems to me absolutely necessary to be followed, either bold
and vigorous measures for annexation or a ‘customs union,’ an
ocean cable from the Californian coast to Honolulu, Pearl Harbor
perpetually ceded to the United States, with an implied but not ex-
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pressly stipulated American protectorate over the islands. I believe
the former to be the better, that which will prove much the more
advantageous to the islands, and the cheapest and least embarrassing
in the end to the United States. If it was wise for the United States
through Secretary Marcy thirty-eight years ago to offer to expend
$100,000 to secure a treaty of annexation, it certainly can not be
chimerical or unwise to expend $100,000 to secure annexation in the
near future. To-day the United States has five times the wealth she
possessed in 1854, and the reasons now existing for annexation are
much stronger than they were then. I can not refrain from express-
ing the opinion with emphasis that the golden hour is near at hand.”

These declarations certainly show a disposition and condition of
mind, which may be usefully rccalled when interpreting the signifi-
cance of the Minister's conceded acts or when considering the prob-
abilities of such conduct on his part as may not be admitted.

In this view it seems proper to also quote from a letter written by
the Minister to the Secretary of State on the 8th day of March, 1892
nearly a year prior to the first step taken toward annexation. After
stating the possibility that the existing Government of Hawaii might
be overturned by an orderly and peaceful revolution, Minister Stevens
writes as follows: ‘‘Ordinarily in like circumstances, the rule seems
to be to limit the landing and movement of United States forces in
foreign waters and dominion exclusively to the protection of the
United States legation and of the lives and property of American
citizens. DBut as the relations of the United States to Hawaii are
exceptional, and in former years the United States officials here
took somewhat exceptional action in circumstances of disorder, I
desire to know how far the present Minister and naval commander
may deviate from established international rules and precedents in
the contingencies indicated in the first part of this dispatch.”

To a minister of this temper full of zeal for annexation there
seemed to arise in January, 1893, the precise opportunity for which
he was watchfully waiting—an opportunity which by timely *‘ devia-
tion from established international rules and precedents’’ might be
improved to successfully accomplish the great object in view; and
we are quite prepared for the exultant enthusiasm with which in a
letter to the State Department dated February 1, 1893, he declares:
“The Hawaiian pear is now fully ripe and this is the golden hwur
for the United States to pluck it.”

As a further illustration of the activity of this diplomatic repre-
sentative, attention is called to the fact that on the day the above
letter was written, apparently unable longer to restrain his ardor,
he issued a proclamation whereby “‘in the name of the United

FRY4—APPII 29
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States” he assumed the protection of the Hawaiian Islands and
declared that said action was ‘‘taken pending and subject to nego-
tiations at Washington.”” Of course this assumption of a protector-
ate was promptly disavowed by our Government, but the American
flag remained over the Government building at Honolulu and the
forces remained on guard until April, and after Mr. Blount’s arrival
on the scene, when both were removed.

A brief statement of the occurrences that led to the subversion of
the constitutional Government of Hawaii in the interests of annexa-
tion to the United States will exhibit the true complexion of that
transaction.

