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Throughout most of the modern history of the Western

hemisphere,~eXplorers, engineers and merchants have been
interested in finding or building a waterway that would
connect the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. By the early part

of the sixteenth century most of these people had settled



théir attention on the Central American Isthmus. Several
major commercial nations showed an interest in the project
at one time or another, including France, épain, Great
‘Britéin and the United States;

. Serious attention to building a canal started in the
late nineteénﬁh‘pentury with twé areas, southern Nicaragua
and central Panama becoming the two most logical sites for
jcanal construction. By the middle of the 1880's the United
States had privafe interests trying to start a canai in
Nicaragua, while the end of that decade saw thg fo;mafion
of a Ffench canal in Panéma. The United Stafes seemed
committed to a Nicaraguan canal as late as 1901, yef the
U.S. governmént eventually bought a concession, interceded
in a ;evolution~and built a canal thfough Panama. The pur-
vpose‘of this paper is to investigate the major characters
in the struggle to determine a canal roﬁte and to build a
canal, and to investigate the role played by the several
presidential commiésions established to discern both the
feasibility of any canal and in the final analysis deter-
miﬁe which canél route woﬁld be the best. Special emphasis
was péid to the Isthmién Canal Commissiqn of 1899-1901,

' éopularly known as the Walker Cqmmissiont h

The primary data.used*in this investigation were

selected Senate and House Documents and Reports from the

55th, 56th and 57th Congresses .in a special cqllection~at



the Portlénd State University Library.' bther important
documents used were the"Hearings on the Rainey Resolution
enﬁitléd "The Story of Panaﬁa," from a House Report of
the 63rd.Cbngress foundtin the Docﬁﬁenfs Library at the
University of Oregon, and Volume XIV of the Private Papers
of John Tyler Morgan, and Box 26 of his céllected papers
acquired by ﬁortland State University from the ﬁational
Ar-chives.~ A final important source of information wés the

New York Times for the years 1897-1902 available on micro-

film‘at'the Portland State University Library.
The.research done for this paper has led me to be-
lieve that several factors played an important rolé in the
Congreésioﬁal decision to build a canal"througﬁ Panama,
but the single most important factor was the Report of
~the Isthmian Canal Commission of Noﬁember 1901, and its

supplemental findings of January 1902.
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Chapter I

Ever since the day in 1513 when Vaéco Ndffez de Balboa
sighted the great South Sea explorers, adventurers, and
engineers have dreamed of.buiiding a passageway through the
Central American isthmus. During thé.latter part of the
colonial period serious attention was turned toward the
problem. Some form of commercial passageway was planned,
either a canal or a roadway. Don Agust{h Craine, a Spanish
engineer, and the commander of the fort of San Juan de Ull§a
in Vera Cruz, was put in charge of an official survey in
1774. Thé survey recommended tﬁe Isthmus of Tehuantepeé in
Mexico as the most logical site for a canal. The results
of the survey wére forwarded to the King of Spain, but more
preésing issues both in the colonies and at home demanded
his attention and no action was taken.l

The last decades of the eighteenfh‘century saw revolu-
tions and intérnatibnalvupheavals both in the New World and
on the contiﬁent. Spain became embroiled first in the
American reVolution, as a reluctant cé—belligerent with the
United States, and later in the French revolutionary wars
caused by the French revolution'and the Napoleonic Era.
Despite the grave crisisAthoughts of a canél were not com-
pletely forgotten. 'Alexander Humboldt, the ndted German

geographer and naturalist, urged Ferdinand VII of Spain to

1 Miguel -Covarrubias, Mexico South: The Isthmus of
Tehauntepec hereafter cited Mexico South, p. 159. :




build a canal at Tehuantpéc in 1808. The urgings of Hum-—
boldt and others finally convinced the King to take action.
In 1814 the Spanish monarch ordered work to begin iﬁ<Mexico,
but it was téo late becéﬁse the wars for independence had |
started in‘Spanish América.2

The successful revolutions in Centfal America allowed
both tﬁe United States and Great.Britain to pursue the &om—
mercial interests in markets they had wanted to expioit ﬁér
"many years. .Great Britain had acﬁually settledlon the
Cariﬁbean coast of Central America during the last part of
the eighteenth century. This settlement, Belize, had or-
iginally been established as a wood cutting camp for ships'
timbers and other marine uses. Great Britain and Spain had
been'embroiled in controversy over the area as early as the
1790's. The British government claimed the land as open for
her use, but made no claim for colonialization. The con-
troversy was: unsettled ‘at the tlme of the wars for 1ndepen—
dence.3 When the Central American 1sthmus became 1ndependent
from Spaln, Great Britain attempted to strengthen her
position at Belize by maklng the area a formal crown colony.

United States' interest in Central America arose from

several sources. Nevangland merchants saw all of

2 Ibid., p. 164.

3 M. W. Williams, Anglo-American Isthmian‘Diplomacz

1815-1915 hereafter cited Isthmianh Diplomacy p. 9. Also, see
Troy. Floyd, The Anglo-Spanish Struggle for Mosquito, the -
entire work deals with the question of seventeenth and
eighteenth century friction in this area.




independent New Spain as new markets opening ué after the
expulsion of the Spanish and their closed mercantilist>
pqlicies. Anglophobes of all stripés,saﬁ a,vééuum created
in Latiﬁ America with the withdrawal of Spain, a vacuum
that Great Britain would fill if the United States did not
‘do soﬁething. ,Still_chers in the United Staées believed
"in the ideals of democracy for all of the hemisphere and
did not want tb‘see the return of European‘démination, and
its inevitable return to mona'rchical'ways.4

" The real confrontation between Great Britain and the
United States in~Central'America came about in the second
qﬁartef of the nineteénth centgry.' By the'Beginning of the
1830's the threat of armed intervention from the countries
of-the Holy Alliance to help Spain regain her lost colonies
'was past. This realization created an atmdspﬁere of'compe—
tition for domination between the United States and Great
ﬁritain. By 1840 both éountries had discussed seriously the
possibility 5f building a canal across the Darién Isthmus.
Most preliminary investigations had shown Nicaragua to be
the most logical spot for the canal. The situation was
complicated by British claims in the area. Great Britain
claimed a protectoraté over thé Mosquito Kingdom, the area
inhabited by the Mosquito Indians normally consiaéred a part
of Nicaragua. -Great Britain signed a group of agreements

with the Indians that gave them virtual soVereignty over

4 1pid., williams, p. 27.



_the entire éreé. The agreementétfurther stated that the
Kingdom was fully inéependent of any other power, and laid
out the boundaries of the country. The boundaries éf the
‘ Kingdom included both sides of the San Juan.del No;te‘River,
which was considered the.beét possible site for the eastern
terminus of any Nicaraguan Canal.’

| The goverﬁment of Nicaragua afﬁer trying unsuccess-
fully to settle the question directly with Great Britain,
turﬁed to the United Statgs for help. The United States
‘was quite willing to. become involved, because of thé_lively
feeiing of Anglophobia, and the fear that a British canal
might be built to the commercial disadvantage of the Ameri-
can merchant. The situation between the two powers became .
so»strained that war rumors ciréﬁlated'through Washington

in the 1late 1840'5.6

To avoid a head-on confrontafion and
possiblefviolence in 1850 negofiations'opened in Washington
between John Middletqn Clayton, the United States éecretary
of State, and Sir Henry Bulwer, the British Chérgé d' Affairs.
Thé negotiations wefe arduous, and often complicated ?y
reckless actions involving both parties'in Nicaragua. At

one point the negotiations were suspendéd when the British

learned that the American Minister- in Nicaragua had signed

a secret agreement with the Nicaraguan government'that

5 Ibid., p. 47.
® Ibid., p. 66.
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superseded -the treaty-negotiations then in progfess. Vio-
lence erupted when a contingent of the British ndvy seized
an island that had always beenrundef tﬁe jufisdiction of
Nicaragua.7 Fortunately for all, the cooler heads in both
Washington and London prevailed and the erratic actiohé of
both tﬁe American Minister and the British Admiral weré
repudiated by their'respectivé governmentsi ‘The Cabinet
érdered the British navy to abandon the islana,]and Clayton
recalled to Washington the American;Minister to Nicéragua.

vThe trea£y was finally completed between Clayton and
Bulwer in 1850, pﬁttiné an end;to direc% éonflict in
Nicaragua for over dAhalf»ceﬁtury. Great Britain quickly.
ratified the treaty, but sthng opposifion arose in
Washington. Man§ members Sf_Congress felt that Great
~Britain received all the benefité of the treaty wﬁile the
U.S..gained little ornnothihg.' Further complications arose
over the statué of Belize.‘ Several Senators argued the
treaty was to set£le the'issues for all of Central America,
but the British maintained that 'since Belize was her pef—
'sonal propérty it lay outside‘the treaty. Great Britain
particularly stressed this poiﬁt after she had ratifiéd the
treaty, thus causing some Americans.tb claim that the treaty

was signed in bad faith, and was invalid from the outset.8

7 M. W. Williams, "John Middleton Clayton" in Ameri-
can Secretary of States and their Diplomacy, S. F. Bemis
editor, vol. vi, pp. 65-82.

8

Hunter Miller ed., Treaties and Other International



Despite some delays the Senate ratified the treaty, with
‘less than one day's debate aﬁd no amendments in 1851.

The Clayton—Bﬁlwer Treaty despite the controversy did
settle key points of contention beétween all the pafties.
The Mosqguito protectorate‘was'dissol&ed and Nicaragﬁa's
sovereignty was firmly established. Nicaragua agreed not.
to punish the Mosqﬁiﬁo Indians, nor treét them any dif-
ferently than any of their other citizens. More importaﬁtly
the United States and Great Britain aqreea not to bﬁild a
canal through Nicaragua unilaterally.9 Thus both countries
were treaty bound to a joint project o;‘fenegotiation. This
portion of.the treaty altefed all proposed canal projects
drastically. '

ﬁhile the United States and Great Britain confronfed
each other in Nicaragua} other parties were bqsy ﬁryihg’to
develop canal pfoﬁects'of their own.

The Isthmus of Tehuantepec had ﬁot been forgotten as
a route possibility. José'de‘Garay, a Mexiéan promdter,
sought and received a concession from the government of
Antonio Lépez de Santa Anna. The éoﬁcession, which helﬁea
finance further military édvénturés of the Generalissimo,
.granted Garay ownership of any land tha£ a canal would go

Acts of the United States of America, 685-87, Bulwer to
Palmerston.

9 W. M. Malloy, Treaties, Conventions, International.
Acts and Agreements Between the United States and Other
Powers, IV, 659-670.




,through.lo

The @uestion of gTéhuantepeccanal came up later in
~the decade as a.result of the Mexican War. During thé
truce of 184f the American‘Sécreﬁary of Staté, James
Buchahan, puéhed'to have a treafy clause that would guar-
antee free transit across the Iéthmus of‘Tehuantepec for

~ all United States citizené.‘ The steadfast refusal of the
Mexican‘Govefnment to agree to this, as well as certain
other demands of the United States caused the negotiations
to break down, and hostilities started up again in Septem-
ber, 1847. The ensuing hostilities resulted in the U.S.
occupation of Mexico city, the defeat of the Mexican army
aﬁd an unconditional surrendef. In the peace negotiations
of 1848 Buchanan again. proposed free transit for Americans
on the Isthmus, and even hinted that the United States
might wish to buy £he ﬁerritory; both proposals were re-
jectedf The final'treaty between ﬁhe United States and
Mexico gave up all claims to fexas, Caiifornié; and much
of the southwest in exchange fo; fifteen million dollars
and unpaid claims, but they refused to givé the United
S£ate5'anyfconcesSibn,or'p;ivileges in T‘ehuanteéécﬂll
Despite the refusal of the Mexican Government to

" allow United States' interests on the Isthmus the two

10 "Report on Tehuantepec Senate Document 231, 56th
Congress, lst Session, p. 83. Hereafter cited "Tehuantepec."

;l J. F. Rippy, The United States and Mexico, here-
after cited U.S. and Mexico, p. 23.




8
governments were to clash within a few years.' Garay sold
his concession to Manning and MacIntosh Co. of iondon in
'1848. ‘The transaction was kepf secret until 1849 when the
company annéunced the purchase and tried to enforce the
terms of‘tﬂe concession. The Mexican Goﬁerﬁment balked at
the purchase aﬁd claimed'that'the tranéfer of the concessioﬁ
waS‘illegal.  Before the issue Qas settled an American.
banker, Peter A.lHargoﬁs from New Ybfk; bought thé cohces—/
sion and tried to enfofce the terms. The Mexican Govern-
ment reiterated that the. original transfer of 1848 was
illegal, and in 1852 Qeﬁt fﬁrther declaring the original
concession illegal. Tﬁe Mexican Government étated thatlthe
entire reign of Sanfa Anna had been in violation of the
Mexican Constitution énd any action'taken by that govern-
ment was void. Hargoﬁs.turned:to the Unitea States Congreés
to help him enforce his' claim. -2

A United Sﬁates Senate committee investigated his
claim and filed a report. The report fQund-that Ga;ay's
original‘claim-waé,valid as waé:its transfer to Manning‘and
MécIntdsh Co. The report théreforé concluded that' the
Hargous claim waé valid. The réport urged Congress to in-
- form the Mexican government to recognize the claim. The
'sectional controversy in the United States made Congres-
sional action impossible on'thé Hargous‘conqessionl The

Southern bloc refused to aid a New York banker, and the

12 "Tehuahtépec," p. 89.



issue was soon laid aside. Hargous everntually sold his
concession back" to the Mexican Government for a fraction

13, The issues that were to result in the U.S.

of its worth.
Civil War overshadowed all others ihfthe 1850's thus
pushing canal interest into the background.

The United.States bésides;being interested in fhe
Isthﬁus ofTehuantepecaﬂd the Nicaragua canal also showed
an interest in the Isthmus of Panama. From the colonial
period onward the Isthmus of Panama had been used as a rdadf
way for. goods from the Caribbean to the éacific. Panama
was a province of New .Granada (later éallea Coiombia) in
the middle of the nineteenth century. The Isthmus was the
most isolated portion of theVCOUnﬁry, and was treated al-
most as a colony by the central government in Bogota. The
-revenue gérnered f;om the'use'of the Isthmian road made ité
way down to the capital leaving the province itself im-
poverished.l fhe result was a constant attempt at revolu-
tion in the provinée;14 Though‘the.revolutions were
uniformly unsuccessful they did iea& to an unstable busi-
ness atmosphere in the area. fo stabilize the business
climate there and at the same time insure the permanence
of New Granada's claims in Panama a'treaty was signed .and

ratified between New Granada and the United States in 1846.

13 1pida., p. 89.

, 4 Miles DuVal, Cadiz to Cathay, p. 28; also D. C.
Miner, The Fight For the Panama Route, hereafter cited
Panama Route, p. 11l.
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The New Granada Treaty of 1846 pfovided fpr the uée:
of ;he United States Army and Navy to insure order on the
Isthmus. The central government was ﬁherefore insured
that no revolutionary group woﬁld be successful. In re-
~turn-the United States ¢itizens who traded oh the Isthmus
got equal treatment ﬁndér the lgws with citizens of New
Granada.15 Thé United States Honqred their treaty obli-
gations several times in the next half century to preserve
order5onlthe Isthmus.. President Theodore Roosevelt used'
the treaty as justification fof sending American Nayal
forces to Panama 'in NoVember,vl903.

The decades of the 1850;5 and the 1860's saw the
United States preoccupied with mounting sectional strife
and the Civil War, as a result the interest in a trans-
isthmian éanai waﬁed. Afterithe Civil Waf some earnest
4attempts were'made to revive interest in the project, but
the first full scale project came not from Aﬁerica,‘or
even from Great Britain, but from France.

Fefdinand de Lesseps, the great French~engineer who
built the Suez Canal, had shown an interést in Panama for
years. Fiﬁally with the prestigé that rested upoﬁ his
name, and an enormous subscriptign Campaign wagéa through-
out France, enough money was raiséd to purchase a conces-

‘sion from the government of Colombia in 188l1. De Lesseps'

15 "Correspondence Relating to Clayton-Bulwer Treaty

etc." Senate Document 161, 56th Congress, lst Session,
p. 196; also Miner, Panama Route, p. 1ll.




NSNS SRS S SR S SRR S R R

was his major crime.’

.
-

11
name opehed up the doors bu£ it was the subscripEion money
from thousands of middle class households throughout France
that provided the capital.16

The De Lessep project got off to a bad start and
never recovered. TheAcompany‘was‘mismanaged at every levél.
The workers were paidllow wages while the supervisors lived
lavishly. Money that was to be spent oﬁ equipment, and
railroads was funneied off to build-fancy houses and pri- -
vate railway cars.‘ Little real work was done, and equip-
ment was lost, stolen or“aliowed to rust -in the jungle.

The financial mismanagement of the company resulted in bank-
ruptcy and the ensuing settlemeﬁt ended up in the French |
courts.17 THe French courts found that the mismanagement

in many cases amounted to fraud and embezzlement. Members
of the board of directors as well as some officers, super-
visofs, and engineérs.were'imprisoned for their role in the
compapy's scandal. Only De Lesseps' age and reputation

[

saved him from prison, though negligence rather than avarice
18 ‘ ‘

The French courts liquidaﬁed the old company énd

formed a new one, acquiring the initial capital from

o

6 Miner, Ibid., pp. 19-20.

17 wone Report of the Isthmian Canal Commission 1899-
1901" Senate Document 54, 57th Congress, lst Session, here-
after cited Walker Report, p..57.

