
THE MONROE DOCTRINE

BY CHARLES C. THACH

THE Monroe Doctrine ranks among the
foremost of the fetishes of these
fetish-worshipping United States.

Senators, by their own admission, are
ready to shed their life blood for its de-
fence. Representatives, though not of the
elect whose privilege it is to serve the
shrine of Foreign Policy, make Fourth of
July orations upon it. American Legion
posts and Chambers of Commerce take it
under their protection lest it be assoiled by
the slimy touch of the abominable Red.
Presidents and candidates for President
stand upon it as upon the rock of their
salvation. And, from the grades to the
graduate schools, searchers after knowl-
edge listen with bated breath to its expo-
sition by school marms and Doctores Phil-
osopbia. Yet probably not one of these pas-
sionate partisans, whether pedagogue or
politician, Rotarian or legionnaire, could
tell you, on penalty of hanging, what the
Monroe Doctrine really is.

For once, the reason is not the obvious
one, to wit, the ignorance of the expos-
itors. In the first place, the original mes-
sage in which the doctrine is set forth is
not a signal success from the point of view
either of logic or of style. Far from measur-
ing up to the high standards of clarity set
by the public pronouncements of, say, the
late Mr. Harding, it reveals unmistakably
that its author suffered a bit from verbal
Summer complaint and ideational dizzy
spells. Commentators, with the best will
to accuracy in the world, can only difFer
as to the details of its significance.

But the major blame cannot, in justice,
be visited on the somewhat muddled head
of Mr. Monroe. Though he furnished the
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most necessary requisite of a documentary
fetish, a considerable degree of vagueness,
it has been his most recent successors who
have so pulled and hauled the original lan-
guage of his doctrine as to cause it to lose
all meaning, or, what comes to nearly the
same thing, to mean anything. Being in-
volved in no matter how humble a piece
of oil grabbing, they have rolled their eyes
heavenward and proclaimed that they were
only applying his principle in all its pris-
tine purity. To them the doctrine has be-
come a diplomatic top bureau drawer, into
which anything may be put and from
which, after due pawing, anything may be
produced.

But, after all, the original message did
mean something. It was intended to meet
a definite political crisis, to set forth the
position of the nation in respect to certain
European policies that concerned us deeply.
Seen in its proper historical setting, it is
neither cryptic nor divine.

II

The European situation that in 1813 occa-
sioned the enunciation of the original
Monroe Doctrine seems distressingly fa-
miliar to the individual who, in 192.4, is
enjoying the benefits of the peace that
passeth understanding. In 1815, as in 1919,
the strongest European military Power had
been finally pulled down, after a long and
bitter struggle, by the rest of Europe. As
in 1919, the winners had met to divide the
loot. As at Paris, so at Vienna, the big
Powers had made the decisions, while the
small fry stood, hat in hand, in the ante-
chambers, wondering what was up. To be
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sure, 1815 had its advantages over 1919.
France, for example, received decent treat-
ment, even after Waterloo. Also, the
Powers, having gotten all that their con-
flicting appetites would permit each to
obtain, had for the rest wisely preferred to
put Europe in general back where it had
been in 1789 rather than risk the evident
dangers of attempting to remodel it. But,
after 1815, as after 1919, the chief desire
of the victors was to rest and digest their
spoils. In the one case as in the other, the
most convenient bush behind which to
hide proved to be a League of Nations.

This League, the so-called Holy Alli-
ance, was the brain-child of Alexander I,
Czar of Russia. It took the form, in the
first place, of the famous Treaty of the
Holy Alliance, a stupendous piece of
politico-religious buncombe which bound
the contracting parties—ultimately all of
Europe except Great Britain, the Sultan
and the Pope—to be good Christians and
love one another. Evidently, such a cove-
nant might mean anything or nothing.
Great Britain maintained that it meant
nothing. But Alexander, from the first, be-
lieved and argued that it had created a real
league, and one which empowered the
chief Powers to manage Europe in the
name of God and for the protection of
their loot and the established order. The
real arbiter of European affairs, Prince
Metternich of Austria, for a time rather
tended to side with Great Britain, and,
since he made up not only his own mind,
but that of the King of Prussia as well,
this fact was decisive. But events soon
came that brought him around to Alex-
ander's point of view, whereupon the
League became a reality. Those events
consisted of a series of Bolshevik scares.