On Saturday, January 14, 1893, the Queen of Hawaii, who had
been contemplating the proclamation of a new constitution, had, in
deference to the wishes and remonstrances of her cabinet, renounced
the project for the present at least. Taking this relinquished pur-
pose as a basis of action, citizens of Honolulu numbering from fifty
to one hundred, mostly resident aliens, met in a private office and se-
lected a so-called Committee of Safety, composed of thirteen persons,
seven of whom were foreign subjects, and consisted of five Ameri-
cans, one Englishman, and one German. This committee, though
its designs were not revealed, had in view nothing less than annex-
ation to the United States, and between Saturday, the 14th, and the
following Monday, the 16th of January—though exactly what action
was taken may not be clearly disclosed—they were certainly in com-
munication with the United States Minister. On Monday morning
the Queen and her cabinet made public proclamation, with a notice
which was specially served upon the representatives of all foreign
governments, that any changes in the constitution would be sought
only in the methods provided by that instrument. Nevertheless, at
the call and under the auspices of the Committee of Safety, a mass
meeting of citizens was held on that day to protest against the
Queen’s alleged illegal and unlawful proceedings and purposes.
Fven at this meeting the Committee of Safety continued to disguise
their real purpose and contented themselves with procuring the
passage of a resolution denouncing the Queen and empowering the
committee to devise ways and means ‘‘ to secure the permanent main-
tenance of law and order and the protection of life, liberty, and prop-
erty in Hawaii.”” This meeting adjourned between three and four
o'clock in the afternoon. On the same day, and immediately after
such adjournment, the committee, unwilling to take further steps
without the cooperation of the United States Minister, addressed
him a note representing that the public safety was menaced and
that lives and property were in danger, and concluded as follows:
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““We are unable to protect ourselves without aid, and therefore pray
for the protection of the United States forces.”” Whatever may be
thought of the other contents of this note, the absolute truth of this
latter statement is incontestable. When the note was written and
delivered, the commiittee, so far as it appears, had neither a man
nor a gun at their command, and after its delivery they became
so panic-stricken at their position that they sent some of their
number to interview the Minister and request him not to land the
United States forces till the next morning. But he replied that
the troops had been ordered, and whether the comumittee were
ready or not the landing should take place. And so it happened
that on the 16th day of January, 1893, between four and five o’clock
in the afternoon, a detachment of marines from the United States
steamer Bosfon, with two pieces of artillery, landed at Honolulu.
The men, upwards of 160 in all, were supplied with double car-
tridge belts filled with ammunition and with haversacks and can-
teens, and were accompanied by a hospital corps with stretchers and
medical supplies. This military demonstration upon the soil of
Honolulu was of itself an act of war, unless made either with the
consent of the Government of Hawaii or for the dona fide purpose of
protecting the imperilled lives and property of citizens of the
United States. But there is no pretense of auy such consent on
the part of the Government of the Queen, which at thattime was
undisputed and was both the d¢ facio and the de jure government.
In point of fact the existing government instead of requesting the
presence of an armned force protested against it. ‘T'here is as little
basis for the pretense that such forces were landed for the security
of American life and property. If so, they would have been sta-
tioned in the vicinity of such property and so as to protect it, instead
of at a distance and so as to command the Hawaiian Government
building and palace. Admiral Skerrett, the officer in command of
our naval force on the Pacific station, has frankly stated that in
his opinion the location of the troops was inadvisable if they were
landed for the protection of American citizens whose residences
and places of business, as well as the legation and consulate, were
in a distant part of the city, but the location selected was a wise one
if the forces were landed for the purpose of supporting the provi-
sional government. If any peril to life and property calling for any
such martial array had existed, Great Britain and other foreign pow-
ers interested would not have been behind the United States in
activity to protect their citizens. But they made no sign in that
direction. When these armed men were landed, the city of Honolulu
was in its customary orderly and peaceful condition. ‘There was no
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symptom of riot or disturbance in any quarter. Men, women, and
children were about the streets as usual, and nothing varied the
ordinary routine or disturbed the ordinary tranquillity, except the
landing of the Hosfon’s marines and their march through the town
to the quarters assigned them. Indeed, the fact that after having
called for the landing of the United States forces on the plea of
danger to life and property the Committee of Safety themselves
requested the Minister to postpone action, exposed the untruthful-
ness of their representations of present peril to life and property.
The peril they saw was an anticipation growing out of guilty inten-
tions on their part and something which, though not then existing,
they knew would certainly follow their attempt to overthrow the
Government of the Queen without the aid of the United States forces.

Thus it appears that Hawaii was taken possession of by the United
States forces without the consent or wish of the governmnt of the
islands, or of anybody else so far as shown, except the United States
Minister.

Therefore the military occupation of Honolulu by the United
States on the day mentioned was wholly without justification, eithes
as an occupation by consent or as an occupation necessitated by dan-
gers threatening American life and property. It must be accounted
for in some other way and on some other ground, and its real mo-
tive and purpose are neither obscure nor far to seek.

The United States forces being now on the scene and favorably
stationed, the committee proceeded to carry out their original scheme.
They met the next morning, Tuesday, the 17th, perfected the plan of
temporary government, and fixed upon its principal officers, ten of
whom were drawn from the thirteen members of the Committee of
Safety. Between one and two o'clock, by squads and by different
routes to avoid notice, and having first taken the precaution of ascer-
taining whether there was any one there to oppose them, they pro-
ceeded to the Government building to proclaim the new government.
No sign of opposition was manifest, and thereupon an American citi-
zen began to read the proclamation from the steps of the Government
building almost entirely without auditors. It is said that before
the reading was finished quite a concourse of persons, variously
estimated at from 50 to 100, some armed and some unarmed,
gathered about the committee to give them aid and confidence.
This statement is not important, since the one controlling factor in
the whole affair was unquestionably the United States marines, who,
drawn up under arms and with artillery in readiness only seventy-
six yards distant, dominated the situation.

The provisional government thus proclaimed was by the terms of
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the proclamation ‘‘to exist until terms of union with the United
States had been negotiated and agreed upon’. The United States
Minister, pursuant to prior agreement, recognized this government
within an hour after the reading of the proclamation, and before
five o’clock, in answer to an inquiry on behalf of the Queen and her
cabinet, announced that he had done so.