‘18 Philippe Bunau-Varilla, Panama: Creation, De-
struction, and Resurrection, hereafter cited Panama,
pp. 81-82, '




12
mandatory subscriptions from the main officers of the old
company. These men were required to put up funds from
their own pockets. “A percentage formula was ﬁorkea out so
that‘those who were most responsiblé‘for the collapse of
the old company had to fund the mﬁst forifﬁe new. Though
the former officers wefe-required'tq put up the capital
they were banned from having any posifions of @ower, or
from taking any part in the decision making‘prpcess'in the
new company. Among the pefsons required to put up money
for the new company was a French,K newspaper publisher, and

his brother, Philippe Bunau-Varilla, an engineer on the

- project. The;Bunau-Vérilla brothers were forced to put up

nearly two million francs.19

'Philippe.Bunau—Varilla was a graduate of the Ecole
Technical Ffance's most prestigous technical school. Like
all of the graduates Bunaﬁ—vérilla was required by Ffench
law to serve his country for a few years. This suited
Bunau—Vérilla'é plans, and he desperately soﬁght an éppoiﬁt—
meﬁt as an engineer on the Pahémajproject. Tﬁe young
engineer Was driven by a number of forces: patfiétism, a

belief in De Lesseps, the grandeur of the project, and. a

lust for power and wealth. Though trained as an engineer

Bunau-Varilla's real talents were those of promoter and
propagandizer. Despite the failure of the first French

company, a Panama canal hecame his obsession for the rest

19 Gerstle Mack, The Land Divided, p. 418.
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of his life.20
Five years before De Lesseps obtained his‘concéssion

" a group of Americans founded the Nicaragua tanal Co. In
1877 Ulysses S. Grant, the still populér former president,
ascended to the presidency of the compaﬁy. Hié.role was
that of a figurehead, but his presence added greatly to
, thd prestige of the organization. The cémpany pufchésed

a concession and started préliminary engineering surveys.
The surveys showed the feasibility of several Nicaraguan
routes.‘_'21 Deépite'the prestigious chief'éxecutive,_the
Nicaragué Canal Company never received proper financial
backing, and at the end of the decade it gave wéy to the
_better financed Maritime Canai Company.‘ At the same time
President Rutherford B. Hayes became a vocal proponent of

a Nicaragua canal. ‘Hayes and -a number of businessmen rea-
i ~lized the commercial benefits that would be granted to the
country that built and maintained a canal. With the
beginning of‘the French project‘iﬁ the eariy eighties
Ameriéan resolve to build a Nicaraguan canal was reaffirmed.

The United States must build the first canal, and with the
‘ ' 22

French in Panama, Nicaragua became the "American" canal.

20 Bunau-Varilla wrote three éeparate memoirs, all
concerned with his two great obsessions, the Panama project,
and his hatred of Germany.

.21 "Tehuantepec" p. 128 (see 13).

Iy

22

'Miner, Panama Route, pp. 20-21, 29.
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The United States Congreés was commi£ted to a policy
of a canal built by private enterprise, but at~thé same
time they realizéd the need for more awareness 6f the po-

litical and engineering situation. To insure that the

. Congress would be more aware, the Senate established a sub-—

committee on the Nicaragua Canal out of the Commerce Com-

mittee. . This small subcommittee over the years would ex-
pénd in size and importance until if became the Senate
Committee oﬁ an Isthmian Canal. One of the original mem-
bers of the subcommittee was Senator John Tyler Morgén of
Alabama.

John Tyler Morgan was a small town law&er who had
béén involved in Alabama politics since before the Civil
War. Morgan had taken pa££ in the Alabama secession'con—

vention, where he was generally recodgnized as the most

‘ eloguent speaker. When Alabama left the Union in late 1860

Morgan gave up his law practice to enlisf'in the new Con-
federate Army. By the time of Leé'é surrender Morgan held
the raﬁk of Brigadief General in the'&avalry, and had

taken part in several of the key‘engagementé of the war.
Besides being cited for bravéry, Morgan alép showed leader-
4ship and édministrative talents. At the end of the war
Morgan returned to the practice of law, but he hoped to-
some day becomé involved in polities. 1In 1877.reconstruc—
tion bfficially”came to an eﬁd with the withdrawal of the
last of the Féderal troops, and the acceptance of all the

former Confederate states back into the national government.



of the transisthmian canal.
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Morgan, though only 41 and completely unknown outside of

" his home state, was elected by the Alabama 1egislature to

the United States Senate, a p031tion he was to hold for the
rest of.his life. Morgan's interest in a canal dominated
his career and earned him the informal titleiof "father
' w23

While the French were busy mismanaging the Panama
project:Senator Morgan and his allieé{were working in the:

Senate. Morgan's interest in the Nicaragua project stemmed

.from several sources. Morgan .realized earlier than many

of his Southern colleagues that the Federal government
could not be overthfowh by military miéht, and that if the
South were to regain any of its fallen stature an alterna-
tive form of power was needed. Morgan believed that a |
Nicaragua canal would be of added advantage to the South.
Several factors were responsible for the South's in-
ability -to progfess economiCElly.with the rest' of the
country. The Civil War had been fought mainly. on Southern
land, resultihg in the destruction of some means of pro-
duction. A second major problem for the region was its
lack ofashipping routes. All the major transcontinental
railroads went’across'the upper Midﬁest and the Great
Plains; Southern cities were connected ohly by feeder lines.

Morgan saw the building-of a canal as a way of equalizing

23 August Radke, "Senator Morgan and the Nicaraguan
Canal" Alabama History Review, January 1959, hereafter
cited 'Morgan," p. 11l.




. lanes.

16
the shipping patterhs. The Nicaragua Canal would be a
particular boon to the Southern ports. Goods shipped to

Hawaii, San Francisco, or the Orient would have from nine

‘days to three weeks head start if shipped from Southern

ports via the Nicaragua route, as opposed to Eastefn ports.
A similar canal built through Panama would remove most of
the Southern,aavantage, due to the prevailing shipping

24 '

If a Nicaragua canal was built Mobilé, New

Orleans, and Houston would soon equal Eastern ports in

'importance in the international trade. Throughout the

eighties and nineties Mérgan and his allies introduced
canal:bills in the Senat_e.25

Thé leadiﬁg advocate ¢f a Nicaraguan Canal in the
House of Representatives was William Hepburn, a Republican
from Iowa, and the héad Qf the Houseé Interstate‘Commerce
Committee. Hepbufnfs‘motives for wanting a éana; are not
as qlear as Morgan's. TIowa would not be directly affected
by either the Nicaragua, of Panama route, in fact the rail-
road interests were very poWerfdl'in his home state. Two
reasons for his advocacy can be found in his pronounce-
ments: the Panama route was "French," thus Nicaragua be- -
came the "American" route} and, his ambition for fame

required his authorship of the final bill.z-6

24 1pid., pp. 8-9.

25 Ibid., p. 12. Alsb Miner, Panama Route, p. 26.

26 padke, Tbid., pp. 9-22.
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These early attempts to pass a Nicaragua Canal Bill

snagged on two issues. The first concerned credit for the

authorship; in the 1880's and the early~1890's both Hepburn

and Morgan wanted the honor. ' The other issue concerned the

Maritime Canal Company. Morgan felt that the Maritime

Canal Company deserved comﬁensation for both its early sur-

veys and the right of way and related concessions. By the

middle of the éighties the company realized that a govern-

ment subsidy would not be enough to finish the canal. With

this in mind, the company attempted to_cuitivaﬁe frieﬁdly
Senators and Congressmen to have the governmeﬂt either be-
come a partnef in the enferprise, or to buy them Qut com-
p‘letély.27 Representatiﬁe Hepburn Ana others saw this first
option as most likely illegal, and reasoned that if a joiht‘
paftnershipvwas illegal then buying the concession was un-
necessary. The Maritime Canal Company had.done nothing of
substantial value, and direct negotiation Qith the government

of Nicaragua would be necessary before the United States

.could .receive a concession. Therefore it semed both expen-

sive and frivolous to deal at all with the company.28

In the ear;y years neither Morgan nor Hepburn would

compromise on either authorship or the role of the Maritime

Canal Company. As a result every time Morgan introduced a

canal bill into the Republican-dominated Senate it was killed
27 . ' - -
Tehuantepec" p. 144 (see 13).

28,Radke}'"Morgan" p. 13.
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without a full hearving.z‘9 Thé siﬁuation might have gone on
indefinitely had it notybeen for the changing siﬁuation in
Panama. |

The ﬁew French PanamaACanal‘Company'was formed by
the French courts and was ready to go to work by 1894.
Though work began again in éarnest( it was obvious from the
outset that more.ﬁrouble iay ahead. Tﬁe tain£ of scandal -
remainéd on the project despite the fact that no one associ-

ated with the old company had any authority in the new ven-

ture. Whereas the old company had had no trouble raising

funds from the Fﬁench public, the'new‘company'waé doomed to
insolvency from the oﬁtset. Too many people had lost too .
much money to invest in a canal-agéin. After 1895 the
company realiéed that selling out mighf be the best solu-
tion. One of the'first steps taken by the company in'fhis
direction was the retentioﬂ, in 1896, of William Nelson
Cromwéllaas chief legal counsel forléhe company.f

William Nelson Cromweli was the senior partner in

the law firm of Cromwell and Sullivan, a New York-based firm

with a reputation for salvaging foundering businesses;30

Cromwell, a man with a. quick legal mind and a flair for the

dramatic, was distinguished looking with prematurely gray

hair worn unfashionably long for a more august appearance. .

He used both hisimind and his social graces to convince and

29 1vid., p. 19.

Miher, Panama Route, p. 76.
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cajole in the interest of his clients. Cromwell was not a
newcomer to the transisthmian questions; he had been the
chiéf legal‘coﬁnsel~for the Panama Railroad‘Company for some
31 '
The year 1896 beiﬁg aﬁ election year pfoved to be a
turning point on the canal issue. The election of the Re-

publican William McKinley'Stimulated renewed hope in the

"hearts of American imperialists. McKinley's predecessor,

Grover Clevéland, whiie not openly hostile to a canal had
moved with caution on the queétion and had gone so far as
to drop a treaty in the works at the time of his first in-
auguration. The Zavala-Frelinghuysen Treaty would havé
cleared the way for the constructlon of a canal through
Nlcaragua, built exclu51vely by the United States. Cleve-
land's major objection to the treaty was its unilateral
abrogation of the Clayton—Bulwe; Treaty of 1850 which for-
bade any Nicaraguan canal to be built unilaterally by eithef
the|U.S.'or Great Britain. Cleveland maintained that the
United States had no right to abrogate a treaty signed in
good faiﬁh if the other party £o the treaty had done nothing
to violate it.>2 While McKinley did not publicly favor

abrogation of the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty hé.was on record

in favor of a canal.

31 Charles- Ameringer, "The Panama Canal Lobby of
Phlllppe Bunau-Varilla, and Wm. Nelson Cromwell" American
Historical Review, January 1963, LXVIII, No. 2, p. 347.

32

Williams, Isthmian Diplomacy, p. 286.
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The Republican piafférm of 1896 called for thgﬂsur—
veying and building of a canal thrbugh Nicaragua by.the
government of the United States,33 A survey to. study po-
tential Nicaragua routes had been éarried out by Philip
Ludlow an American engineer iﬂ 1895. The results 6f the
survey cleariy showed the feaSibilitonf a Nicaragua canal
and even contained estimated costs.34' Though the Ludlow
survey was the most complete oné‘of its kind fo date by an

American, the McKinley Administration recommended that a

. new commission be established to redo the work. In 1897

President McKinley established a commission to carry out the

new survey. The commission consisted of three members,

Colonel John Hains of the Army Corps of Engineers, -Professor.

Arthur Haupt, a noted Civil Engineering professor, and Rear
Admiral John G. Walker of the United States Navy as the

President. The commission provided for a completely new

survey of all feasible routes through Nicaragua, to be done -

by a staff of engineers and scientists appointed by Admiral

Walker. The work started in 1897, and was to take the

better part of two years to complete.35

While things were thus progressing in the Executive

33’Radke, "Morgan" p. 15.

, 34 "Correspondence Relating to the Interoceanic
Canal," Senate Document [11], 56th Congress, lst Session,
Pp. 71. ~ . ’

-3 "Report of the Nicaraguan Canal Commission 1897-
1899," Senate Document 114, 56th Congress, lst Session,
hereafter cited "First Walker Report" p. 1.
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‘branch the Legislative branch was not idle. 1In 1896, one

year‘priorfto tﬁe oréanization of the first Walker’CommiSf
sion; Senator‘Morgan finally saw his Nicaragua banél bill
pass on the floor of the Senate. Thé bill, however, did
contain certain provisions that made final écceptance-for
both Houses doﬁbtful.‘»Nd clear deciéion on What to do with’
the ClaYton—Bulwer Treaty was included. A»sécond drawbaék
lay in thé fact that Méréan's’Bili called for financial

compensation for the Maritime Canal Company, and finally

the bill was under the éponsorship of Morgan, and not the

bill. that thé Republican Hepburn desired. These combina-
fions of negative factors plus United States preoccupations
with other problems'led to the ultimate éhelving of the
bill in the House of RepfesentatiVes.36 The passage of this
bill through the Senate was as{cldse to victbry as Morgan
Qas ever to get.

The beginning of the year 1897 saw Cromwell begin

direct action in trying to divert the Nicaragua Canal Bill.

. Though his tactics were varied his immediate goal was to

stall. Tﬁe passage of a Nicaragua Bill seemed inevitable
in 1897, so Cromwell realized that these first manuevers
were critical. ‘The ultimate aim Qas to educate or indoc-
trinate endugh of the‘Senate to the advéntages of a Panama
route, but this education took time. Cromwell felt tha£

his. best argument hinged on the Walker Commission report.

36 Radke, "Morgan" p. 19..
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No action. should be taken to propose a canal through Nicara-

gua until all the evidence from the commission had been

37

weighed. Thus a commission formed to promote a Nicaragua

Canal was being used by Panama interests as a stalling

tactic.

While the Walker Commission worked in Nicaragua the

" eyes of most of the country turned to another part of Latin

America—fCuba.* The rwo'areas,were to-become interrelatea
in 1898. Cuba had waged a war against Spain for indepen-
dence srnce the beginning of the decade, theugh they did
not seem near military vietory,’they had arousea world con-
cerﬁ. United States interest and involvement in the revo-

lution led to deterioration of realtions between the United

" States and Spain which led to a formal declaration of war

in 1898,

| One‘of the results of the Spanish American War was

a renewed cry for a transisthmian canal. Even before the
war, advocates of e great American Navy argued the necessity
of a canal. ‘Captain Alfred T. Mahan, the chief propagandist-
for a great Navy, argued that tﬁe'buiiding of a canal would

38 ' The fleet could

virtually double the size of the fleet.
get from the Atlantic to the Pacific rapidly with a new
canal. Captain Mahan influenced many prominent men, in-

cluding McKinley's Undersecretary of the Navy, an avid

37 Miner, Panama Route, p. 80.

38 W. E. Liveaéy, Mahan on Seapower.
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naval history buff,'Theodoré Roosevelt.
When the war broke out muéh of America's coastal
fleet was in the Pacific.  The battleship Oregon was berthed
in Puget Sound, but immediately ordered to Cuba. The

cruise of the battleship Oregon through the Straits of

‘Magellan captured the imagination of the press and the Am-

erican public. Newspapérs ran almost daily progress reporté
on the ship.39 When tﬁe‘battleship finally reabhéd_Santi—
agolafter a sixtyfnine day‘cruise the country Was botﬁ |
amazed and horrified. Sixty-nine dgys was a record for such
a jdurnef; but it was also a longltime in a shdrt war. Ad-
vocates of a canal pointed 6ﬁt that the journey could have

been cut by as much as two thirds if a canal had existed

.in Nicaragua.40 The need for a canal got a further boost

from the Spanish-American War. The overwhelming victory of
ﬁhe United States brought abqut'the formation. of an instant
overseas empire. Puer?o Rico,vCuba, anthheAPhilippines
all -came under American jurisdiction as a result pf the -
treat?. A canal would bring these éossessions closer to-
gether; and closer .to United States ports. 'Some imperial-
ists enviéioned Manila as an Aherican Hong Koﬂg,41 and saw
that a canal would cut thousands of.ﬁiles(from Manila to
39 Pdrtland‘Orégoﬁian throughout the two month
period.v -
40 Radke,.“Morgén," p. 17.

41

Ibid., p. 19.
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either the Gulf Coast or Atlantic ports. The stage was now

set for a canal. The war had made most of the United States

" realize the‘need for a canal. The only questions left were

what kind of a canal, and which route would be the best.

As the winter -session of 1899 turned toward spring,

and adjournment the final report of the Walker Commission

. was sent to Congress. The report covered two routes as most

likély;‘both through Nicaragua.42

The differences in the
two routes were minor, .and both covered approximétely the
same ground. The report ieaned toward one route because it .
would be cheaper. ‘All findings of previous surveys Were.up;
held on the question of féasibility. fhevréport estiﬁated
the cost at $120 million. This estimate included a sizeable

percentage for unforeseen problems, accidents and other con-

tingencies. .Admiral Walker, Colonel Hains, and Professor

Haupt all gave their unconditional approval to the project,

though Professor Haubt added his own cost estimate of just
over $134 million.43
The Nicaragua canal.Senator_Morgan had worked for
since the early 1880's seemed assured'in the spring of 1899,
The Wélker Commission on a Nica;agua Canal had given a
favorabie ;epdrt, and Senator Mbrgan and Representative

Hepburn had ironed out their differences. " Morgan realized

after the defeat of his bill in the House in 1896 that he

42 "First Walker Réport," p. 3.

43 1pia.
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would have to give in on cgrtain issues'if the bill were
to,pass'through_both chambers. Morgan therefore agreed to
ébandon the Maritime1Canal'Com§any's cléims and to allow
Hepburn to sponsor‘the bill.44  The‘two men could now work
in complete harmony on the_biil. Hepburn and Morgan's op- -
timism was to be éhort—lived, as the Panama Route had picked
up some-powerful allies,; including Senator Marcus Alonze
Hanna .of Ohio.

Mark Hanna, the junior Senator from Ohio, was one of
the most powerful men in the COunfry in 1899. A coai and
shipping magnate from Cleveland, Hanna was Pﬁesident
McKinley}s'best fr;end in government, and more than. any
other man, had been instrumental in making‘MéKinley the
President. fhe Senator was' also the Chairman of the Répub—‘

lican National Committee and the chief fund raiser for the

party. Hanna's first interests in the-cahal issue came as

-a result of a conversation he had with Philippe Bunau-

Varilla at a luncheon iq Cincinnéti. Bunau-Varilla claims
he convinced Hanna of the Panaﬁa route immediatel§;45. This
claim like many of Buhau—varilla‘s-is undoubtedly an exag-
gérafion. Hanna was too shrewd a busineésmaﬁ énd péliticién
to be convinced by pure rhetoric. Soon after -hearing the
French enginéér, Hanna: heard phat the Panama.projeét might . :

be' for sale. This aroused Hanna's business interest. The

44 Radke, "Morgén," p. 21.

45 Bunau—Varilla, Panama, p. 179.
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Panama route, already started,might bé\a sounder investment
than the Nicaragua project, and Hanna felt fhe possibility
should be investigated. Rumors started at the't;me, that
have continued to‘thé present day,.tie Hanna's decision to
a campaign contribution of $60,000 for the Republican party .

from William Nelson Cromwell.>?