The Bolsheviki of the late Eighteenth
and early Nineteenth Centuries were of
course the Jacobins—that is, those who be-
lieved in the doctrines, any of the doc-
trines, of the French Revolution. Jacobin-
ism was no new thing. Good American
conservatives, for example, had, as early
as 1793, begun to shiver in their shoes over

French radicalism and American radicals.
Then, in true American fashion, they had
proceeded to warm themselves by denounc-
ing all foreigners, save the English, by
passing laws for their deportation, and by
imprisoning all native critics of the gov-
ernment. But with Napoleon at St. Helena,
Louis XVIII on the French throne, France
under surveillance and, in general, the old
order pretty well reestablished, conserva-
tives the world over began to breathe
easier. They had, they believed, killed the
snake, not scotched it.

The opposite was the case. The serpent
began to wriggle first in Germany, more
particularly in the German universities.
Burschenschaften, radical professors, a stu-
dent bonfire in which emblems of the old
regime were consumed, and finally an as-
sassination by a weak-minded young fa-
natic comprised the first Bolshevik upris-
ing. Metternich, who, like our own
Charles the Baptist, could sniff a Red
across an intervening field of Bermuda
onions and regarded the highest conceiv-
able statesmanship as consisting in sealing
up his country against the contamination
of all new ideas, made short shrift of the
young intelligentsia. The famous Carlsbad
decrees were, at his instigation, issued.
The universities were placed under the su-
pervision of officials whose duties were to
prevent the teaching of "dangerous" doc-
trines and to watch the students lest, by
any chance, they should be so revolution-
ary as to try to think. The press was suc-
cessfully muzzled. The world seemed safe
once more.

But this was but the prologue to horrors
coming on. Revolutions broke out in
Spain, in the Kingdom of Naples, and in
Piedmont . Met te rn ich , t ho rough ly
alarmed, for the first time, threw the full
weight of his influence behind Alexander's
league, which now really began to func-
tion. Successive congresses of the Powers
met at Troppau, at Laibach and at Verona.
The business of saving Europe was form-
ally undertaken. Austria was commis-
sioned to set things right in Italy, and
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France in Spain. Troops crossed the Alps
and the Pyrenees, put down the revolution-
ists, abolished constitutions, and restored
wobbling monarchs to their thrones.

The years 18x0-13 saw, in short, the
triumph of the league idea—the idea that
Europe was under the supervision of the
great Powers, that those Powers had the
right to intervene in the internal affairs of
any State that threatened to become "revo-
lutionary." The new principle was thus
set forth in the preliminary protocol of the
Troppau Congress:

States which have undergone a change of govern-
ment due to revolution cease to be members of the
European Alliance, and remain excluded from it
until their situation gives guarantees for legal
order and stability. If, owing to such alterations,
immediate danger threatens other States, the
Powers bind themselves by peaceful means, or if
need be by arms, to bring back the guilty State
into the bosom of the Great Alliance.

Ill

Had the Holy Alliance stopped at this
point there would have been no Monroe
Doctrine. European Powers were quite
free, thought the Fathers, to bedevil one
another in whatever fashion seemed good
in their own eyes. It was none of our busi-
ness. But the next stage of the develop-
ment of the Alliance's policy began to con-
cern the Americas directly. It was proposed
to apply the new European doctrine to the
former Spanish colonies in South and Cen-
tral America, which had taken advantage
of the disturbed condition of the Continent
and the dire plight of Spain during the
Napoleonic period to revolt and establish
their independence. They, too, were revo-
lutionists. They, too, had subverted legiti-
mate authority. They, too, consequently,
should be restored to the bosom of the
Great Alliance.

At this juncture it became necessary for
the Monroe administration to act, for the
chief, though not sole reason, that it was
approached by Great Britain with a propo-
sition for joint action. There were many
reasons for anxiety on the part of the
Mother Country. She feared Russia and

Russian influence in the Holy League. She
had, moreover, nothing to gain by guar-
anteeing the continental status quo, since
she received in return no guarantee of her
imperial possessions. In general, then, she
had as many reasons for disliking Alex-
ander's league as she has for liking the 1919
model. F.urther, a rehabilitated France
with an army in the middle of Spain
seemed ominous. Might not France want
pay for her act of Service in restoring
Spain to the Great Alliance? And might
not that pay take the form of Cuba? And,
in any event, was not the proposed resto-
ration of the Spanish colonies an undesir-
able thing? As free and independent States
their commerce was largely in English
hands. If they were restored as colonies it
would be a Spanish monopoly again.