When our Minister recognized the provisional government the
only basis upon which it rested was the fact that the Committee of
Safety had in the manner above stated declared it to exist. It was
neither a government de facto nor de jure. ‘Thal it was not in such
possession of the Government property and agencies as entitled it to
recognition is conclusively proved by a note found in the files of the
Legation at Honolulu, addressed by the declared head of the provi-
sional government to Minister Stevens, dated january 17, 1893, in
which he acknowledges with expressions of appreciation the Min-
ister’s recognition of the provisional government, and states that it
is not yet in the possession of the station house (the place where a
large number of the Queen’s troops were quartered), though the same
had been demanded of the Queen’s officersin charge. Nevertheless,
this wrongful recognition by our Minister placed the Government
of the Queen in a position of most perilous perplexity. On the one
hand she had possession of the palace, of the barracks, and of the
police station, and had at her command at least five hundred fully
armed men and several pieces of artillery. Indeed, the whole mili-
tary force of her kingdom was on her side and at her disposal, while
the Committee of Safety, by actual search, had discovered that there
were but very few arms in Honolulu that were not in the service of
the Government. In thisstate of thingsif the Queen could have dealt
with the insurgents alone her course would have been plain and the
result unmistakable. But the United States had allied itself with her
enemies, had recognized them as the true Government of Hawaii,
and had put her and her adherents in the position of opposition
against lawful authority. She knew that she could not withstand
the power of the United States, but she believed that she might
safely trust to its justice. Accordingly, some hours after the recog-
nition of the provisional government by the United States Minister,
the palace, the barracks, and the police station, with all the mili-
tary resources of the country, were delivered up by the Queen upon
the representation made to her that her cause would thereafter be
reviewed at Washington, and while protesting that she surrendered
to the superior force of the United States, whose Minister had
caused United States troops to be landed at Honolulu and declared
that he would support the provisional government, and that she



454 HAWAIIAN ISLANDS.

yielded her authority to prevent collision of armed forces and loss
of life and only until such time as the United States, upon the facts
being presented to it, should undo the action of its representative
and reinstate her in the authority she claimed as the constitutional
sovereign of the Hawaiian Islands.

This protest was delivered to the chief of the provisional govern-
ment, who endorsed thereon his acknowledgment of its receipt.
The terms of the protest were read without dissent by those assumi-
ing to constitute the provisional government, who were certainly
charged with the knowledge that the Queen instead of finally
abandoning her power had appealed to the justice of the United
States for reinstatement in her authority; and yet the provisional
government with this unanswered protest in its hand hastened to
negotiate with the United States for the permanent banishment of
the Queen from power and for a sale of her kingdom.

Our country was in danger of occupying the position of having
actually set up a temporary government on foreign soil for the pur-
pose of acquiring through that agency territory which we had wrong-
fully putin its possession. The control of both sides of a bargain
acquired in such a mauner is called by a familiar and unpleasant
name when found in private transactions. We are not without a
precedent showing how scrupulously we avoided such accusations in
former days. After the people of Texas had declared their inde-
pendence of Mexico they resolved that on the acknowledgment of
their independence by the United States they would seck admission
into the Union. Several months after the battle of San Jacinto, by
which Texan independence was practically assured and established,
President Jackson declined to recognize it, alleging as one of his
reasons that in the circumstances it became us ‘‘to beware of a too
early movement, as it might subject us, however unjustly, to the
imputation of seeking to establish the claim of our neighbors to a
territory with a view to its subsequent acquisition by ourselves’’.
This is in marked contrast with the hasty recognition of a govern-
ment openly and concededly set up for the purpose of tendering to
us territorial annexation.

I believe that a candid and thorough examination of the facts will
force the conviction that the provisional government owes its exist-
ence to an armed invasion by the United States. Fair-minded people
with the evidence before them will hardly claim that the Hawaiian
Government was overthrown by the people of the islands or that the
provisional government had ever existed with their consent. I do
not understand that any member of this government claims that the
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people would uphold it by their suffrages if they were allowed to vote
on the question.

While naturally sympathizing with every effort to establish a
republican form of government, it has been the settled policy of the
United States to concede to people of foreign countries the same
freedom and independence in the management of their domestic
affairs that we have always claimed for ourselves; and it has been
our practice to recognize revolutionary governments as soon as it
became apparent that they were supported by the people. For
illustration of this rule I need only to refer to the revolution in
Brazil in 1889, when our Minister was instructed to recognize the
Republic *‘ so soon as a majority of the people of Brazil should have
signified their assent to its establishment and maintenance’’; to the
revolution in Chile in 1891, when our Minister was directed to
recognize the new government *‘if it was accepted by the people’’;
and to the revolution in Venezuela in 1892, when our recognition
was accorded on condition that the new government was ‘‘ fully
established, in possession of the power of the nation, and accepted
by the people.”

As I apprehend the situation, we are brought face to face with
the following conditions:

The lawful Government of Hawaii was overthrown without the
drawing of a sword or the firing of a shot by a process every step
of which, it may safely be asserted, is directly traceable to and
dependent for its success upon the agency of the United States
acting through its diplomatic and naval representatives.

But for the notorious predilections of the United States Ministet
for annexation, the Committee of Safety, which should be called the
Committee of Annexation, would never have existed.

But for the landing of the United States forces upon false pre-
texts respecting the danger to life and property the committee
would never have exposed themselves to the pains and penalties of
treason by undertaking the subversion of the Queen’s Government.

But for the presence of the United States forces in the immediate
vicinity and in position to afford all needed protection and support
the committee would not have proclaimed the provisional govern-
ment from the steps of the Government building.

And finally, but for the lawless occupation of Honolulu under
false pretexts by the United States forces, and but for Minister
Stevens’s recognition of the provisional government when the
United States forces were its sole support and constituted its only
military strength, the Queen and her Government would never have
yielded to the provisional government, even for a time and for the