. This explanation, like
Bunau—Varilla's, is also aﬁ ovérsimplification. Hanna at
no time acknowledged receipt of the monef, and Crémwell him- A
self made no mention of the donatidh. Furthérmore,:despite
the magnitudé of the sum, Hanna receiﬁed even larger sums
for the party the same year Wifh no strings attached.47 A
combination of factors influenced‘Hanna; but his business-
man's outlook madehanlinvestigation of the Panamé Route.
necessary in his eyes.

Through the influence of SenatorlHdnna, and.other in-
fluential Republicans Congress authorized,iat the Presi-
dent's request, a new commission.A This commission, auth-
ofized March 3, 1899, was

. . . empowered to make full and complete investi-
gation of the Isthmus of Panama with a view to the
construction of a canal by the United States across

the same to connect the Atlantic and -Pacific oceans;
that the President is authorized to make investigation

46 House Hearings on the Rainey Resolution, 63rd
Congress, lst Session, pp. 157-158, "The Story of Panama"
contains the so-called Cromwell Brief, hereafter cited as
"The Story of Panama." The news of the contribution was
reported indirectly by a report from John Hall of the New
York Sun, and was never verified anywhere by either Hanna
or Cromwell. ‘ :

47 Miner, Panama Route, p. 78.
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of any and all practicable routes for a canal
across said Isthmus of Panama, and particularly

to ‘investigate. the two rutes. known respectively

as the Nicaraguan route and the Panama route,

with a view of. determining the most practicable
and feasible route for such canal, together with
the proximate and probable cost of constructing 48
a canal at each of two or more said routes . .

‘'The President was further authorized to spend up to.oné

million dollars on the commission.
The makeup of the new commission concerned Cromwell

and -he dispatched a list of recommendationskto the President.

The~attorney also took action at this time to try to halt

any action on the part of the Nicaraguan proponents, by

bringing up the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty as a barrier to uni-

"lateral action in Nicaragua,49- In later years Cromwell was

to claim ‘inordinate credit for the makeup of ‘the Isthmian
Canal Commission. .The.clain‘lacks a certain validity when
one realizesvthat tne backbono of»the commission was the |
same as the‘previous one, and that thé only man Cromwell
did not want on the board Professor Haupt, was reapp01nted
President McKlnley announced his appointments to the
new commission ln'June 1899. Rear Admlral Walker was again
appointed,President, and Colonel Hains as well as Professor
Haupt was asked to serve again. Six new éeople were ép—
pointed to the board along with the three holdovers. 1In-

cluded in the s$ix were Professor Emory Johnson, a

48 nyalker Report," p. 3.

43 "Story of Panamé," P. 144.



28
transportation expert.from Cornell University and'strong
édvogate.of~a cahal,‘and a Mr. Eascoe;'a former Democratic'
Senator from Florida. The commission was divided into five
sub-committees to invéstigatelfhe different aspects: the
Nicaragua route, thevPanama route, any otherbroﬁteé, indus-
trial, commercial and miliféry value of a canal, and inves-
tigations of rights, priviléges and ftanchises.50

The makeup of the second Walker Commission drew a

positive reaction for the most part. The New York Times in

an editorial commended the President for the non-partisan

- nature of the commission and. the high caliber and integrity

of its meﬁbership.Sl ‘Despite the praise, harmony did not
reign amoné the,mémbership of the new group. Prbfessor
Haupt was quoted in a lgading Philadelphia newspaper as
seeing a conspiracy against the Nicaragua roqte‘in the very

formation of the new group.l Haupt hinted that the pro-

Panama forces were responsible, and that railroad interests

may have.played a role in the mattéf‘as a stalling taétic.52

The:statqments allegedly made by the Professor raised a
clamor from both sides. A secret role played by the réil—

roads was suspected by many. The New York Times suggested

more than once during this period tHat those who clamored

for a Panama route might be.railroad men hoping to defeat

>0 "Walker Report," p. 3.

51

“New York Times, June 13, 1899, p. 6.

2 1pid., June 25, 1899, p. 1 from Philadelphia
Bulletin. . . |
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53 ' '
any proposed canal. The Panama proponents demanded
Haupt's resignation for his alleged statements. The pro-
fessor in his own. defense denied that he had stated a con-
spiracy existed, though he admitted that he was convinced
that the Nicaraguan route was best, and that the chances

of him changihg his opinion wereznegligible.'54

With the
controversy unsettled the Isthmian Canal Commission set
out for Paris in August, 18929, to investigate the records

of the New French Panama Canal Company.

53

New York Times, July 9, 1899, p. 6.

>4 1pia., July 27, 1899, p. 4.



CHAPTER IT

The Isthmian Canal Commission went to Paris, and the

proponents of the Nicaragua route turned-to a new problem,

" the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty. The treaty of 1850 specifically

prohibited the building of a canal across Nicaragua uni-

- laterally by either the United States or Great Britain.l

The terms of the tréaty were clear and the meaning was ob-
vious, still even before reﬁegotiatiéns cpuld start certgin
membefs,Of the Senate called for abrogation. The jingoistic
Senators were in the foreground denouncing the treétf. Their

arguments were both varied and vehement. The treaty could

. be abrogated because it had been ratified under false pre-

tenses in 1850 as it applied to British Honduras. The

treaty by iimiting United States action.in Latin America

- vis-a-vis a European power, violated the tenets of the Mon-

roeADoétrine was a second argument for abrogation. The
treaty was obsolete -and applied to aﬁlearlier era, but
United States' pfégress'could not and should'n§tVbe limited
by a fifty.yearjold white elephant.z. Though these Senators
calling for‘abrogatién for these and'other reason§ were
vocal, they were in a'distinct miﬁority. The overwhelming

number of Senators favored renegotiation as the method that

1 "Clayton-Bulwer Treaty," in Treaties, Conventions,

. International Acts and Agreements Between the United States

and Other Powers, IV.

2 "Hearings .of . Foreign Relations Committee," Senate.
Document 268, 56th Congress, 1lst Session, p. -310.
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seemed most reasonable. |

John Hay, thé American‘Secretary of State, propésed
that the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty should be modified through
negotiafion with‘Great‘Britain. Hay Was a man of integrity:
who felt that the United States would sacrifice its great-.
ness in the eyes of the rest of the world if ény attempt
was made to abrogaﬁe a treat? signed in good.faitﬁ, without
cause."To this end Hay made initial adﬁances to Lord
Pauncefote[ the British AmbasSador to the Uﬁited States.
Lord Pauncefote was one of‘Great Britain's most respected

diplomats, and like Hay, a man of unimpeachable integrity.

- Pauncefote also carried a lot of weight with the government

in Lbndon. Hay .felt thét Pauncefote's repptation would
help the two men to ﬁegotiate a treaty that would be ac-
céptable’in‘both capitals.>. |

The government of Gréat'Britain agreéd willingly to
discuss renegotiaﬁion'énd the rewriting of the new treaty

came about early in 1900. Though not known at the time the

first Hay-Pauncefote Treaty was drafted,almost'ekclusively

by Lord Pauncefote and his staff. The treaty was then sent

to the American Secretary of State for mihor modification.?

Hay and Pauncefote agreed from the outset that it should

A

appear that Hay had.written the majority of the.treaty to

3 J. A. S. Grenville, "Great Britain and the Isthmian .-
Canal 1898~1901," American Historical Review LXI, No. 1,
October 1955, hereafter cited "Britain and the Canal.”

* 1pig., p. 57.
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better insure ratification by the Senate. Lord Pauncefote's
role was kept secret because of the still widespread feeling
of Anglophobia in certain segments of Americén'society. The
Anglophobes distrusted Hay from the‘0u£set because of his
reputétion AS the number one'Ahngphile in tﬁevadministraé
tion. |

The treéty:of Feﬁruary i9QO, which had to await the

December session of Congress, contained many concessions to

the Americans that favored a government-owned canal. The

United States was given the right to build, own and operate
a canal through Nicaragua. In exchange for ﬁhe renuncia-
tion. of the bilateral nagure of the old treaty Great Britain
did réquest cegtain safeguards. fhe_first safeguard de-~
manded tha£ thé'canal onée built was to be perpétually
neutral, "in times of war as in times:of peace."5 This
stipulation was not new with the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty; in
fact the saﬁe principles ﬁere embodied in:the treaty that
governed the Suez Canal.6'AThe second safeguard called for
all nations té sign the agreement.thus inguring neutrality

by full international cooperation. The‘treéty also pro-

hibited fortification of any type on the proposed éanal.7

The United States Senate did not receive the Hay-

PauncefotelTréaty before the spring recess of 1900, but the

3 Miller, Treaties.

Grenville,'"Britain and the Canal," p. 57.

7 Miller, Treaties.
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very fact that they knew negotiations were going on was

enough to ‘again thwart John Tyler Morgan's attempt at pass-

‘'ing a Nicaragua Canal Bill. Morgan attémpted to introduce

his bill during the 1899-1900 session, but the.negbtiations
between Héy and Pauncefofe and the investigation being con-
ductéd'by the Isthmian Canal Commission were both.uéed‘to
block- consideration.

The‘Haf;Pauncefote Treaty was broﬁght up for‘ratifi—
cation in the early days of the December 1900 seséioni
Though this tfeéty like-ail treéties was coﬁsidered in ex-
ecutiye or closed'seSsion,lthe importance of the treaty_was:
such that the chief issues of the controvérsy were public
knowledge, to anyone who read a ne&spaper. It was obvious
from the outset that the Héy—Pauncefote Treaty would not be
rétified withoﬁt améndment. The major stumbling block to
ratification was the,prohibifion‘of fortification of the
éanal; Senator Davis led. the fight to amend this pOrﬁion
of the treaty.. Davis introduced an amendment that would
aliow the United States to fdrtify both ends of the canal
and‘to take any other action necessary‘to insure the se-
curity of the area. Davis argued that once a .canal was
built it would become a section of the United States shore-
line, the:section thét(would be most likely attacked‘in
time of war. Thé United States had a'right to protectvits

investment and its-territdry from‘aggres.sion.8 The treaty

8 New York Times, December 13, 1900, p. 1.
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clausé that célled for international siénatures met stiff
opposition in the Senate too.ﬁAIf thé United States rati;
fied a treaty witﬁ such a clause included in ittﬁhey would
be obligated to compliahce 6n‘the issue of.neutra;ity. The
rest of the world wouldvrecégnize the canal's neutrality
only if they chose to sign fhe dpcuﬁent. The United States
would therefore place themselves in an inferior legal posi-.
tion bn a canal that they had built and operated. Davis
found this situation intolerable.g

Oné'group Qf Senators argued.throughbut‘the debate
that«consideration of the treaty was unﬁecessary because

the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty was invalid. The United States

had neither the obligation nor the right to consider this

treaty; consideration of the treaty granted a status to
Great Britain over an.area to which she had no right. If

“the United States should ratify the treaty and then Great

Britain rejected it the United States would have given them
a status that tﬁey had lost by the passage of time.10
Feelings on the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty were not divided
along either partj lines or route preferénce. Senator |
Mqrgan‘backed the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty in the form origin-‘

ally pfopoéedl Morgan opposed the Davis Amendment or any

other amendments that would jeopardize fhe épeedy

9

W. S. Holt, Treaties Defeated by the U.S. Senate,

10 "Views of -the Minority," Senate Report 2402, 56th
Congress, 2nd Session, pp. 2-9.
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ratification of the treaty. To Morgan'the treaty Qas a
nicety, it allowed Great Britaiﬁ to give up a claim that it
waé no 1bnger fully entitled to, without thejloss‘pf diplo-

matic prestige. The canal was to be built to promofe com-

merce, and military considerations- such as fortifications

were too insignificant to hold up action according to
Morgah.' Morgan's other feason was more important, it
would slow things.up. Morgan érgued'that the adoption of
the Davis Amendment would make the treaty unacceptable to
Great Britain and assure its rejection in London. Thg(re—‘
jection”of the treaty would mean further négotiations and
resubmiésion bf.the document. In Morgan‘s eyes anything
that slowed down the canal project worked to the benefit of
the Panamé proponents and to the detriment of the Nicaragua
forces.12 | |
The Senate fétified the Hay~Pauncefo£e Treaty just be-

fore the Christmas recess of 1899. Despite the arguments

and warnings of Morgan and others the treaty was modified

"by the Davis Amendment:and two others that proved to be of-

fensive to the government in London. Fortifications on the

canal were to be allowed, and the clause concerning an

international agreement was also elimin.ated.13 'The‘treaty

11 New York Times,>December 6, 1901, p. 6.

;Z.Radke, "Morgan," p. 21.

l<3’Grenville, "Britain and the Canal," p. 68.
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sent to Great Britain né longer répresented a compromise,‘
but a full surrender of principle if she were to ratify it.

Secrétary Hay realized that the treaty he héd attemptéd
to negotiate in-'good faith was dead. The Secretary was so

outraged that he threatened to resign his post.l4

Though
MéKinley refused to accept the‘resignatidp, and eventually
convinced him to sta§ his attiﬁude was partially respbn—
sible for»the tréaty's failure. McKinléy ét all times
showed complete confidenqe in Haf, but tHroughout the ne;
gotiations and the Senate debafezhé used none of hisAinflu—
ence ta aid his Seérétary~of State. While publicly askingv
for a fair treafy he claimed that to 'take any direct po;
litical‘aétion would be overstebbing his’perogatives{ls In
weighing tﬁe President's statements on this it is important
to remember that Senator Hanna, and others with great influ-
ence were in ﬁo hufry to see any action ‘favorable to the
Niﬁaragua‘route until'the report of the Isthmian Canal Com-
mission was com?leted. In fact it has been notedlthat
Morgan had better .access to the President than did many
members of his oWh party, but on this question all inquiries
were turned directly oﬁér to Secretary Hay.16 Presideﬁt

McKinley's role in the entire.canal controversy was re-

flected in his action at this time--the United States needs

’

14

William Thayer, The Life of John Hay, pp. 226-227.
15 e .
: Radke, "Morgan," p. .1l6.

16 1pi4., p. 1s.
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a canal, but let the Congress decide the/details.‘

While McKihley's attitude about the revised Hay-
Pauncefote Treaty was one of aloofness the reaction in Great
Britain was less restreined; Greet Britain's initial agree-
ment to renegotiate the'Clayton—Bulwer Treaty was closely
intertwined with her entire forelgn pollcy The years
around the turn of the 'century were ones of transition- for
the British Empire. Great Britain was actively seeking
friendehips abroad, and if they could not recruit any new
friends they wished to avoid any new trouble spots. The
renegotiation on the Cleyton—Bulwer Treaty was an attempt
to strengthen an amiable bond with the United Statee.l7

Despite the British Government's realizationAthat
goodAreiations with the United States were neceésary, the
British pfess found the revised treaty eppalling. The -
English newspapers editorialized that\Greathritain would
end up giving up everything and gain nothing in return if
the amendments from the Aﬁerican Senate remained intact.
The cqnsensus seemed to be. that the United States was ar-
rogant, éreedy and eggreseive‘in these demands, and if the -
London Government should tatify the agreement it would

bring dishonor to the, entire Empire. Occasionally in a

-more moderate vein the British press pointed out that the

United States did have a bigger stake in a proposed canal

than Great Britain and therefore some safeguards .on her

17‘Grenvi];le, "Britain and the Canaly"\p.v68.
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part yere to be expected; but at no time‘did any paper de—f
fend the treaty in the revised form, neither did any news-
paper‘recommend-that the government ratify the treaty.lg‘

The semi-official organ of the British Government, the -
London Times, stated categorically that the Salisbury Govern-

ment would reject the Hay—Pauﬁcefote Treatyvand hold "the

United States to the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty.19 The British

. Times stated that the article was based on pure speculation,

with no inside informatienf20

.Despite the modification of The Times story by the

'government,'Henry Lansdowne, the British Foreign Secretary,
kne@ upon.receipt‘of the amended treaty that his government
would have to reject it in that form. At the same time he
h0ped tc keep theAineVitable rejection a eecret‘fpr as long
as possible. Lansdowne hoped in rejecting the treaty con-
taining the Davis Amendment that a new treaty could be
worked out with better terms for Great Britain. The Foreign
Secretary further hoped that the new treaty would be lees
insulting in tone.?l The amendments added -by the U.S.
Senate left nothing for éreat Britain and Lansdewne realized

18 New York Times from the London Times, January 18,

19 Ipia.

20

‘New York Times, December 25, 1900, p. 4.

21 Grenville, "Britain and the Canal," p. 64.
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it‘would-be disastrous for the ministry to ratify it.
Great Britain's intent to keep their ine?itable re-
jection secret as long as possibie served more than one
purpose. Lansdowne planned to keep4the rejection a secret
until the Senate adjourned in the Spriné of 1901. This.

would allow several months delayfbéfore a new treaty could.

"be worked out. .Delay would hopefully put Great Britain in

a better bargaining position, provided that in the mean-
time the situation in South Africa and eléewhére came to a
sqcce’s‘,sful,conciusion;22 Lansdowne never lost sight of

the iﬁternational situation and Great}Britain'S fluctuating

bargaining power. The Admiralty and other branches of the

government also felt that any delay could work to.the bene-

fit of the Empire. The military establishment in general
andlthe Admiralty in particular was not -anxious to see the
Uﬂited Stétes build‘a canal across £he Isthmus, especially -
one that would be solely coﬁtrolled and fortified by the
United States. While certain segments of the London Govern-
ment saw a gradually growing.friendéhip and ineyitable“al—
liance between the two nations, other groups wefe more wary.
During this period the'Admiralty4had gone as far asvpre—
paring.a‘cpntingency‘plaﬁ to be used in case of war with.
. - A

the_United‘States. The miiitary-argued that while the

Germans appeared to be the most dangerous threat to Great
22 Ibid., p. 66.