The situation was all the more delicate
by reason of the fact that Great Britain,
by practically withdrawing from the Holy
League—she had been represented at its
last meetings only by an unofficial ob-
server—had deprived herself of all im-
portant continental support. Her tradi-
tional policy of balancing the lesser States
against the strongest continental Power
manifestly would not work any more.
Under these circumstances, her only re-
course was to turn to the United States
for assistance. There seemed no other avail-
able monkey for the chestnuts, which were
unmistakably in the fire.

Nor was this all. Canning suspected, and
with complete justice, that the United
States itself harbored designs on Cuba.
Here was an opportunity to kill two birds
with one diplomatic stone. If the United
States could be lined up against the pro-
posed intervention of the Holy Alliance,
and at the same time persuaded not to take
any territory from Spain, British interests
would be nicely protected.

So reasoned Mr. Canning, and he accord-
ingly approached the American minister,
Richard Rush, with a proposition for a
joint declaration of policy by the two na-
tions to the effect that recovery of the
colonies by Spain was deemed hopeless,
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that recognition of their independence was
a matter of time and circumstances, that
amicable settlement of the dispute over
them would not be hindered, that neither
nation aimed at taking possession of any
of them, and that neither "could see the
transfer of any one of them to any other
Power with indifference."

The negotiations that ensued between
Canning and Rush came to naught. The
question of recognizing the independence
of the colonies provided an insurmount-
able obstacle. The United States had taken
this step in 1812., but Canning, for his own
reasons, was still unwilling to go so far.
Rush correctly maintained that, under the
circumstances, the two nations simply
could not take joint action. Canning re-
fused to give way, and then, to Rush's sur-
prise, suddenly dropped the negotiations
without warning or explanation. Despite
Rush's mystification, the cause is now
clear. France had finally given England the
desired assurance that she was not seeking
territorial aggrandizement. The chestnuts
being out of the fire, Cousin Monkey was
no longer needed.

But Canning had started something.
When Rush's accounts of the initial corre-
spondence reached Washington, the worthy
Mr. Monroe was much disturbed. Forth-
with he forwarded copies of the despatches
to the demi-gods of his party, Jefferson
and Madison, and asked for their advice.
Jefferson, canny diplomat that he was, re-
plied that Great Britain was the power
that could do us the most harm and that
here was an opportunity to get her friend-
ship and her support for our policy "of
ousting from our land all foreign nations,"
and her cooperation in making "our hemis-
phere that of freedom." Consequently, he
advocated accepting the British offer.
Madison went even further, advising an
extension to the nations of Europe.

In the meanwhile, the Secretary of
State, John Quincy Adams, had returned
to Washington from a Summer visit to
Massachusetts. On his arrival he was con-
fronted, not only with the necessity of for-

mulating a policy with respect to the
British proposals, but also of answering
two remarkable communications from the
Russian minister, Baron de Tuyll. The first
of these was to the effect that the Russian
government had been informed that the
new State of Colombia had appointed a
minister to the Russian court and that,
fidele aux principes politiqiies qu'elle suit de
concert avec ses allies, his Imperial Majesty
had no intention of dealing with revolu-
tionists. The second was, in the words of
Adams, "an exposition of principles relat-
ing to the affairs of Spain and Portugal in
a tone of passionate exultation at the
counter-revolution in Portugal and the im-
pending success of the French army in
Spain; an Io Triumphs over the fallen cause
of revolution with sturdy promises to keep
it down."

Adams immediately set to work on his
replies to Rush and de Tuyll. The two mat-
ters, as he saw, were but different aspects
of the same thing. The only right to exist-
ence that the United States possessed was
the right of revolution. Russia, in two im-
pudent communications, had directly chal-
lenged that right. The Alliance was threat-
ening to extend its principle of intervention
to put down revolution to the Americas,
though Adams, for one, had little fear that
anything practical would come of the
threats. Great Britain's invitation for
joint action, with its badly concealed pur-
pose of keeping the United States out of
Cuba, would not do. And, in any event,
Adams, sturdily though intelligently 100
per cent American, had no desire "to come
in as a cockboat in the wake of a British
man-of-war." What was needed was a
counterblast to the pronouncements of the
Holy League, one which would set forth
the contrary principles of international re-
lations that the United States sponsored,
and so serve warning that the Americas
would organize their relations to each
other and the rest of the world on the
basis of the latter, not the former.