23 Ipid.
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Britain, the United States and Great Britain had endugh

areas of overlapping interests that friction between the

two powers could conceivably“résult in open warfare. ' The

Canadian.Government also pushed for delay in any treaty
ratification unt%l the~question of the}Alaskaqukon boundary
was settled. . The Canadians wanted a'reqipfocél agreement

on this issue as part of any treaty ratification.2? 1In

fact when.Lansddwne asked the various branches of the gov—u

ernment to submit a report of their feelings toward an T,

American owned canal, only the report filed by the Board of

Tréde wholeheértedly‘favored an immediate.American con-
s.txfuctipn.25 |

While British feaction to the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty
wés unfavorable, but\primarily_aftervﬁhe ratification[‘
United States newspaperS'showed a profoﬁnd interest par-
ticularly during the debates @f December 1900.. Throﬁghout
the month of December 1900, the debate on the £re5ty was

front—page news in such geographically different newspapers

as the New York Times and the Déily Oregonian. Despite the

closed sessions both papers covered- the debate fully, and
editorialized on the progress of the debate and on the
major amendﬁents,

The Davis Amendment took up the most space in the New

York Times and the editorial reaction to it was nedaﬁive,

24

C. C. Tonsill, Canadian-American Relations,. p. 218.

Grenville, "Britain and the Canal," p. -58.



41
The fortification suggested by the amendment and the wording

were both condemned for‘bringing dishonor to the United

States. The New York Times went oh to argue that the t:eaty
as worked out by Hay and Pauncefote provided the United
States all theiauthority they needed to build a canal, and
£hat all Great Britain wanted was the assurance of neu-
trality.  Great Britain had grantéd‘a great'deal)to the'

United Stateé:and her request for guaranteed neutrality was

‘perfectly logical. The treaty if it adopted the Davis Amend-

ment would not only reject Great Britain's oniy'real fequest,.
but would alter the éntire meaning of the tfeaty.?6 The
Times went on to warn that the inclusion of any.amendments
that destfoyed the neutrality of the canal would ihsure the’
refusal of Great Britain to ratify the't’reaty.27 The edi-
tors of the Times: throughout the debate calLednupon the

United States Senators to act like statesmen for'ﬁhe good

of the American image and to guarantee British acceptance.

When the Senate did ratify the treaty in December

1900, the New York paper did not give up trying to salvage

what they considered a poor treaty. The editors while ad-

mitting that the Senate had destroyed much of the treaty,
now argued that the Government of Great Britain should
ratify it despite its weaknesses. The British Government

was called upon to show a high degree of ‘statesmanship in

26

New York Times, December-li, 1901, p. 8.

27 1pid., December 20, 1901, p. 8.
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accepting a treaty that had not treated them entirely

fair.28

Great Britain's statesmanship would not only serve
as an example to our own Senate, but could have even more
far-reaching ramifications. - Acceptance of the treaty would

be a giant stép toward still better relations between the

' twolpowers, an end that was hoped for by both the Néw York

Times and the editors of the Daily Oregonian. Rejection of

the treaty would be a victory for the Anglophobés.’ The

'Times saw. a small but vocal group of Anglophobes still

trying to keep the United States and Great Britain apart,

and their cause would be boosted immeasurably if the treaty

.were'rejected.zg Therefore the ramifications of rejection

reached far beyond the issues in the treaty--Anglo~-American

relations would face a severe and hard to overcome setback.

The newspapers saw the possible hand of yet another

group in the opposition to the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty as

. originally introduced--the railroads. Several times the

New York . paper.questioned the ‘role and motives of the rail-
roads in the issue. Was an attempt being made by the trans-
continental lines to postpone the cdnal or even to foil

the project permanently, wondered the New York Times?30 A

canal could destroy what amounted to the railroad's virtual

shipping monopoly on‘ goods in the United States, and it was

28 Ipid., December 20, 1901, p. 6.
29 ) N : '

Ibid., December 21, 1901, p. 1.
30 ‘

. Ibid., December 20, 1901, p. 6.
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commion . knowledge that this segment of the population did

.not look favorably on the project. Though it ié true that

the railroad interesté»were anti-canal, and theéy fought
the projects in artlcles,3l seminars, and speeches32 for

several years, the New York Times never presented any proof

'of covert action on,the part ofuthe railroad interests.

The paper did, hoWever, suggest that maybe the forces in

favor of.Panama were simply railroad men hoping to throw up

a smokevsoreen in an attempt to destroy the whole project.33

While thé Times did feel that the United States

‘Senateahad acted poorly, and that théré was a possibility

of a railroad conspiracy they felt that the press of Great
Britain was over-reacting to the treaty revisions. The

editoréradmoniShed the British press for their totally neg-

"ative attitude toward the Senate debate and ﬁhe Senators'

motiyes.t Somewof'the backers of the Davis Amendment acted -
from firm'political belief and not strictly from Anglo-
phobia. The United Srates Senate, the editors of the Times
reminded.the British press, was not a group of one dimen-
sional bigots and chauvinists, complex issues were at stake
31 Joseph Nimmo, "The Proposed American Interoceanic

Canal in its Commercial Aspects," National Geographic
Magazine XXIV, August, 1899, pp. 297-310.

Morgan Papers 'in the Natlonal Archlves, vol. 11.
Morgan collected speeches that both favored and opposed
not only Nicaragua, but all canals. Many of.these he kept

with hrs private -papers.

33 New York Times, December 20, 1901, p. 6.
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, . L 34
. and therefore complex considerations were necessary. The

New York paper was most vocal in its criticism of the Lon-
don paper's attitude toward renegotiaﬁion. The British
press overwhelmingly favored no further attempts at negoti-

ation. The ClayﬁonfBulwer Treaty should remain the binding

agreement between the two countries. The New York Times -
condemned this attitude as both.uﬁfriendly and unrealistic.
The United States énd Great Britéin'must'update and rene-
gotiate the Clayton—Bulwer Treaty because it was outmoded{35
The press of Great Britain was justified in disliking the
Hay-Pauncefote Treaty as it came out of the Unitea States
Senafe, it was harsh and unfair, but ét the same time the
papers must reélize that the United Spates muét have some
éua:antées for their projéct. The estimated cost of the
Nicaraguan project was weli ih.excess of $100 mil;ion‘and

for that amount of money the investors could demand some

rights and pfivileges.36” The New York Times in December

11900 had written that the Senate had acted in a short

sighted and selfish manner, even suggesting that a con-
spiracy of businessmen had tried to shelve the-whole project,

yet when the foreign press said basically the same thing

in early 1901, the New York Tiﬁes felt Ehings had gone too

3% 1pid., December 25, 1901, p. ‘4.
35 L -

Ibid., January 18, 1901, p. 6.
36

Ibid., February 27, 1901, p. 8.
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far{ An American liberal newspaper had the‘right td‘con—
demn their Cbngfess, but tﬁe British press must.be'more
ci;cumSpect. |

Soon after the British Government made public.tﬁeir
rejection of the Hay—Paunéefote Treéty,-Foreign Secretary
'Lansdowﬁe and Lord Pauncefote agreed to renegéﬁiaté a new
.treaty. - One factor in this deéision was reaction in the
United States Senate, which did learn‘df‘the rejection just‘
before:the.recess, aﬁd;immediately passed,a.resoiution
calling.for unilateral abrogation of the Claytoh-Bulwer
Treaty.37 |

The situatidn elseWhere»héd not impfoVed for the Bri-
tisﬁ, and thué their hopes of negotiaﬁing fromvnew—found
strength was not forthcoming. Despite the Senate's reso-
ldﬁion, Lérd Pauncefote and Secretéry Hay égreed to rene-
gotiéte the treaty. Lord Pauncefote agreed.to certain
demands rejected in'the earlier tfeaty: the New ﬁay—'
Pauﬁcefote Treaty included the wording that the tréaty
‘v would supefsede, not just modify, the Clayfon—Bulwer Treaty.
The Ambassaaor realized that :atherifhan weakening British
‘gloﬁal'prestige it)would enhance if;_Creat‘Britain Qouid
appear to be acting in a statesmanlike manner. On the more
practical side, Pauncéfote realized that withoﬁt such word-

~ ing the new treaty would not make it through .a Senate made

37

Williams, Isthmian Diplomacy, p. 307. Also Miner,

Panama Route, p. 109.
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hostile by the initial rejection. Hay and Pauncefote agréed

to write the second treaty in such a manner that it would

not require. any Senate modifik:ations.38 At the initial

‘meeting between the two men it was decided that the new

treaty would not be drawn up until early fall, to insure

_its completlon just before the Senate reconvened in late

1901. There would then be less chance of the opp031tlon
rallying its forces against_the treaty, and ‘it also fell
within the ﬁritish idea that heste on this-isene was -not in
the best interest of Great,Britain.39 With these plans

worked out, Hay left for his summer vacation and Lord

. Pauncefote prepared to move the embassy to Newport, Rhode

Island, for the summer.

The change in British,attitndeAde it was linked with
the international political realities did not improve in
the summer of 1901. 'The Boer War which had made them un-
popuier~throughout Europe led to the British unpopularity
1ncrea51ng not decrea51ng. To aid theirvsituation world-
wide, the cabinet dec1ded to ease tensions in the Caribbean
area. The British Foreign Office decided that the days of
British domination and even parity had passed,in‘this part
of the world. The United States was going to be the power
in. the Caribbean and there was little if anythlng that Great

Britain could do. The dec151on ‘was made to back out of the

38 Williams, Tbid., p. 308.

39 Grenviile, "Britain and the Canal," p. 67.
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area érdcefully, both to save face and in the hope that it
would:  strengthen ties betwgen £he Unitédlétates and Great
Britain. Despite the enmity of Canada over the failure‘to
reach an agreement on thé Alaska bOundéry‘dispute,’and the
secret.Admiralty_report on defenses against potenﬁial war
with the United‘States,;the Foreign Office. decided that
Germaﬁy and Russia were mofe.likely to bg £he-future
enemies.40 Grea£ Britain decided to turn to the UnitedJ
States and her traditional enemy»Francé to seekaalliances

to stave off the'German threat. Worldwide considerations

more than American pressure were responsible . for the

faVofable Hay-Pauncefote Treaty.

‘The new Hay—Pauncefbte Treaty bf 1901 was written
with an eyé‘on the Uniﬁed States Senate. The treaty con- .
tained most of the guaraﬁtees that wereAincluded in the

amendments of the old treaty.' Gone was any mention of an

international agreement to be éigned by all the countries

of the world to guarantee the canal's neutrality. The

agreement gave the United States the ability to rule over

a canal zone, and to take all‘necéssary étepé, including

fortification, to insure the safety of their investment in

times of peace and war. The treaty included the principle

of international neutrality, and guaranteed the ships of
Great Britain absolute’parity with the ships of all other

nations. Ships of the United StéteS‘obtained no special

40 1pid., p. 51.
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privile§e5;4l
The ne& treaty was submitted early in the December
190l‘session ahd their was Iittlekof the fanfare or wrangling
that was found the ?ear before; The acquiescence of Great
Britain to the terms, and the satisfactory wording of theA
new document guaranteed ratification; ‘There was only token
opposition, aﬁd this came primarily from those jingositic
Seoators who cootinued,to maintain that no treaty was_needed
% and the>problem“coﬁld be soived only through ﬁnilateral
; ‘ abrogatioﬂ.42, Meanwhile'the Panama proponents both in and
% more especially out of Congress hoped that the treaty would
! ‘meet with some obstacles while still calling unilateral
ebroéation illegal. vThe’more.realistic propoﬂents were
resigned to the fact that, the treaty Would pass, and thus
'they fell beek on the argument that the Hey—Eauncefote
"Treaty did'nothing ternhance the Niceragua route vis-a-
vis the Panama route.
| Great Britain stepped eside as one of the major ob-
- stacles to a Nicaragua canal with their own ratification
i of the second Hay-Pauncefote Treaty,lbut the deley of two-
" years seriously hampered the Nicaraguan proponents. If
the Hay-Peuhcefote Treaty had not,been necessary Or even
if the firsteone of December 1900 hed been ratified by both
parties quickiy, the results might have baen different.
4l'Héy~Pauncefote Treety.

12 New York Times, December 17, 1901, p. 1.
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The pro—Nicaraguan QOentum that héd been building for the
previous yéaré added to,the weight of the first Walker Com-~-
mission report might héve carried'throggh tﬁe Hepburn Bill
despite the unfinished work of the Iéthmian Canal Commission.

The obstruction caused by the existence of the Clayton-

Bulwer Treaty is not measurable .on any scale, but should

not beidiscoﬁntedéﬂmnlanalyzing the final victory of the

Panama route.



-CHAPTER III

The Haupt controversy concerning the ro;e bf the‘
Panama forces .and the new canal commission died down by mid-
summer 1899 -and the commissioners ‘and their entourage set
out fdr Paris. Theltrip to Paris was to be a‘fact—finding
mission. All records of the NeW‘Frengh Panama Canal Company
were to be‘open'for thevcommissioners'.inspection, the fi;
naﬁcial as well as the'engineerihg documents. The promotefs
of the sale of the Panama concession were leaving nothing
to chance; therefore William Nelson Cromwell sailed for
Parié a week before the second Walker Commission did’ in

August, 1899.71

Cromwell's ‘journey to Paris was to estéblish a two-
propged attack of-thé cdmmission;‘first to insure that the:
French effort to date in Panama>was shoﬁn-in the best bos—

~sible 1light, and secoﬁdito insure that the charms of Paris
did not go ﬁnﬁoticed by the ﬁembers of‘Admirai Walker's
-group.‘ To this second end Cromwell organized receptions
‘regularly. Parties were held .in their honor almost nightly,

resplendent with caviar, champagne and the finest food

‘.available, in the most elegant surripundingsg2 Cromwell took

' great care to insure that none of the Americans suffered

any inconvenience. The facts on the canal would speak for

1 "Story of Panama," p. 153.

Ibid., p. 152.
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themselves, but pleasant memories of the entire trip,would
add a lasting favorable 1mpress1on. Courtesy in all matters
was both extended and grac1ously acknowledged.

The special treatment paid off for the French. The
final commission repott to the Senate contained high praise
for every facet of .the Paris trip. The commission report -
complimented the New Ftench Panama Canal COmpany for the

efficiency with which they carried out their duties while

thanking. them for their courtesy. Cromwell's work had been

done superbly.3

The New French Panama Canal Company prepared for the
Walker Commission visit with the same careful preparation

that Cromwell had taken in setting‘up‘the social calendar.

The company officers had the problem of showing a solid

responsible‘canal project,. that was for sale. If the

' Panama venture was assured of success, why d1d the company

wish to- sell it? If the company d1d wish to sell it, could
it be sold to another group at a reasonable price? These

questions and others of the same type had to be faced and

"answered wlthout directly dwelllng on the 1nfamous role.of

the old company. ‘Though both the commissioners and the
company officers knew,thatpthe financial problems sptung
from the relationship between the old'company and the new,
the new company“had to_promoteiitself as entirely indepen—

dent from its scandal-ridden predecessor.

5

Walker Report, p. 11.
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The engineers ‘and officers of the company.showed the

Walker Commission any data requested on. the progress and

forecasts on canal construction. Besides ekplaining the
theories and accomplishments to date, the commission was
provided with scores. of tables on such diverse matters as -

annual rainfall, junéle growth, water tables, local building

‘materials and the type and condition of construction equip- -

ment available.4 Complete inventories of all equipment,_

buildinés, and other prbpertieé QWned by the company were
availéble with assessed valuations.’.The company portrayed
the projeét as one moving along at‘a reasonable rate toward
completion. ‘The completién dates put forth by the company
were presented as feasible; an overall soundness of the

enterprise was conveyed. in all the documénts and presenta-

tions.

.The company also prepared statements on the issue of
the concession‘they had purchased from Colombia. Questions
had been raised in the United States, as early as the form-

ation of the commission, on the legal status of the con-

" cession. All interested parties were not in total adreement

as to the transferability of the title from the New French

Panama Canal Company to another organization, let alone to

the government of a foreign power. Nicaragua canal sup—

porters in and out of public life were. particularly skeptical

4 Ipvid.

e
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on this point.5 The company argued that the‘concession was
valid and could be sold to any group or organization with‘
which the compény wished .to deél.

The Walker Commission stayed in Paris for about two

" weeks to complete their investigations. While in Paris

the commissioners talked not only to the canal company of-

ficials, but also to a gfoup of international engineers

about the project. The'enéineers.who talked to fhe‘Walkef
Commission were not chosen at random, father they were
carefully selected by William Nelson Cromwell. Several
years'earlier a group of engineers was assembled in Parisf
to study the possibilityuof a canal through Central America.

The international event was attended by engineers from

France, Gérmany, Great Britain, Russia, and the United

States. At the end of the meeting ﬁhe éngineers unahimously
endorsethhe Panama route as Ehe most feaéibie one. Thdugh
the caliber_of the'participants)was high, the meeting was
not totally unbiased. As was later’brought out in a Senate

committee hearing, thegparticipants knew in advance that

they were there to endorse the route chosen by,the'Frenéh

éompany.6 The majority of the engineers who met with the

Walker Commission during their tour of Europe had taken

Morgan Papers, vol. .11 and several Senate Ddcumepts
and Reports. ' I

- "Hearing from the Committee on Isthmian Canals,"
Senate Document 50, 56th Congress, 1lst Session, pp. 9-10.
Hereafter cited Sen. Doc. 50. :
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paft in this ea;lierjconference.7
One of the function§ of the Walker Commission was to
study the commercial advdnfages of having any canal at all.
A special sub-committee of the COmmissionAwaS'appointed by
Admiral Walker, as part of his.inStructiohs from Congress,l
to study tHe question. With this in mind the committee
members visited several canals in Europe- to study both the

physical operation and their economic return. The canals

at Kiev, in Russia, one in Germany, and another in Manchester

Engiand were given ciosest study.8 All thfee of these

caﬁals were financially successful. Thé Ménchester canal
in fact, had éompletely changed £he ecqnomic structure of
the area by making an inland‘manufacturing'city an ocean-

serving port.? The financial success of all the canals

appeared to be a solid argument for a tfansisthmian canal,

but the design and”funcfion of these European canals were
entifely different from the proposéd‘projects in Central
Amer;ca.’ These European canals Had all been built to bring
a city 4dinto the commercial mainstream,(not'to establish .-
and refine an internationai trade route. It was also noted
that tﬁe canalé builﬁ_in Europe involved almést none of the

engineering problems that would be encountered in a canal

7 Walker Report, p. 63.
8 ..

~~ Ibid., p. 19.

9

Ibid.; p. 4.
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project at'either'Panamé,.or Nicaragua}lol Despite theée
major differences.between canal types, the inspections’
left a favorable imp;ession'on the committee members.

The Walker Commission left Europe in the late fall gf
1899 favorably impressed with what they had Séen. French
work at Panama seemed to be progressiﬂg at a sound rate and

the chances of a sucéessful canal, at least on paper, seemed

good. The commercial potential seémed good, as all major

canals observed in Europe made money. Though the commis-—
sioners- did not visit the Suez Canal the tremendous financial

success of that venture was public knowledge, and a further

'reinforcementffor a canal project. The entire Suez project

~had paid for itself in relatively few years, and the annual

return oﬁ,investment was incrédibly high.at the turn of

the century. .The find;ngs of the Walker,CommiSsion at the
point whenvthe? left Europe were: the Panama proje%t iboked
feasible, and a Central American cénal appeared to be a
sound buéineSS'inveétment.ll‘ a

The Walker Commission left Europe for a brief stop-

~over in the United States and then:proceeded to Central Am-

erica. To study_the feasibility of the project . in the

time alloted the Commission divided into two groups, one

‘group going to Nicéragua, and the other going to Panama. .

The group that went to Nicaragua did.ndt go just t¢.review
10 1pi4., pp. 17-20.

L 1pid., p. 43s.
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the work of earlier surveys, but to make a new study.

Though all the data from the Ludlow Survey, and the Nica-

raguan Canal'Commission (the first Walker Commission) Sur-
vey were re—investigatedy he@ engineers were sent to do
théir own surQey. Route changes, and.vafiations on pre-
viously discussed routés were‘studied. iThe economic, po-
litical and health aépects of thé entire area were again
gi?en close scrutiny. inAshort, the teaﬁ did not perform
a formal rehésh of earlier surveYs, but a‘complete new

12 Professor Haupt, the most outspoken' advocate of

study.

the'Niqaréguan route accompanied this group, a fact that

was to bear heaviiy in the forthcoming Senate debate.
.The second group of COmmissioﬁers went directly to

Panama. The New French Panama Canal Company, at the urging

of Cromwell planned well for' their arrival and stay. Crom-

’well, who left Paris right after the Walker party, took

care to insure that everything went as smpothly in Panéma
as it had in Paris.13 The commission members wére to
receive special treatment again. The cdmpany had. done
their pianning Qell; and the.tours and briefings were
handled efficiently. The Fﬁench-coﬁpanf_impressed all the
cbmmissioners on the‘efficiency of their work. The Panama
study was handiéd in a different, but no less stfingeht

manner than the study in Nicaragua. Since the canal was

12 1pia., p. 3.

13 "Story of Panama," p. 153..
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already under construction,’the route had élready been

settled. The New French Panama Canal Company maintained .

_ that over forty percent of the work on the canal was fin-

ished, a figure that seemed high to the Americans, though '
the commissioners admitted that a considerable'amount_of
work had been completed. Admiral Walker and his fellow com-

missioners carried out a thorough investigation of the pro-

ject, aé'weLl as observing the work in~pro§ress. As in

tﬁé Nicaraguan study, ehgineers and scientists coyefed the
territoﬁ§ completely. . Rock and so0il sémples were taken
énd analyzed, and.thé climate and.water tables were fully .
investigated. Thodgh a great deal of data was'made avail-
able to thé investigators by fhe FreﬁcH~Coﬁpany, Walker and
his pérty.did most oflthe,wofklOVEr again in an attempt to

reach their own_conclusionsl14. Like theéir counterparts in

" Nicaragua, the Panama team apprdached the project as some-

thing new and ‘started at the beginning.
While the commissioners in Panama were investigating
the project their social wants were being well taken care

of. The provin¢e of Panama had little of the charm of Paris,

"nonetheless, the French made an effort to insure the com—‘

fort of the American group. The‘best homes, carriages,
and railroad cars were placed at the Americanéf disposal.
Guides, well versed in gi} phases of the project were as-
sighed to insure thatAallAwent_smobthly; Parties énd

14 Walker Report, p. 3.
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dinnerS‘wereﬁplanned to honor the men. Though.the positive
aspects of the project were'accentuated, the French did‘not
try to dupe the commission members. ThevFrendh wanted the
Americans to see the project in its reél light--a sound pro-
ject tﬁat could succeed with proper financing. The French
further realized that they were dealingAwith a blue ribbon
committee that wéuld not be impréssed or fooled by inflated
progress reports. An 6ptimistic,\but honest front was put

‘ 1s . :

forward.

The Walker Commission after initial visits to both

‘Panama and Nicaragua, as well as shorter trips to less pub-

licized possible.?oute areas, réieased a preliminary re-
port. This initial réﬁort dealt priﬁaril§ with the Nicar-
agua route. Morgan and his allies Were'delighted with the
report's assertion that the project was completely fea-

16 The.Senate Cqmmittee on Interoceanic Canals, as
it had been renamed after the United States began investi-
gaﬁing the Panama routé; held hearings and invited the
members bf‘the commission who had worked in Nicaragué.

The committee, under the watchful leadership of Morgan,

attempted to shed favorahle light on the project. Those

‘members of the commission most favorable to Nicaragua were

questioned by Morgan in a manner that would promote the
15 " ) n ) . v

‘"Story of Panama," p. 155.

16

"Correspondence Relating'to the Intef—OCeanic'
Canal." ‘
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project.17

While Morgan took the lead in questioningveach
witness, the other members of the committee also showed
deep interest. They asked the witnesses technical ques-

tions that reflected considerable research into the project.

‘Though Morgan and Hanna seemed to dominate the meetings,

several other Senators did show an interest. Questions
duringAthese hearings, held in early May‘1900, centered
around climatic conditions, .soils aﬁd exact route recom-
mendation. While paying lip service to an Qpén mind on the
issue, the majority of the committee sympéthizea'with the
Nicaragua rqute.18 ‘ |
Beside members of the Walker Commission, experts from
a variety éf fields also testified. The.comﬁittée brought
as witnesses doctors who specialized in tropical disease
tb comment on the situation in both countries. Many of
the doctors contended, ﬁhat'Nicaragua's climate was better
suited for the type of work to be done. Yellow fevér,
malaria and the othér prominent diseases of the area were
éhown to strike whites with much more frequency iniPanama
than in Nicaragua. Though both countries were in the
t;opics,Athe docto;s testified tha£ the jungles of Panama
were statistically much deadlier. At Morgan's behest;
social,scientists, economists and people with business con-

tacts in the two areas also testified before the committee.

17 Sen. Doc. 50. -

18 rpid. p. 312.

P
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‘These experts agreed that Nicaragua was a better location

from the standpoint of labor. The natives of Nicaragua
were said to be more ambitious, healthier and more stable
than their counterparts in Panama. These and other lesser
arguments were not new to the inveatigatione of 1900, nor
did they settle the issues at hand, but they were dls—
cussed.19 VMorgan in 1900, as he had been d01ng for almost
two.deoades, brought in anyone who would testify to the
benefits of building a canal through Nicaragua.

- The guestion of earthquakes,'and volcanic eruption
were not ignored hy the committee.' The whole area was made
up of volcanic mountain chains, and earthquakes were reg-
ular occurences on the isthmus; The testimony touched
heavily on the earthquake damage to Panama City,'and‘Colon,
while pointing out that the proposed route through Southern
Nicaragua was relatively free of danger. Volcanic activity
did not concern the geologists who testified. Nicaragua
possessed seueral VOICanic‘peaks, but most were,inactive;
and those that did still erupt were hunhdreds of miies from
the:Site of the canalroute.20 These geologists, like all
the experts who testified were not the first to give evi-
dence, but their evidenoe.was similar to the predecessors.
They asserted that there was always danger of some earth—
quakes. due to. the large fault that ran the length of the

* 1bia.

© 20

Walker Report, p. 137.
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isthmus, and while the chain of mountains was vdlﬁanic,
danger of eruption at either site wasAmin‘imal.21

The Committée on Intéroceanic Canals. also questioned
proponents of the Panama Canal. One of the first witnesses
queétioned wés'the Ameriéan engineer who had served on the
Paris_Committée‘tQ study canal .projects in the nineties.

The gentlemén was a former General in the Army Corps of

Engineers, and at the time of the interview,. the leader of

‘several proposed projects in the upper Midwest. The GeneralA

had already gone on record in favor of the Panama route,
and his convictions were strengthened by his belief that
réal_prbgress was being made on- the isthmus.22 The General.
was treated by most of the committée as an honored guest.
He was asked the same kind of extensive.intelligent ques-
tions that were asked to;the,members of the Walker Com—‘
mission. Senaﬁor Morgan's attitude differed. Morgan ques-
tioned the General aé if it wére a trial. He seemed to
feel that anyone who would favor the Panama route was an
agent of a foreigﬁ power. -The favoring of a Nicaragua
route had by this time become an'obsessioﬂ on -‘an almost
religiéus plane, and his opponents became infidels.

Thoﬁgh Morgah treated the engineer'rudely,‘he saved
his real wrath for twd'additional‘witnésses,ethe Director

General of the New French Panama Canal Company, Maurice

21'Ibid.

Sen. Doc. 50.

22
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Hutin, and his chief legal counsel, Wiiliam Nelsop Cromwell.
Morgan attaéked‘Cromwéll like a prosecutor attacking a
felon. The Alabama Senator showed open disbelief for Crom-
well's data, and at the séme time impugned the attdrney{s
motives.23 'Despite Morgan's years of research into the

canal issue and his ability as an orator; hé did not des-

troy the Panama project as he hoped. Cromwell was an even

match. Cromwell never waivered from his projections on the

canaifs progress, énd feasibility deépite the éressure from
Moréan. As to the questioﬁs concerning his own functions
and duties, these too he handled well, if somewhat eva-
sively.v Cromwell appeared to be a master of his craft,
relying on his legal mind, and his‘skill as a negoﬁiator

to handle all éttacké.. He. used the defense of.clieht—
atﬁorney relationship several times to thwart Mofgan's

prying. His methods wefe both legally correct, and suc-

cessful. - If Morgan's aim was to discredit either the at-

torney or. the project he failed. Cromwell was allegifi—
mate~attornéy‘representing an established international
oé%struction project.24

At the samé‘time’that Cromwéll tgstified before the
caommittee, so did Maurice Hutin thé Director Geﬁerai of
the New French Panama Canal Company. Hﬁtin's-testimonylv
was limited by his inabiliﬁy”to speak any English. Thus

23 1pi4., p. 314.

24 Ibid., pa’3l9.
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he filed a brief statement, and agreed to answer in writing

-any questions submitted, the answers would be submitted the -

following aay. Hutin,theﬁ agreed to answer a few simple
guestions throggh an,interpretér. Hutin, like the American
engineer, and Cromwell, faced Morgan's hostility. Morgan's
lightly veiled accusations suggested the Panama project -
was a bill of goods.25 Hutin‘statéd that he{came‘to ﬁestify

in an effort to be helpful, adding fhat the concession

might be for sale if the proper arrangements could be made.

The Director General also re-affirmed the saleability of

the concession as it stood. Hutin felt there was no agree-
men£ with the Bogota Government that prdhibited the séle
to anyone.26 |

While the Senate Coﬁmitteé on Interoceanic Canals was
questioning witnésses‘on the feasibility of the two'routes
and other pfeliminary maﬁters, things had progressed much
farther in the ﬁouse of Representatives. With the queétion
of authorship of thelbill settled with Morgén'é‘agreement‘
in 1899 to-allow.Hepburﬁ of Towa to author the bili, the
bill moved along rapidly.27 AS previoﬁsly mentioﬁed, Hep-
burn was not from a éommercial state that would be directly
affected by one route or the other, ratﬁer his jingoism,
and his ego demanded a Nicaragta route. It seems‘clear

25 1pid., p. 321.°

. 26 Ibid., p. 322.
27 Y o . "w - ‘
Radke, "Morgan,'" pp. 21-22.
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that one other factor fqrcéd his demand for authorship,

his Repﬁblicanism. Hepburn in earlier proceedings had in-
sisted that no money go to theAMaritime Canal Company be-
cause the MéKinley Admiﬁistratioﬁ opposed paying-out any
money fo‘the private for a céncession,28 " Hepburn felt that'
tHe'canal,was:going to be one of the great accomplishments -
of the era, and a Republican, not‘a Democrat should have
his name on ﬁhé bill that authorized it.29 Though Mofqan
wanted the bill under his name to boost his own ego,‘he
realized after the House rejection of his 1898 bill that

it was hopeless undér his hame. Morganadecided to allow

Hepburn the authorship, because building the canal was the .

© most important thing.

Hepburn was as anxious as his counterpafts in the
Senate to procéed.with haste.. He planned to send a bilL
throughwthe‘House during fhe early days of the Winter 1899--
1900 session, so it éould get final Sénate hearings the
same session. fhe.Hepburn Bill?Calied for the ownership
and construction of ‘a canal through Nicaragua by the gov;
ernment of the United Stétes. The bi;l likéwise made pro-
viéions for ample fundé to insure the coﬁpletion of the

project, but did not include any mention of reimbursement

for the Maritime Canal Company, nor any mention ofvwaiting'

upon the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty, still in negotiation between

28 1hid., p. 11.

23 Ibid., p. 17.
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the Unitea States and Great Britainf30

Hepburn's Bili was recommended out of the Commerce
Committee with'relative~ease, but immediatély ran into
stiff opposition on the floor of the entire House; ‘Améng
the opponénts of hastyvconsideration of thg bill was-
Representative Joe Cannon.of illinois. Canrion, who was

‘later one of the. most powerful and dictatorial of all the

House Speakers, was the Republican Chairman of the House

Appropriations Committee. . Cannon's major ally in this op-f
position waS‘Répresentative Burton, another Illinois Re-
publican. Illinois, like IowaAand the rest of the Central
Midwest was railroad country, -and though no aifect‘link
between the railroad lobbies and the biil's éppbnents was
ever ShOWn, the accusations existed.

Representatives Burton and Cannon afguéd that the

‘Hepburn Bill was premature for two reasons: first the -

Hay—Péuncefote Treaty was still being negotiated, and sec-
ondly thevWalker Cémmission had not finished<their inves-
tigations and givenltheir final repdrt. Hepburn answered
the first objection by stétihgvthat'the United States
shoﬁld unilaterally abrogaﬁe the Claytdn-Bulwer Treaty,
which was obsolete, -and probébly illegal from the outset.

The Ludlow Commission of 1895, and the first Walker Com-

‘mission of 1897-1899 had both favored the route recommended

in his bill, and any #aiting for yet another survey in the"

30 Grenville, "Britain and the Canal," pp. 52-53.
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same decade was a stalling tactic. Hepburn implied that
there migﬁt Ee some:ulterior motives behind those who
31 | V

The debate between the Hepburn suﬁporters, and those
who felt that not all:the'infofmation had been gathered
was drawn out and bitter. The méjor participants in the

debate all made lengthy speeches filled with statistics to

support their positions. .Data of both a scientific and

historical nature‘fortified the positions on both sides.
Hepburn called_upon)Congress to make haste in selecting
the Nicaragua cénal, the "American route." The Panama
route Qas deécribed as thev“French route," iﬁﬁlying not
only European imperialism,Abut,aiso the scandal‘that’had

rocked the isthmus during the first compaans existence.32

- The opponents of the bill argued for patience and practi-

cality. Cannon and his allies did not argue against a

.canal, on the contrary all the speakers who talked against,

the Hepburn Bill went on record in favor of a canal.
Burton and Cannon, like Hanna in the Sgnate, félt»the pro-
ject must bé approached in a business—like_manper; the
economic and commercial potential of all routes must be

thoroughly scrutinized before a final route was chosen.33

' 31 Congressibnal Record, v. .33, pt. 6, 56th Congress,
lst Session, House, p. 4945.

.32 1pid., p. 5005.

33 1pid:, p. 4914.
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Hepburn again countered that all the preliminary WOrk nec-

essary had been done in the numerous surveys already com-

‘pleted, and ﬁhaf»patriotish demanded immediate action.

. The fact that the Hay—Pauncefote Treaty was still being

negotiated and that tHeVCongresS had appropriated over a
million dollars to éstablish»théﬁsécdnd'Walkér Commission
proved that the preliminafy studies were not completed -
arguéd the bill's opponents. The oppqnehts also called

on thé House membership to look at'pradtical business
realities in deciding the issue, and warned agains£ being ,
swayed by wild rhetoric.v The debate was interspersed with
a series. of name-calling episodes, and occasionally one of ‘
thé proponents would.be rewarded with outﬁursts of de-
fisive laughter aimed at his oppoﬁents.

Despite the length and the intensity of the debate

~in the House and the positions of power held by the oppo-

sition leaders, the outcome was never in doubt. The House

" of Representatives ?assed the Hepburn Bill by an over-

whelming‘ﬁajority and sent‘it‘on to the Senate;34 Repre-.
sentative Cannon, aﬁd his allieé.in the end supported the
bill, showing that they did in fact'waﬁt a pahal,'but they
were not totally committed to that bill, at that time.
Morgan now set about the task of gefting passage Qf
the bill ih the Senate as soon .as possibie; His calling

of the various members of the Walker Commission,4and other

34 1pid., p. 5011.
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witnesses in the Spring of 1900, was to further.thiemaim.

The Hepburn Bill did receive the consideratien,of'the Senate
Committee on‘Interoceanic Canals, where . it was recommended
favorably in May'l900, but it was too late for considera-
tion before the summer adjeurnment. ‘The Alabama Senator
was discouraged by this turnlef evemts, but he nonetheless
attempted to get ear;y consideration after the Senate re;
convened in the fall. He hoped to have the bi;l passed and
signed no later than early winter i901, befere the Congress
adjourned for the March inauguration.

When Coﬁgress_recehvened'in December 1900, Morgan
asked that the Hepburn Bill be placed on the calendar for
consideration. Senator William Aliison, the Republican
Chairman of rhe Order of Business Committee, ruled that ap-— .
propriation‘bille earried‘first priority and therefore |
there ¢ould be no guarantee'of a~spo£ on the calendar for

35

the canal bill. . The primary appropriation bill to be

considered at the time was the River and Harbor Bill, a

bill of special interest to Senator Hanna. After the
Christmas recess, January started siipping into February,
and the days before the inaugura14adjournmentAgot sherter
and shorter. Morgan then treid to demand consideration on
the basis that the bill was old business.‘ He rested this
claim on the basis that the Hepburn Bill had passed through
the Committee onvInteroceanic Canals during the previous

35

- Miner, Panama Reuteh.p. 100. Also Radke, "Morgan,"
p. 24. ‘
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sessidn. Again the Republican leadership of the Senate dis-
égreed; sfating,£hat Morgan's bill must get special con-
sideration of the Séhate to be handied at that session.
Morgan~asked for unanimous consent that the canal'biil be.

placed on the calendar;lbut Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, the

"Republican from Massachusetts,fbbjected, and special con-

sideration was denied. Thus Morgan's final attempt to get
consideration from that Congress was,thwarted.36 Senator
Hanna's inflﬁence among the Republican leadership was too
strong.fér Morgan to‘;vercomé, and the pro~Nicaragua'forces
in the Senate weré not as strong as their counterparts in
the House of ﬁepreéentatives. The Panama advocates had
successfully stalled in the épringlof 1901.