The fundamental principle on which he
took his stand was a simple one:
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Considering the South Americans as independent
nations, they themselves have the right to dispose
of their condition. We have no right to dispose
of them either alone or in conjunction with other
nations. Neither have any other nations the right
of disposing of them without their consent.

He would, he said, bring the whole
business "to a test of right and wrong."
The foundation stone of the American con-
stitutional system was, he believed, repub-
licanism. "The principles of this form of
policy are: 1, that the institution of gov-
ernment, to be lawful, must be pacific—
that is, founded upon the consent and by
the agreement of those who are governed;
and 2., that each nation is exclusively the
judge of the government best suited to it-
self, and that no other nation can justly
interfere by force to impose a different gov-
ernment upon it ."

It is easy to criticize this doctrine of
Adams. It was the half practical, half doc-
trinaire product of a mind that was still
in large measure dominated by all the
grand and glorious generalizations of the
Eighteenth Century philosophies. It assumed
many things concerning the Latin Ameri-
cans that were not true. But that is beside
the point. The main thing is that this doc-
trine was the essential part of the Monroe
Doctrine. Adams, indeed, had his way,
though Monroe censored his communica-
tions to Tuyll and Rush. Jefferson's recom-
mendation of a joint declaration was not
followed. Madison's suggestion of a world
doctrine rather than a purely American one
was ignored. And, despite Monroe's ver-
bosity, the final message said in different
words what Adams had already declared
in his draft notes: If Latin-America chooses
to become independent of Spain, wins and
maintains that independence, and sets up
governments of its own, sound interna-
tional law requires that it be permitted to
do so without interference by outside
Powers. The United States, naturally in-
terested in American affairs as distinct
from European affairs, consequently de-
clares to the Holy Allies "that we should
consider any attempt on their part to ex-
tend their system to any portion of this

hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and
safety." It is, in short, the doctrine of the
right of a people to govern or misgovern
itself as it pleases. So far as the Americas
were concerned, we would see to it that
the other American nations had their
chance without European interference.

The remaining portion of the message
which is considered to be a part of the
doctrine, namely, that part which declares
the Americas to be closed to future coloni-
zation, rests on the same foundation. "The
American continents," it sets forth, "by
the free and independent condition which
they have assumed and maintained, are
henceforth not to be considered as sub-
jects for future colonization by any Euro-
pean Powers." Such colonization would
violate, not our rights, but the rights of
these States which we had recognized as
independent—and our geographical posi-
tion gave us a special interest in upholding
their rights. The United States thus stood
committed to two great principles in inter-
national relations: independence and non-
intervention. Supervision of the affairs of
the American States by a League of great
Powers was not to be. The hour of the
Holy League had struck. As Canning put
it, "Things are getting back to a whole-
some state again. Every nation for itself
and God for us all.—The time for Areop-
agus and the like of that is gone by."

IV

Such was the Monroe Doctrine, a state-
ment of the right of the Latin-American
peoples to work out their own salvation
free from outside interference, and of the
interest that the United States had in the
preservation of this right from European
interference. For some seventy-five years it
stood the wear and tear of actual operation
remarkably well. Polk, to be sure, added
a new provision, and one which was
scarcely a logical deduction from the
original principle, namely, that a Latin-
American State could not even voluntarily
alienate territory to a European Power.
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The annexation of Texas, despite claims
to the contrary, was no violation either
of the letter or the spirit of the doctrine,
which, indeed, had contemplated just such
a voluntary accession to the Union, not
only of Texas, but also of Cuba. Even the
forcible annexation of California and New
Mexico was not so black as it has been
painted, for Mexico did her fair share in
making the war inevitable and the terri-
tory in question was practically masterless
long before it began.

The growth of American interest in a
trans-isthmian canal, however, led to the
enunciation of a doctrine which was cer-
tainly not in accord with the original prin-
ciple that Latin-America could do with its
own as seemed best to itself. This doctrine,
the so-called doctrine of "paramount in-
terest," was to the effect that the United
States claimed the exclusive right to pro-
tect and guarantee any canal built across
Central America. This, obviously, was a
clear denial of the right of the States pos-
sessing canal routes to enter into what
agreements they chose concerning their ter-
ritory. But, in any event, the new doctrine
scarcely came to any practical importance
during the period prior to 1898.