A plethora of circumsfances-arose to block Senate
consideration of the Hepburn Bill during the .years 1900-
1901. The fact that the biil did not reqch_fhe Senate
until near the end of the spring session éf 1960 made the
initiai holdover almost inevitable. The uncertaiﬁAstatus

of the Hay-Pauncefote Tréaty{ which £he Senate did not even

‘ratify initially until the fall of 1901 slowed up the bill

during the winter 1900-1901 session. A combination of pro-

Panama sentiments, and Senator Hanna's interest in the

River and Harbor Bill, eased. the Nicaragua legislation off
of the calendar. Still the Hepburn Bill might have re-
geived consideration, but some of the most influential

36 Miner, ‘Ibid., p. 107.
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Senators including Lodge and Nelson Aldrich of Rhode Island

opposed such a move in the waning days of the session.

To the combinatioﬁ of the pfo;Panama Senators, and
pending Senate business was<added'dnother blow to Morgén's
cause, the refusal of Great Britain to ratify the amended
versioﬁ of the Hay—Padhcefotg Treaty. There is iittle
doubt'that a pluraiity.of the United States Senate favored
the Nicaragua foute over any other rduté in the spfinévof
i9Ql, but enouéh other Senators eithef favored Panaﬁa, were
awaiting the final Walker Commission Report, or feit that‘
the Héy-Pauncefote.Treaty controversy must be satisfac-.
torily settled before actipn»coﬁld be taken on thé Hepburn
Bill, to kill the bill at that tiﬁe. When the Senate met
for the’special session after McKinley's second inaugura-
tion, Morgaﬁ called for a Senate resolution tOvunilaferally
abrogate)the Clayton—Bulwer Treaty. Though the resolution
did pasé, the Senate adjourned .and négotiations betwéeh
the U.S. and Great Britain continued.37

The summer of 1901 arrived with no-Nicaragua Canal
Bill, and:no,final report from the Second,Walkef Commis=-

sion. Lord Pauncefote, who had agreed in principle to -

. meet with Hay before the next session of Congress to write

a new agreement left for England, later to rejoin his

embassy in their Newport summer residence. Théugh no new

37‘Williams, Isthmian Diplomacy, pp. 307-308.




71
treaty had been written, it Qas 5ust a matter of time.>®
Hay, bitterly disappointed in the fate of his tréaty, took
a lengthy vacation during the summer‘of 1901, while Presi-
dent MéKinley took a trip to Buffalo, New York, to’attend
an international éxPOSition. While shaking hands at a
receiviné line at the exposition,‘McKinley was shot by an

anarchist.  The shots, though first thought to be minor,

proved fatal. McKinley's replacement as President, Theo-

dore Roosevelt, had a different view of the canal project

than his‘predecessor. While still Governor of New York in
1899, Roosevelt had‘demanded some action be takén‘to in-
sure the United States a concession on the isthmus}39
Roosevelt, a strong believer in éea power(-had no inten-
tion of sitting back and letﬁing things materialize on the
canal question: He was a man Qho liked action.

38 Grenville, "Britain and the Canél,“ pp. 63-67.

39 New York Times, August 17, 1899.




CHAPTER IV

By the early fall of 1901 the shock of President
McKlnley s assassination had sunk in and then slowly faded

away as the nation tried to return to normal. The new

Pre51dent made no 1mmed1ate changes in the administration,

all cabinet members were asked to stay, and did so. . Sec-

retary of State Hay, with Roosevelt's conéurrence, did

.meet with the.British Ambassador as previously planned,

and a’néw Hay-Pauncefote Treaty was written with the goal
of sure Senate acceptance. The new treaty, submitted early
in the openinglsession of the new Congress, met with little
resistance and quick ratification eliminated this iong—
standing dbstacle to the Nicaragua canal.’

Two months before final ratification of thé second

-Hay-Pauncefote Treaty propoﬂents of the Nicaragua- canal

route received an even larger boost; the final publication

of the Isthmian Canal Commission report was released in

" October 1901. The Commission recommended that the United

States build its canal throx‘lgh‘Nicaragua.2 The Second

Walker Commission, like the Ludlow Commission, and:the

First Walker Commission, saw the engineering and geological
problems as solveable, and the project as feasible with .

available knowledge and equipmerit. The report estimated -

1 Congressional Record, vol. 35, 57th Congress, lst

Session, Senate, pp. 314-315.

2 Walker Report, p. 11.
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that the cost .of the prbject would be higher than reported

~in 1899 at a cost of close to $190 million versus an

earlier estimated cost of approximately $115 million.3
Thbugh the selection of the Nicaragua route was re-
ceived with joy by the proponents of the route, the out-

come was expected by many. ‘Senator Morgan anticipated the

outcome. His anticipation was based partially on a letter

-he had received from Admiral Walker in the spring of 1900.

Walker's letter had optimistically predicted that the
Alabama Senator would see his bill as law by Christmas,

1900,4 Though the date suggested by the Admiral's esti-

~mate had been premature, Morgan was convinced by the late

fall of 1901 that his feérs of labor were about to bear-
fruit. Secretary Hay in anticipafion of the outcome had
met with the Nicaraguan Minister in Wéshington in Decemﬁer
1800. The meetingsAtookﬁplace_to'set up a protocol.agree¥
men£ that would establish procedure for any further agree--
ments between the twb countries.5 The protocol was signed

in 1900 by both Hay and the Nicafaguan Chargé d' affaires.

No action was taken on the agreement at the time because

Hay felt . .that it would violate the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty

which was.still in effect. The proposed canal route would

3 1bid., p. 12.

4 Radke, "Morgan," p. 22.

5,"Views of the Minority," Senate Report 2402, 56th
Congress, lst Session, hereafter cited as "Views of the
Minority," pp. 4-5.
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run along theisaﬁ Juan del Norte River, which made up the
bordér bétween Nicaragua and Costa Rica, fherefore‘Secfe-
tary Hay also met‘withAthe Chargé d'affair@sof Costa Rica
to work out a prqtocol agreement with tha£ country. The
documents with each country for all intents and purposes
were identical.6 ‘ .

While ﬁhe Walker Commission did ;ecommend the Nicar-
agua route it dia not downgrade -the Panama projeqt. All
the Amefican enginee;é,who tookApart in the intensive in-
vestigation of the project agreéd to its feasibility. A
Panama_ canal would be abproximately forty-nine miles long
from ocean to. ocean whereas the Nicaragua route would be
about bhe hundred and eighty miles'léng. The difference
in length would seriously affect travel time between the
two routes. A shi? would take nine to fifteen hours‘to
pass thrgugh the Panama cénal, but the same ship would take
over a day to get through Nicaragua. The Walker Commis-
sion élso felt that the work would be completed sooner'in
Panama. Construction had begun and équipmént and men weré
in place at Panama,'ﬁhilekonly preliminary surveys had
been éompleted'in Nicaragua. The report also ‘estimated a
lower maintenance cost in Panama than in Niéaragué}7

Despite the proﬁected advantages mentioned in favor
of Panama, there QasAone serious disadvaﬁtage——cost. .Wheﬁ

.6B?_i_§'r p. 5.

7 Walker Report, p. 1l16.
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the New French Panama Canal Company had sent out its first

feelers about a possible sale of the doncessionh the price

‘asked was astronomical. The company wanted a cash settle-

ment for the equipment and work done, plus money for the
concession, and fiﬁally special reimbursement against the
loss of potential revenue they would have earned if they

had finished the canal. The United States Government re-

‘acted to the first two demands byAsaying it would negotiate

on the price, the third démand was rejected outright.
Representatives of the United States argued that no organ-
ization that sold its interest in a compahy could expect

a share of the profits after the sale.8 The company reém
lized the weakness of the demand and dropped it as a con-
dition. of negotiation.

The New French Panama Canal Company set the value of

-the concession, equipment and completed work at'$110 million.

The Walker Commission estimated the wvalue at $40 million.

. Several times during the two-year life of the commission,

Admiral Walker conferred or attempted to confer with
Director General Hutin of the cohpany to discuss the dif-
ferences in the price estimates. At no time during the

negotiations was a compromise - worked out. In fact, though

the figure of $100 million was both mentioned and even jus-

tified in writing, M. Hutin never set a firm‘price.9 This

8 Mack, Land bivided, p. 347.

9 Walker Report, p. 10.
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inability on the part Qf.the~two parties to settle on a
price forced the Walker Commission to recommend the Nic-

aragua route. The Nicaraguan canal project would cost

$189 million including-extra money to cover unforeseen

events, the total cost'for the Panama pfoject was $1414

million.or ébout $45 million less. The Frengh, however,
had hintedlat around $100 million for the work done and the
concession, thus making the route more eXpénsive by some
$60 million.?

The Walker Cohmission dealt witﬁ'éne more important
issue that would érop up thréuqhout the route debate——the
transferability of the French concession. Senator Morgan
and many other opponents of the Panama route argued that
the cohcession‘granted to_thé two French companies was
not_tranéférable.to another party, particularly a foreign
pdwer.,.The.Walker Commission saw this issue és insignifi—'
cant, while‘arguing,that the best evidence seemed to sug-
11

gest the title's transferability.

When the Walker Commissibnirecommehded Nicaragua in

~ October 1901, .and the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty was ratified

in December. of the same year, Morgan's position seemed in-
vincible. The anti-Nicaragua forces who had insisted that
these two issues be resolved before further action be
taken, had run out of ammunition. The job of the commission
10 1pia., p.13.

11 Ibid., p. 68.
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met with-the approval of much of the press. The New York
Eiﬁéi congratulated Admiréi Walker and his associates for
the excellent jobrthey_had doﬁe. The.néwspaper compli-
mented the men particﬁlarly_on the high quality and
tﬁoroughnesé of the research,.and £heAunbiased nature‘of
the wérk»andethe conclusions. Thé paper‘appearéd pleased
with the selection of the Nicaragua route, and saw thé
report's complétion as the finai defeat of the leaders of

12

the anti-canal forces, the railroad lobbies. A feeling

. still existed in the fall of 1901 among certain'grbups that

the whole Panama investigation had been an attempt to
either slow up.or destrby any American canal project.

Therefore the selection of the Nicaraguén, or "American"

- route brought a sense of relief to these people.

Despite the double boost the Nicaragua project received

in late 1901, Senator Morgan and his allies did not allow
themselves £oAbecdme trapped into a false feeling of: con-—

fidence. His dream of an American-owned canal located in

- Nicaragua to aid the economic resurgence of the South had

been thwarted too many times to allow inaction. The Senate
Committee on an Interoceanic Canal immediately scheduled
hearings to bring home the full brunt of the commission's

recommendations. Members of the Walker Commission were

-once again invited to appear and reiterate their<findings.

The pro-Nicaragua forces geared up for a final onslaught

1
b

., 12

New York Times, November 6, 1901, p. 6.
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by preparing all the best testimohy available. Legal ex-
perts were also invited to discuss tﬁe W?se Concession, as
the French concession was called. These experts all agreed
they had grave reéervations aboﬁt it.13 Morgan intended
to accent the positiﬁe events of the last several months
while further discrediting the Pénama forces.

The recommendafibn of the Nicaragua route by the
Wélker Commission céme as a crushing blow to Philippe
Bunau;vérilla. The French engineer saw this as nearly
fatal to his dreaﬁ bf a Panama canal, and a death blow to
his hopes of‘recovering(at least some of his two million
francs. Bunau—Varilla,flike his opponeﬁt Morgan,‘was not
a man to stop fighting'deséite the serious .setback. The
New French Panama Canal Company had<schedﬁied its annual

stockholders' meeting for the third week in December, . 1901,

and Bunau-Varilla saw this as the last .chance to arrange

the sale. The French pourts in the bankruptcy décisions
of 1894 had ruled thét any majbr participants in the old
compény:could'not take an .active role in the new company.
This madé i£ impossible for Bunau-Varilla to.attgnd the
meeting ‘as a voting.stoqkholder. Thé wily Frenchman was
too desperate to lét.a court ruling deprive him of this
last chance, foftunately his brother, another'involuntéry
investor in the ﬁew company, was. a newspaper owﬁer‘and
couldvget Bunau-Varilla a press pass fof the upcoming

13 sen. poc. 114, p. 127.
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The findings of the Walker Commission had éounded a
death knell fof Panama that was heard by mpre than just
Philippe Bunau-Varilla. Many of the other stockholders

| :
realized thaé unléss something were done soon the‘United
States would purchase a concession from Nicaragua and Costa
ﬁica and begin a canal, thus almqst assuredly déoming aﬁy
chance for their canal. With this gloomy thought in the
minds of most of those stockholders in attendance, chaos
reigned from the outset of the meeting.15 Bunau-Varilla,
though only a reporter, managed_tobbe heard from the floor.
The United States Governmnet was the only salvation of the
Panama canal project warned Bunau—Varilia. The company
could nbf raise the finds fo complete the canal through
private sources, and the Britiéh”had relinguished any
interest ih thé<pfoject with their ratification of the
second Hay-Pauncefote Treaty. The French Go&erﬁment would
not intervene to buy the founderiﬂg concessién, and even
if she did the United States would not sit idly by while
a European power attempted to méve into the Western-Hemi—
sphere in,such‘a large way;' The only other coﬁntry with .
resources to build a canal through Panama was the German

Empire, and no Frenchman could seriously entertain this

notion, the thirty year old wounds that dated back to the
14 . )
o Bunau-Varilla, Panama, p. 210.

15 New York Times, December 25, 1901, p. 4.
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Franco-Prussian War had not healed yet.l6 The United
States was the only country that coula offer a way out.

Bunau—Variila continued by eaying that the $40 million
offer was the highest one they could expect. The Walker
Commission report had. already been filed with the United
States Congress,land the $40 mllllon figure had been in-
cluded, that recommendation would not be raised. It was
‘pointed out that'the‘Walker Commi:ssion had tried with no
success, asxlate as the first week in October 1901, to es-
tablish ‘a selllng prlce When Director General Hutin
refused to con31der the $40 mllllon offer, he foreed Ad-
miral Walker and the Commission to recommend.the Nicaragua
route. The'American commissien wogld not change.their
collective minds ana recoasider unless there were a change
in the situation on the.éart of the cempany. :Tﬁe company
would be. forced ro lower its demand to $40 million._l7

Despite Bunau-Varilla's speech, the meeting was still
badly spiit»between those who would sell at any price and
those who woula leok for a way'te get the $iOO millioh;
Director General Huﬁin.refused to consider such a small
sum, and led the forces who wishea to hold out for the full-
amount. Bunau-Varilla and his allies warned that further
inaction~woald be the canal company's undoing, not only

16 Bunau-Varllla, all his major works refer con- -
stantly to the evils of the Germans.

17 Bunau-Varilla, Panama, p. 211.
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would the price have to come QOWn, but it must come down
" at once. An offer must be made to. the Walker Commission
before Congress reconvened after Christmas. The confronta-
tion between those who Qould sell.and thOse.Qho wouid loqk
for a bettéf offer erupted into a full scaie power sﬁrugglé.
The majority of the-étqckholdérs’joined Bunau—Varillé in
a swift organizational coup that ousted Director General
Hutin and thé othef officers. Thé newislate.of officers
immediately moved that an offef be made to the'Uhited States
Government to sett all the assets of the New French Panama
Canal Company fo; the $40‘million spgcified'by the Waikerv
Commission. The plan was-oVerwhelmingly adopted.18

Philippe Bunau-Varilla Qas triumphanﬁ, but not com-
placent. Bunau-Varilla insis£ed tﬁat the ﬁew.birector im-
mediately dispatéh'a telegram to ﬁashingtoﬁ wiﬁh the sales
offer. The‘officers of the company, though willing to
éell out at that’lowef price,'refuéed'to move that quickly.
Whether they'moved slowly becaﬁse of a sense of wouhdéd
pride, or becauée fhey‘did,not share Bunau-Varilla's sense
of urgency is not clear, but they did write a letter to.
Admiral Walker with the mnew o’hffer.l‘9 Bﬁnau—Varilia, not
taking any chanCes,'dispatched é telegrém of his own that'
contained the new offer. Thus while Congréss was out of
session'for the Christmas holidays of 1901-1902, the New-

18 New York Times, January 6, 1902, p. L.

19 Miner, Panama Route, p. 119.




82
-French Panama Canal Compény4officially weﬁt up for sale at
a price‘thaﬁ the Walker Commission could and would recommend.

While the United States was busy negotiating with
Nidarégua, Costa Rica, and Great Britain over a possible
‘canal throﬁgh Nicaragua, and negqtiaﬁing with-a French
company over a possible Panama rQute,~£he one other govern-
ment that would become involved was'having internal trou-

" bles. Colombia, of which the Isthmus of Panama was the
northernmost province was in the middle‘of a civil war.
The government, which héd beén'shakey throughout most of
the i890's, had:now(split'between two factions,A The leg-
ally elected president of the country was under house ar-
rest.outside the national capital at Bogotid. The Colombian
constitution stated if a president were out of the capital
© beyond a bfeséribed number.of days he forfeited his power.
| The coﬁntry's vice—pfesiaent had used. this loophole to as-
sume and retain pqwer.20 AThe situafion waé further com-
plicéfed by a multituAe of faqtdrs both political and
ecbﬁomic. The end result was pblitical chaos and deep fi-
naﬂcial probléms.

Despite the ragihg civil wayx in Colombia, attention
was being paid to the negotiatiohs'and expeditioﬁs in ‘the
province of Panama. Since its incorpofatidn into the
country in the early days of the Republic, Panaﬁa had =

always. been a frontier area. The Panamanians claimed with

20 L ' ' -
E. T. Parks, Colombia and the United States, p. .159.
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“some justification that the government iﬂ Bogqtg éxploited
the province becauée of the financial and. commercial ad-
vantages. of her geography.21 "During this period of po-
litical and economic upheaval, the naﬁional Qoveﬁnmént saw
an:opportuﬁity to exploit the éitﬁation through their
ability to grant and céntrol canal Conéessions. If the
New French Panama Canal‘Company wefé going to sell its con-
cession to tﬁe‘United States then someone was going to pay
a gréét deal ofkmoney.to bolster the faltering Colmeién
treasury. | | ‘
During most of the final decade -of the nineteenth
century Colombia had no rep;esentative of ministerial rank
in‘WaShington, but when the United States showed a reél
.intérest in the Panamé{canal project this situation was
remedied. ‘In April'l901 Colombia sent Caflos Martinez
Silva, a highly*respected'former‘Foreign Minister to’
Washingtoﬁ‘as Minister Plenipoténtiary. Though Dr. Martf{nez
had no instructioné officially to negotiate a protocol or
treaty between the two countfies he‘did send’ out féelers.22
Dr. Martfnez's position was thqt thevconceésion could be
transferred ihtacﬁ from £hé New French Panama Canal Com-
pany to the Government of the United States, provided.£hat
‘the United States met all deadlines as outlingd in the

21 Miner, Panama Route, p. 119.

°2 1pid4., p. 105.
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Wyse concession and for some finaﬁcial consideration.23
When Dr. Martinez met with Secretary Hay to present his
credentials iﬁ the spring of 1901 these preliminary con-
ditioné were diséussed. ‘The situation changedfratﬁery~
drasticaliy,‘however, in June of 1901 with the abrupt
dropping of communications betweeﬁ.Maftfnez and his gov-
ernment with respect to this issue.

The situation between the two. countries did not
change for six months until February 1902, when Colombia
sent Jose Vigénte'Conchas to‘replace‘Martfnez. Martfnez's
recall was based at least partly on‘his earlier public
attituée on the éoncession, but'he‘was also assigned to
represent his country at the second Pan American Confer-
ence about'fq convene in Mexico City. Conchas while not
openly refuting the statements of -his predecessor made it
clear that the policy of the Colombian Goygrnment had
changédt Conchas used a subtle approéch to publicize the
change in attitude by aenying to the press that Colombia
had been negotiating with Great Britain on a canal con-
cession to go info efféct after the french concession
lapSed.24 By denying that Great Britain and Colombia were
negotiating; Conchas brougﬁt up the number of options still
open to his country. Colombia iﬁ the winter of 1901 was

not negotiating with any"European power on the canal issue,
23 1pid., p. 111.

24 New York Times, February 7, 1902, p. 4.
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but tﬁey had not eliminated it as a possible option.
Conchas furthe;<let it be known that despite the Hay-—
Pauncefote Treaty tha£ had just Eaken efﬁeét, Great Briﬁain
could still build a canal in Panama, the tréaty only dealt
with British rights in Nicaragua.25 If the French féiled
to consﬁruct the cahal in the time ailotted to ﬁhe Wyse
concessibn, and the Governments of the United S£ates and
Colombia cbuld n§t come to terms on'the transfer of the,

concession, then Colombia was free to deal with any country

on earth.26

The uncertainty of Colombia's intent, as well
as. the other considerations prompted Senator Morgan's Com-
mittee to request a formal report be made on the legal

status of the Wyse concession with respect to its trans-

ferabiiity to be forwarded to the full Senate upon comple-
j:ion.27
The CongreSs that regonvéned after the Christmas
.holiday of lQOl was aware that.the Freﬁch company had made
an offer tovsell'the ganal‘for the $40 miilioh recommenaed
price, .but there was little impact at the outset. The

House of Representatives in particular seemed unmoved by

the announcement that came from Paris. .Congressman Hepburn

25'The Clayton-Bulwer Treaty and the Hay=-Pauncefote
Treaty had both restricted British action in Nicaragqua,

but neither treaty had any jurisdiction over Panama, there-
fore* Great Britain had unrestrained movement in the area.

26 Parké, COlombia and the United States, p. 388.

27 Sen. Doc. 114,‘p.‘13l.
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reintroduced the Nicaragua Canal Bill in 1902 in exactly
the same form as it had been introduced in 1900. The Hep-
burn Biil“this time cleared through the'prope: comﬁittees
and made it to the floor with no oppbsition.' The propon-
ents of the bill used the same arguments they had in 1900:
the route was "American," it Cou;d be easily négotiated,

28 hree new factors now also made

and it waé feasible.
"the route the most logical. The protocols signed, though
not ratifiéd, béﬁween the United States énd ﬁicaragua,\and~
the United étates and Costa Rica; the new Hay-Pauncefote
Treaty'had been ratified by the Senate, and British rati-
fication was assured, thus erasing any obstacle to Ameri-
can unilateral action;.and the thirdlfactor and probgbly
the most convincing new argumeﬁt was'the recommendation
of the Walker Commission. One of the major arguments in
opposition to the Hepburn Bill in thevfifty—sikth Congress
had been that the Walker Commission had not compiéted the
study of‘éil possible routes across thé Isthmus.29 The :
commissioﬁ had completed its study by January 1902, and
the Nicaragua route had been recommended unanimously.
Despite the overwhelming support for the ﬁepburn_Bill

in the House, some debate did take place. The proponents

of the Panama route expressed their views, though the

25 Congressional Record, vol. 35, 57th Congress,
lst Session, House, pp. 540-541.

23 Congressional Record, vol. 33, pt. 6, 56th Con-
gress, lst Session, House, pp. 4926-4927.
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debate was neither pro;onged nor strenuous.30 The bill
passed the House éf'Representatives early in January by a
margin of 307 to 2. The two no'votes were -not cast by
proponents of the Panama route,‘buﬁ by two Congfessmen who‘
felt there existed no need‘fOr any canal. The members of
the Hoﬁse who favofed thé Panama route all voted fqr the
~ Hepburn Bili, for often differing reasons. Some Panaﬁa
proponeﬁts hoped that the bill would be amended in the
Senate to favor Panama, while others felt that ahy canal
was preferable to no canal. |

Senator Morgan was hot aé ﬁonchalanf about the offer
from_tﬁe New French Panama C;nal Combany'to Sell.tﬁeir
conceséion. Years of ffustration'and false hopes had made
the Alabaman wary of any changé in the canal situation.
Hépiﬁg'td combat aﬁy changes in sentiment baused by the
French anhouncement, Morgan'sought immediate ;ction 6n the
néwly paséed,légisiation. In this push Morgan argued that
4all preliminary work had been‘done on the biil, and further
hearings woﬁld.be superfluous.-vOn the other hand, the
proponents of a Panama canal were‘és héartened by the Paris
decision as the Nicaragua proponents were dishearténed.«
They therefore hoped for Senatorial ina¢£i0n until the
Walker Commissidn had an opportunity to react to the formal
Offer. The Panama forces, a group that included many of

the most powerful Republican Senétors, used stalling tactics

30 Congressional Record, vol: 35, pt. 1, 57th Con-
gress, lst Session, House, pp. 513-518. '
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in an-effort £Q poétpone action on the Hepburn Bill.31

The majority of tﬁe’Senators in January 1902 probably
favored the Nicaragué route, but the power df the opposi-
tion was such that they could at least continue to delay
the wishes of the majority. Among the opponents of speedy
actiqn‘for-the bill Qere Senators Hanna, Lodgef énd.Aldrich,
the last being thé'éhairmén:of the Senaté Rules Committee.
’With_this kind of opposition<the bill could not get to the
floor until it went into the Committee on an Interoceanic
4Canal'for another round of hearings.32

While the Repﬁblican leadership in the .Senate once
again foiled thé hopes4of‘early passage for Senator Morgan,
Preéidént Roosevélt.wasztaking steps that would briﬂg him
actively into the fray. Roosevelt had been in‘élose con-
tact with.the Senate since taking 6ffice during the pre-
vious'éummer. Some of the Senétors, partidularly Henry
Cabot Lodge and George Hoar had been~friends'of Roosevelt
since he was Governor of New York. ‘Lodéé became one of
the President's‘closesf advisors at this time. Senator
Hanna had also been inVolYed iﬁ Ehé‘President's careery,
though -for different reasons. Hanna, as McKiﬁley‘élclosest
political_advisor; distrusted the ambitioué young Governor

of New York and had pressed for his not being-placeﬁ on

31

Miner,‘Panama.Route, p. 124,

"Hearings Before a Sub-Committee of the Committee
on Inter—Oceanic Canals," Senate Report 783, 57th Congress,
lst Session, hereafter cited Sen. Rpt. 783, p. 44.
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the secqnd spot of the ticket‘in 1900. Hanna had referred
to Roosevelt as "a goddamn cowboy"‘and'also used other non-
flattering terms,33. Roosevelt for his part wanted nb part.
of the vice-presidency when,thétfirst feelers went out.

One of the reaéons that‘he had made‘suéh'véhement'sﬁate—
ments aboﬁt the Clayfon—Bulwer Treaty in 1899 was'to stop.
anY.taik of his accepting the post.34 RooSevelt only re-
iénted‘after_direct appeais from McKinley himself, énd
when facea with some uhpleaéant political realities. De-
gpite the éarlier'political ahiﬁosity between Roosevelt
and Hanna, the two men learneéd to Qork'together,'and even
to rely oh each other. Sinée both Senator Lodge,.and
Senator Hanna hoped something would come oﬁt_of the Ffench
offer, it is no surprise that President Roosevelt asked
Admiral'wélker té reconvene his commissioﬁ to discuss the
_offer.35
"PresidentiRoosevelt wés‘the only man with the auth-
ority to call the COﬁmission back togeﬁher and Admiral
Walker_needed,no coaxing to go along as Walker felt the-
. French offgr turned the tide in favorvof Panama[ When the
commission did‘reconﬁene on January 15, 1902, Admiral

Walker informed.the membership that President Roosevelt

felt the French offer now made the Panama route the more

33

Margaret Leech, In the Days of McKinley, p. 537.

3% New York Times, August 17, 1899, p. 4.

35"l‘lliner,~Pana'ma Route, p. 120.
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desirable. The majoirty of the members agreed with the
President before Admiral Walker's announcemeﬁt. Most. of
the evidenée contained in fhe Walker Repo;t seemed to rec-
ommend the Panama route as the easiest,36 and now with
$60 miilion dropped from the .implied asking,priae, the(last
obstacle to ‘approval was removed. The commission was not'\
ﬁnanimous on the switch away from the Nicaragua route.
-Professor Haupt, £he perennial champion oflthe Nicaragua
route, at.firSt rafused to sign the supplemental report,
and vowed to submit a minarity report. To prevent discord
within the commission, and at the urgings of the President,
who wanted a Unanimous.report, Admiral Walker interceded.
- Haubt later reported that Admiral Walker had called him
out of the room to reconsiderh even telling him of the Pres-
ident's requesE. The'combihed pressure of Admiral Walker
and the'President's name accomﬁlished fhe goal. Haupt
agreed to sign the'supplemeptal report favoripg the Panama
route. jTheVsupplemental‘commission repdrt was given to
the President on Jaﬂuary418, 1902, and. Roosevelt sent the
new findings diractiy £o Congress for immediate action;

The ménth of Janﬁary l902lsaw another'deVelopment ﬁhat
would help defeat the Nicaragua route--the alliance of -

William Nelson Cromweil, and Philippe Bunau-Varilla. Bunau-

' Varilla-experienced his finest hour in January because of

36

Walker Report, pp. 18-400.

37 Sen. Rpt. 783, p. 17.
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~the action of the stoc]‘dio.ld'e_rs‘l meeting. Never a mén'to

- be overcome by modesty, Bunau—Varilla took complete credit
for the éoup at the_étockholders' ﬁeeting and the subse-
quent‘sale‘offeri.‘38 Besides é@tion.in Paris, the Frenchman
. had alsé been busy in the United States. Throughout thé
.short £erm of,éresidént Rooseyelt, Bunqﬁ—Varilla had at-

“ tempted ‘direct appeals to the chief exeéutiVe tobintervéne
in favor of Panama. Wheﬁ Roosevelt did act by caliing for
'the:Walker Commission to reconvene, Bunaﬁ—Varilla todk
credit for.the conversion. Bunau—Varilla‘svthird reason.
for assﬁming credit fof the reemergence of the Panama route
dated.back to.1899,‘ In that yeér Bunau-Varilla made a
speaking tour. to extoll the virtues of the Panama route.
One of the cities on the itinerary was Cincinnati,. where

he spoke to a group of prominent businessmen. After the
s?eech_he was ihtrodhced to Sehator Hanna, whomihe talked
with for some time about Panama. Bunau—Vafilla éiaimed
thatAhis conversation with Hanna convinced the Séﬂator of
the superiority of the Péhama route.39~ Thus Bunau-Varilla
fﬁgok credit for establishing the price of the concession,
intérestihg:the‘President, and convérting the Senaté’s most
.ﬁdwe;fﬁl advocate to the side'of Panama.

While Bunau-Varilla was cléiming victory for himself,

based on the Walker Commission's decision to recommend
38 - ) :
Bunau-Varilla, Panama, p. 212.

39 Ameringer, "Panama Lobby," pp. 347-348.
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Paﬁama; William Nelson Cromweil Waéftemporarily~§utrof‘thev
fray. C;omwell‘was not employed by the New French Panama
Canal Company duriﬁg the last six.ﬁbnths of 1901. Crom@ell'
like‘Bunau—Varilla, whom he had ﬁever met, hadvinsisted -
that Hutiﬁ's aékingibricéﬁof $100 million was too high.’
The New York attorney pressed the COmpany boafd on this
: issﬁe until Juiy'l, 1901, when he was dismissed. Hutin
‘claimed that Croﬁwell‘é job’waé to répresgnt the best in-
terésts of thé company, and this included getting thé
highest asking §fiée possible in caée'of a sale. Cromwell
by insisting,that>the~compaﬁy would have to lower their
price failed in hi§ dutiesféccording~tb4Hutin.' Cromwell's
dismissal.was'alsovbaséd on the amount}of money he had
spent in his work. The company'executiveé felt that he had
been extravagant fnarelatiqnship to what he had ‘accom-
plishéd.4? Cromwé&l claimed4ih his‘brief before the French
court to coileét $800,000.in fees, .that he had continued
to work for the Panama route throﬁghout the remaindérﬂof
kthe‘year 1901 despite his dismissal.?' 1n evaluating £hat
claim it shéuld be remembered that_Cromwell was trying to
aéquire the ;afgést.iegal fee ever‘réwarded by £he French
courts, and that his.éole argument was based on his success

in getting the canal route selected. Dwight C. Miner in

-

discussing the ‘motives of,Hanna,.BunauQVarilia; and

10 1pia., p. 347.

41 "Story of Panama," p..l69.
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'Whilehagreeing-on the.hecessity oﬁ an alliance, the
two men also agfeed on tﬁé need for secrecy. The.two men
never divulged the alliance. In fact both men denied
working together'both at‘thé time and for the remainder of
their lifefimes.~,Bunau—Varillé, who wrote three memoirs
all dealiné with this'same issue, mentions:Cromwell only
in passing, and then’gives him creditvfor néither the
selection of the Paﬁama rdute by the Senate, nér.in the
subsequent ;evolution of 1903.45 Cromwell, whose only
written account of his role is contained in the legai
,brief he filed in the French éoqftg in.1967, nevef mentions
Bunau-Varilla's name.46 Though the‘leadefs in Congress who.
favorea the Niddragua route accused Cromwell and Bunau-
Varilla of conspifacy in trying to deny the United States-
the best route, ho hard éviaence came to ‘light until -the
early nineteeh‘sixtieslwith the discovery of some hereto-
fore_unnoticea'papers'belonging to the Frenchménm47‘ The
conspiracy so vehemently denied by the Panama proponents
existed.
Tﬁe.Senate, aé‘well as‘allvinterested‘segments of
45 Bunau-Varilla, Panama: Creation, Destruction and

Resurrection. The. Great Adventure of Panama. From Panama
to Verdun: My. Fight For France.

|

46 Though no mention of the Frenchman is made di-

rectly, the telegram informing Cromwell that he was re-
hired by the company and signed by Bunau-Varilla is
included. in the "Story of Panama," p. 124.

47.Ameringer,"Panama Lobby,"™ p. 346.
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the public, realized a major battle was.shapiné up over the
Hepburn Bill that‘had passéd the Hoﬁse'oflRepreseﬁtatives
so overwhelmingly. Senanr John Spooner of Wisconsin, a
man bettér known for-his floor management of administration
- bills than for his‘interest in any c'ana’l.route,48 intfo—
-duced an amendment to the Heéburp Bill;' Thé Spooner Amend-
ment called for the subétitution of the word Panama for
‘Nicaragua in the Hepburn Bill, and also authorized Congress

and the President $40 million to purchase the Wyse Con-
- 49

cessién from the French.
While the several groups that favored the Panama
;oute_geared up for the Senate struggle, Senator Morgan
was planning the étratégy of the Nicaragua forces. Through-
out the month of February 1902, Morgan worked on his two-
pronged attack; showing the obvious benefits oﬁ the
Nipafagga‘rou£e, and downgrading the Panama roﬁte as un-
‘héalthy, and scandaiiriddled; Mofgan's private corres-
pbndences during this period show him in contact with a
variety of different experts and investigators. All the -
cdrrespondence'relateé to Nicafagﬁa and the canal. Morgan
was in contact With.Such diversejgroups as members of the
sailiné marines, and developﬁent enginegrs.‘4The member:
of the éailing marine, maiﬁtained thét the sailing vessel

-would remain important in world commerce, and that thé

48

Miner, Panama Route, p. 124.

49 Ibid., p. 123,
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Nicaragua'cénal had numerous advantages over a Panama route
for this type of vessel.50 The developing engineer wrote
to Morgan‘iqforming him that Lake Nicafagua had'the,greatest 
'devélopﬁent potential for a canal, that the Nicafaggairoute~
had the‘betfer water suppl?, and that the Lake's water
supply would be advanﬁageous to.ship ﬁéintenance. Lake
Nicaragua, ahd-ﬁhe entire Nicaragua canél.would be fresh
water, and-frésh water destroys barnacles that build up on
the hulls of séa—going,vessels,‘tﬂus using the Nicaragua
-route would cut down the:number of times a ship woﬁld need
its hull 3crapea.51l

Morgan.not‘qnly-correspoﬁded with expgrts in many
fields{ but he also'haa at least one person engéged in data
gathering for his own use. The mén,lidentified by his
-signature as C. Colne, gathered what he could in the way
of ehgiﬁeering dafa‘favorable‘to the Nicaragua route,
while attemptiné'at the same time to dig up é&idence éd—
verée to the Panama rauté. Cdlne showéd_particularxinter—
est in the férmation of the New Ffench Panama Canal
Company,'ahd the company b&—laws és they pertained‘to the

- status and transferability of the concession. Colne's

50 The Private Papers of Sénator John Tyler Morgan
in the National Archives, vol. 11, hereafter cited as
Morgan Papers. ' The Morgan Papers as reproduced by the
National Archives contain no page references, but are in
approximate chronological order. Letter S. A. W.
Benjamin to Morgan, March 1, 1902.