On the other hand, the two chief appli-
cations of it in those years were in com-
plete accord with the spirit of the original
message. When Seward finally brought
about the downfall of the Maximilian gov-
ernment in Mexico during the sixties by
forcing Napoleon III to withdraw his
troops he was undoubtedly protecting the
Mexicans from a rule which had been
forced on them by a European Power and
was maintained only by its troops. Simi-
larly, when Grover Cleveland forced Great
Britain to arbitrate her dispute with
Venezuela, he was, he thought, prevent-
ing a European Power from acquiring, by
virtue of her superior might, the territory
of a defenceless neighbor.

But Cleveland was the last of the old
order. McKinley, Roosevelt, Taft, Knox,
Wilson, Hughes, differing toto caelo from
each other in other respects, have been as

one in transforming the Monroe Doctrine
from one of national independence and non-
intervention into one of American suzer-
ainty and intervention. It has been a singu-
larly hypocritical and unedifying perform-
ance. All have given lip service to the
doctrine, have proclaimed it the ark of the
covenant of our foreign policy. All have
heaped Latin-America with fine phrases
about independence, equality and sover-
eignty. And all have busied themselves in
denying, so far as their acts went, all
three, until finally the nation today stands
committed to a policy which seeks to de-
termine the very form and personnel of the
Latin-American governments, and which
denies that right of revolution which, as
it happens, is the basic principle of the
very doctrine which we have always pro-
fessed to revere and apply.

It began with the Spanish War. Our pur-
pose, we declared at the outset, was not
to "exercise sovereignty, jurisdiction or
control" over Cuba, but " to leave the gov-
ernment and control of the island to its
people." But, with the war over, we estab-
lished a protectorate, despite Cuba's oppo-
sition. We annexed Porto Rico, whose
right to determine her own affairs amounted
to nothing in the face of the desire of the
United States to keep her. The basic as-
sumption of the original doctrine, that the
Latin-Americas had both the right and the
capacity to work out their own future,
went overboard once and forever.

If Mr. Roosevelt did not intervene in the
Panama "revolution," then intervention
has lost all meaning. A rebellion of a por-
tion of Colombia, if not actively fomented
by American agents, was certainly assured
of success by American troops, American
recognition, and a guarantee treaty. Santo
Domingo came next, and with it a "modi-
fication," an "extension" of the Monroe
Doctrine that completely reversed its orig-
inal significance. This modification took
the form of the "doctrine of preventive
intervention," by virtue of which the
United States has claimed and exercised the
right to intervene in the affairs of any
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Latin-American State whenever, in its
opinion, a state of affairs threatens to arise
which may produce European intervention,
which, in turn, may produce occupation of
territory, which may ultimately produce
annexation. If this is a doctrine of non-
intervention, of national independence,
then, of course, black is white.

Followed Mr. Taft and Mr. Knox. The
region of Central America was their espe-
cial preserve. "The United States," said
Mr. Taft, "has been glad to encourage and
support American bankers who were will-
ing to lend a helping hand to the financial
rehabilitation of such countries, because
the financial rehabilitation and the protec-
tion of their customs-houses from being
the prey of would-be dictators would re-
move at one stroke the menace of foreign
creditors and the menace of revolutionary
disorder." American bankers, those no-
torious extenders of the helping hand,
were no longer, it would seem, "foreign"
to Central America. And the "sacred right
of revolution" had become mere "revolu-
tionary disorder."

Nor did the great crusade for the rights
of small nations produce a change so far
as the small nations of America were con-
cerned. The Great Crusader himself in-
formed the Pan-American Scientific Con-
gress that the Monroe Doctrine had set up
a partial protectorate over Latin-America
and that it contained no pledge concerning
the method in which we would exercise
the powers that flowed from it. Nicaragua
was bribed into a treaty that made her, to
considerable degree, our ward, thus par-
tially consummating an abortive plan
fathered by Mr. Taft, which looked to-
ward the creation of a complete protector-
ate. Santo Domingo and Haiti found that
their world was much safer for deserving
Democrats than for democracy, which, for
purposes relating to this hemisphere, was
interpreted to be synonomous with gov-
ernment by the marines. Mexico, too, dis-
covered that her government had, for the
future, to conform to the ideals of govern-
mental morality entertained by the admin-

istration then in power in the United
States. Huerta, not so conforming, got no
recognition, and hence no credit and no
arms. Without these, his existence was, of
course, impossible and power passed from
him to successors who had our approval.

And what of the Hon. Charles Evans
Hughes? As might have been expected
from so distinguished a former ornament
of the Supreme Bench, he jettisoned mo-
rality and took legality aboard. No Latin-
American government, the edict went
forth, would be recognized if it was of
revolutionary origin, or if its ideas con-
cerning private property and the right of
the State in relation thereto did not con-
form with those of the United States.
More than that, revolutionists could get
no arms here, but established governments
might. Legitimacy, as a hundred years ago,
became the order of the day.

"States which have undergone a change
of Government due to revolution cease to
be members of the European alliance and
remain excluded from it until their situ-
ation gives guarantees for legal order and
stability." So declared the Holy Allies a
hundred years ago, and so, in substance,
mutatis mutandis, declares Mr. Hughes to-
day. A hundred years ago John Quincy
Adams wrote: "Considering the South
Americans as independent nations, they
themselves have the right to dispose of
their condition. We have no right to dis-
pose of them." On the basis of that prin-
ciple the Monroe Doctrine was enunciated.

It is an odd situation. The doctrine
against which the Monroe Doctrine was
aimed has become the Monroe Doctrine.
Who would be so much a traitor as to
deny the great truth enunciated by Mr.
Root that the doctrine "has grown con-
tinually a more vital and insistent rule of
conduct for each succeeding generation of
Americans?" Abandon it? Only one bribed
by Russian gold would suggest such an act.
Verily, a fetish is a strange thing!
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ABOVE PARADISE

BY JAMES BRANCH CABELL

IT began when Palnatoki rode forth and
made his brag. "I am the champion of
the /Enseis. In the Northland there is

nobody mightier than I; and if a mightier
person live elsewhere, it is not yet proven.
Who is there in this place will try a fall
with me?"

Behind him the pagan army waited, in-
numerable, and terrible, and deplorably ill-
mannered. These shouted now: "We cry a
holmgang. Who will fight with Red Pal-
natoki, that is overlord of the Swan's bath,
and that slew the giants in Noenhir?"

Then from the opposed ranks came clank-
ing and shining in full armor the most
notably religious of the Christian lords,
Donander of Evre. And he said: " I , how-
soever unworthy, messire, am the person
who will withstand you. I also have fought
before this morning. Under Count Man-
uel's banner of the Silver Stallion I have
done what I might. That much I will again
do here today, and upon every day be-
tween this day and the holy Morrow of
Judgment."

' After that the Christian army shouted:
"There is none mightier than Donander!
Also, he is very gratifyingly modest."

But Palnatoki cried out scornfully:
"Your utmost will not avail this morning.
Behind me musters all the might of the
Enseis, that are the most high of gods
above Lxrath, and their strength shall be
shown here through me."

"Behind the endeavors of every loyal
son of the Church," Donander said, "are
the blessed saints and the bright arch-
angels."

"Indeed, Donander, that may very well
be the truth," replied Red Palnatoki. "The

old gods and the gods of Rome have met
to-day; and we are their swords."

"Your gods confess their weakness,
Messire Palnatoki, by picking the better
weapon," Donander answered him, cour-
teously.

With these amenities discharged, they
fought. Nowhere upon earth could have
been found a pair of more stalwart war-
riors: each had no equal anywhere existent
between seas and mountains save in his
adversary: so neatly were they matched
indeed that, after a half-hour of incredible
bat t l ing, it was natural enough they
should kill each other simultaneously. And
then the unfortunate error occurred, just
as each naked soul escaped from the dying
body.

For now from the North came Kjalar,
who guides the souls of pagan heroes to
eternal delights in the Hall of the Chosen:
and from the zenith sped, like a shining
plummet, Ithuricl to fetch the soul of the
brave champion of Christendom to the
felicities of the golden city walled about
with jasper of the Lord God of Sabaoth.
Both emissaries had been attending the
combat until the arrival of their part
therein; both, as seasoned virtuosi of war-
fare, had been delighted by this uncom-
monly fine fight: and in their pleased ex-
citement they somehow made the error of
retrieving each the other's appointed prey.
It happened thus that the soul of Donander
of Evre fared northward, asleep in the
palm of Kjalar's hand, while Ithuriel con-
veyed the soul of Red Palnatoki to the
heaven of Jahvch.

Ithuriel's blunder, it is gratifying to re-
cord, did not in the outcome really matter.
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