51

'Ibid.,Alétter E. P. Alexander to Morgah, March 4,
1902. :
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information convinced Morgan that the United States could
never receive clear title to the Wfse Concession and would
simply set herself up for extortion by the Colombian Gov-
rernment,~which_had a right to any money involved in the
transfer of the conceséion.s2 Morgan was later to use
‘this.information in the debate on the Senate floor. Morgaﬁ.
~Athrough'his private writings also accumulated numerous
shipping tables that showed'the bénefité(of using a Nic-
aragua route. These tables he oftenvsobmitted to}the
Senate in related reports,53

buring the critical months of March and April 1902
‘Morgan worked feverishly to insure that his long strugglel
would be successfol.' Besides hisloorrespondences with
tﬁose'who would aid Micaragﬁa, or shed disfavor on Panama
he accumulated articles that might be useful in his up-
coming speeches.54 Morgan was in contact at this time
with Luis Corea, the chargé d'affaires at the Legacion de
Nicaragua in Washiﬁétoo. Morgan had ¢contacted Corea con-
cerning the rumor that'Nicaragua intended to raise the

price of any concession granted to the United States.

52 Ibid., letter C. Colne to Morgan, February 28,
1902, also Ma March 7, 1902.

|
53

Ibid., letter Edward North to Morgan, March 1l

1902, also Senate Rpt. 1667, 57th Congress, lst Session
contalns ‘'such tables.

54 . : ‘ '
-Ibid., Morgan Papers, letter Morgan to Roosevelt

concerning an article by Andrew Carnegie recormmending the
Panama canal route.'
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Corea, in his reply claimed that any statement of this
type was false adding:

The gévernment ofiNicaragua has ‘ever acted in

good faith in this matter . . . Admiral Walker

and his colleagues recommended four consecutive

times the acceptance of the Nicaragua route, my

Government never tried to take.advantage of

these recommendations.55
Moréan further contacted financial experts for their opin-
ions on the funding of a canal. Would the canal funding
require interest bearing bonds, or were there other ways "
of doing it?56 The Morgan papers for this period show a
man obsessed with attaining a long-sought goal. They also
show Morgan as a hard working, realistic and meticulous
politician, bhecking all facets of the question ‘to be
prepared for any‘contingency. Morgan realized that this

would probably be the last chance for the canal he now

considered his route, and he wanted to take no chances.

55 Ibid., letter I. Corea,‘Nicaraguan chargé d'affaires
to Morgan, March 7, 1902. .

: >6 Ibid., letter Griffith Davis to Morgan, received
March 18, 1902 dated January 1, 1902.



CHAPTER V

~The\Heéburn BillAwhichlbassed the. House of Representa-
tives by a margin of 307 to 2 in Januéry 1902 was sent
directly to .the Sénate. Unfinished business on the floor
of fhe uééer éhamber, and . the dealings of Aldrich'énd
others in opposition, deiayed the introduction of the bill
throughout Januafy anduFebruary..AFiﬂally in March 1902
Senator John Tyler Morgan introduced the Hepburn Bill to
the whole Senate. Though Morgén had worked very harﬂ‘both
in and out df the Senate to insure the bassage of the bill,
he realizea that his ad&antége was élipping in favorlof'the
Panama proponents. As a last ditch effort to pass the Bill
before the 6bpdsition's already growing strength got. any
~ greater, Morgan asked for immediate consideration of the
bill and éuspensidﬁ of’the rules.l The fequest was denied
and the bill was sent to the Committee on an Interoceanic
Canal for consideratioﬂ.

As Morgan saw hié support slowly fading, the opposi-
tion strength. grew arouﬁd him. Senator Lodge of Massa-
chusetts and Senator Hanna both wieided their considerable

power to line up votes for the Panama route. The supple-

"_ mental report to the Walker Commission that favored.

Panama aided its Senate supporters. The reasoning of the

new report impressed not only. uncommitted Senators, but

. lfCongressiona‘l Recordylvol..35, 57th Congress, 1lst
Session, Senate, pp. 754-755. ' '
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even swayed some of the here-to-fore diehard proponents of
the Nicaragua route. The Senate édhfrontation appeared
. long and bitter as the bill went tthUgh commiftee and a
second reading and the$Seha£e leadership established a
debate'schedule.2

The debate befween the.prqunents of the. Panama-and
the Nicaragué'routes~started out with the leading advo-
cates. Senator Morgan gave the opening speech of the de-
bate in April 1902, and although he planned to speak more
-than'once‘dufing the degate, he pulléd out all stops on
this first exqursion.* The Nicaragua routé was feasible; |
the Walker Commission reports from both 1899 and 1901 de-
'4c1aréd there were no gngineering problems}to.be faced in
the construction of a Nicaragua canal that had not been
faced and conqueréd»elsewhgre in the pasf. All the equip-
mént necessary for the perect~was readily available.j
Mofgan did not rely SOiely on' the Walker Commissions,‘he
éiso quoted from the Menoéal sur&ey} the Ludlow Commission
.of'1895, and even submitted a éurvey taken durihg‘£he
:colonial period.‘4

Sénafor Morgah's speech drew upon the numerous sources

he accumulated over the years, while drawing especially on

the report of Admiral Walker's two commissions. In Morgan's

2 1pid., p. 755.

3 Walker Report, p. 147

Congreséional Record, vdl. 35, 57th- Congress, 1lst
Session, Senate, p. 950.
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éyes the Supplement to the second Walker Repbrt was insig-
nificant compared to all the positi?e things said about
the Nicafagua route. The reports uniformiy agreed that theA
ciima£e in Nicaragué wouid be ideai fér building a canal,
not all the material was as favorable in(diséussiﬁg Pénama.
Morgan pointed ou£ that severai’surveys éf the terrain had
shown the climate along the.Nicarégua route as warm and
humid, but hot infested with the'nuﬁerous diseasé-carryiné
insects thatAexisted in Panama. One report showed that
'whereés the Europeans énd Americans who workea in Panama’
had a high rate of infection from yellow fever and similar
tropicél diseases, the few white men that had worked in
Nicaragua had been more pfoductive and healthier.sﬂ In this.
same vein Morgah-accumulated evidence fhat.the natives of
the régioﬁ-in Nicaragua'where,thé'projected canal was to be.
built could and did work‘hard and were not detrimentélly
affécted by the climate;6 |

‘ Accofding to Seﬁator'Morgan, the politiéal climate in
Nicaragua favored a United States‘canal and the government
had the sole authority of wérking out a concession. There

would be no need for third party interference. The~Panama

route on the other hand belonged to a French company under

"Material on the Nicaragué Canal," Senate Document
157, 56th Congress, 2nd Session, p. 361.

"Documents Relating to Inter-Oceanic Canal," Senate
Document 377, 57th Congress, lst Session, p. 241. 'Here-
~after cited Sen. Doc. 377. ‘
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a Colombian governmeangrant. 'This situation was further
coﬁplicated by. the unstable politicél climate in Panama
whére'the frequent attempts to secede from’Coiombia had
not abatéd._ The unstable political situation avoidedvéhaos
6nly because of national‘military‘interventién,.and occa-
;ibﬁal intervention of the United States ﬁilitary'basgd on

£he‘t:eaty signed in 1846.7

The political situation in
Nicaragua by comparisoﬁ was stable. The border‘disputeé
:with Costa Rica which had . flared up from.time to'fime'had>.
subsided due partially.to the projected canal.

Costa Rica, which would have some territory in a pro—'
jectedicanal zdné, and Niéaragua signed a preliminary  agree-
ment with the United States in December 1900. The agreements
\negotiéted by Secretary of State Hay established protocol
for any~further agreements bétweeﬁ the countries with res~:
pect to a canal. Senator Morgén claiﬁed that these treaties,
which were never submitted for ratification due to the un-
éértainties of "the Hay-Pauﬁcefote Treaty, céuld now be
ratified by all the concerned countries. This would>give
the.Uniéed States Government the basis it needed to‘héndle
all iegal‘quéstions conc'erning-a‘concession.8 Morgan con-
trastéd this simple step With the entangled legal barriers

in Panama.

7 Sen. Doc.. 231, p. 183.

Congressional Record, vol. 35, 57th Congress, lst
Session, Senate, p. 4288. ' '
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Morgan called upon the patriotism of the.Sénafors'in
considering the two routes. The Nicaragﬁa route as Margan
painted it, both in his speeéh and in numerous documents
.he ordered printed over the years, waé the American route;
Over the iast three decades suéh prominent Amgricans as
Ulesés S. Graﬁt.and Rutherford Bl Haves had beén directly
'interested in a Nicaragqua canél, 'All the early surveys and 
commissions sen£ out to investigate a route had been sent
té Nicaragua,9 .The Panama route on the other hand, was'the
Ffench or foreign route. Europeans hadﬁplannea it, financed
it, and involved it in scandals, while all action in Nic-
aragua had been carried on in the.highest traditidn of
American busihess.‘ | |

Sénator'Hanna made the initial épeech opposing Morgan;§<
position, .After.aipolitigal career as a behind-the-scenes
kingmakér in Ohio, he had received an interim Sehatqrial
japéqintment'in 1897. Hénna.had never practiced or mastered
the art of oratory, but deépite these drawﬁacks, hé out- |
linéd,édequafély what he considered theAﬁajor issues‘of
the controversy. Knowing that several surfeys'hadrshown.
ithat,a-éanél through)Nicaragua'was'feasible,AHanna recog-
nized tﬁe efficiency'of the commissions and would not argue
lwith the concluéiéns, buf took‘thé stance that a Panama
site was more practical. Hanna felt:that'since the venture

to build a canal through the Central American isthmus was

9

Walker Report, p. 9.

N

- -
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‘one of the largest business investments~in‘history it
should be apptoached in a very business—ldke manner. No
work had been done in Nicaragua, no equipment was there,
and there were no workers in the area who were trained for
the kind:of work that would be done. 'The_situation in
" Panama was different. .As the Walker Commission had pointed
out, major progress had been'made in the Panama project.
Even subtractlng all the work that ‘would have to be done‘A
over because the jungle ‘had reclalmed the right of way, Or
because the climate had destroyed the equlpment $40 million
worth of work had been done. “The equlpment necessarf to
start the remaining,work'in Panama was on the scene. A
trans-isthmian ;ailroadithat‘foltowed the route specified
for the canal-was aiready constructed. At 1east.some of
the engineers and laborers who would take pa;t’in the pro-.
ject were threr,fand hocsing, storage, and health facil-,
Jities were’in place; - For these reasons among others, the
Walker Commlss1on had felt that the Panama project could
be completed faster than.the Nicaragua prOJect, and time
on a prOjeCt like thlS was. money lQ Hanna p01nted out that
one of the major cost dlfferences computed between the
' Nlcaragua prOJect and the Panama project was based on the
money being spent in.interest; Since the latter would be

done first, or faster, less money would be lost in interest

. 0 Congressional: Record, vol. 35, 57th Congress, lst
Session, Senate, p. 4304. ’

.
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before revenues started céming in)ll

Hanna was tb make another .speech on the issue ﬁéér
the end of fhe débateh a speech thét'is generally cohsidered
the fineét‘speech of his'career;’buf Morgaﬁ and Hanna were
not the only Senatofs tolfake an active role in the debate.
Both the pro—Panama forces and the pro~Nicaragua forcés.
took an activé role in the guestion. Senator John Mitchell,
a Répdblicén ffoﬁ Oregon,'playéd a key role in the contro-
Qérsy as an advocate for~Nicara§ua.' Mitchell,iwho was the
Chairman~§f the Senate Committee on Coastal Defenses, was
nearing the end of‘gvcheckered~qareer that'datgd back over
twenty—fiVe years in .the Senate. BAn attorney-by profes;‘
sion,‘helseemed'astonishingly well versed on many of ﬁhe
major«engineering issues even with the most detailed in-
formation from thé second Wélker Commission report. Be-
sides stressing what Mitchell feltvﬁereAthe.ébvious:’
engineefing advantages to the Nicaragua'rgutef ﬁhé Oregon
Senator aléo streésedfthe political climaté'in Nicaragua.
As had been,pointea'but-before, both in the Senate, and in
the numerous reports, Nicaragua was é~stable~country with
little likelihood of politicél turmoil, while the poiitical
dissension at Panéma was notorious. Largé amounts of cap-
ital‘shoula be in&ested where the bolitical climate was.

-stable, not in a possible hotbed of separatist feeling. '

11 1pid., p. 4305,
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This was the critical feature in Mitchell's eye.‘12

Senator Harris, a RepublicanAfrom Kansas who was a
traiﬁed~engineer,1strong1y advocated thé Nicaragua'rbute
and, unlike most members of Congress,‘reéd the Walker Com-
missioﬂ Reéort with a prbfessioﬁal expertise. Like al;
the majbr speakers on the debaﬁe, hé.éxteﬁsiQeiy quoted the
report's eVidénce favoring Nicarague over Panama. Though
his argumgnts did not prevail,vit is‘intefésting to note
)thétlthe'only engineer whé'took part“;n'the Senate debate
did favér'the Nicaraéua route.{13

‘Much of tﬁé debaté éentefed.ﬁn engineering questions;
particularly as they applied té Panama. - One of the chief
afeas of contentioh was the Bohio Dam. The damAWould be
necessary in building a lock canal through;Panamé, and was
considered ﬁhe mbst difficult single engineering feature
on~the foute. One of the arguments put forward by the
partisans of the Nicaragua route was the impoésibility of
" building the dam. The propbnénts of the Panama rdute de}
"fended the dam bytqudting the Walker Commission. . The com-
mission hadifound the dam to be feasible wifh fhe equipment
and knowledge then availéﬁle;l4 |
The Walker Commission Réqut disousséd,the'water
" tables of both countfiesﬂ Niéaragua; due to the vastness
12 1pia., p. 6329.

13 1pid., pp. 6500-6505.

14

Waiker(Report,“p. 78.
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oflthe lake that the canal would travei.through would have
adequate water at all times. It wasdpointed out in severai
documents that.frOm the-time that ﬁuropeans had started
keeplng records of "the area there had never been a serious
water: shortage 15 In dlscu551ng the Panama route the
Walker Comm1s51on maintained that whereas certaln times .
‘of the year provided more water for the canal than others,
at no time Was there serious danger of the route having
inadeqnate supplies. The Nicaragua proponents had shown
in evidence suhmitted before the Committee on an Inter-
oceanic Canal that the danger of drought was Veryvrealh
,At‘this point,'bOth sides used any argument they could to
discredit the opposition,.yet constant reference.tb the -
report of the Walker Comm1551on seemed to 1ndlcate that it
had been carefully read by a great many Senators.

_The last~major~eng1neer1ng question to concern~the
Senators dealt with the harbor facilities in Nicaragua.
’Panama had deep water harbors at both:' ends of the isthmus,
that had been operating as major norts for decades. The
Panama Railroad, and the earlier Panamahroad across the
mountains,had made this area a major shipping lane.for well
over a eentury. »The eastern terminus, and the western
terminus of the proposed Nicaragua ronte had no ports, in -

fact neither place had a navigable harbor in 1902. The

proponents'of the Panaha:route pointed out that while the

15 Ibid., p. 81.
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Walker Commission Report agreed that ahfeasible harbor
would be possible at'both,locations, the report had favored
the'already existing ports in Panama, as both already es-

tablished, and better than any that could be bullt in Nic—

16
aragua.

'The proponents of the Nicaragua route argued the case
of the sailing merchant marine. Morgan,‘as mentioned '
above, had been in contact‘w1th‘members of this groun of
seamen, and they had favored the Nicaraéua canai for their
vessels. The Nicaragua canal would not{onlykalloulfor'
easier transport for these vessels,jbut the onshore winds
favored the Nicaragua route._ Ships that were dependent on
the trade-winds had been'stuck‘for some days awaiting
faVorabie winds in both portsvhn the coast of Panama. £ The
prevailing winds near the Nicaragua canal were more reli-
able. The proponents of the Panama route saw this argu-

h ment as trivial; the days of the salling .ship were numbered

and should not be conSidered seriously when discuSSing the

prOJect.l7

The debate continued throughout the months of April
and May 1902, with each Side attacking and defending~their
relative positions._»The advocates of the Nicaragua route :
detailed7the health hazards that existed in Panama. There
existed solid evidence that theristhmus at Panama had a(

16 1pia., p. 139.

1 . R - - o
Congressional Record, wvol. 35, 57th Congress, 1lst
Session, Senate, p. 6662. '
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real yéllow fever problem. As far back as the first French
efforts on the isthﬁus, the‘disease had téken.its toll in-
liyés and. lost man hours, sérioﬁsiy hampering constrﬁction.
The pay séale was high in Panama, due a great deél to the
health hazards faced by aﬁy Europeans, oryNorth Americaﬁs
who tried tp work-there..‘18 ‘Senafof‘Mdfgan, as.part of -the
campaign he'Wagedatd distribute eviaeﬁce 6n the question,4

_submitted portions.of a book, Five Years in Panama, that

idealt with the problem. The book, written by a physician,
took the pessimistic view that'European Settlement in
Paﬁama would be futile, ﬁniess4a éure for the diseése
could be found.19 The proponents of the Panama‘éanal could’
not refute either the argument, or the evidence on the
statejof diéeaSe, so they gene%ally ignored the issué when
‘it was raised. | |
Indirectly the PanamaAadvpcates cpunteféd the yeliow.
fever afguments~with a:safety'argument aimed at fhe Nic-
aragua advocates. Nicaragﬁa was:said to bé unsafe as a
perect site due to the aangers of}earthquakes and vol-
canic éctiop. Thistargument had been put forward and de-
bated several tiﬁes invthe past, in committees, 'in the

House of Representatives, and even in périodicals,'in-

‘cluding National Geographic, nonetheless it was dragged

B 18 "Five Years in Panama," Sénate Document 401, 57th
Congress, 1lst Session, p. -368.

19 1pid., p. 371.

f(l”"
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out for the*purpose‘of debate again in 1902. The advocates
of a Nioaragua.caﬁel; while not denying that there was some
‘danger of volcanic actioh and4earthquakes in Nicaragua,
contended that a similar danger existed‘in Panama. Another
one of the numerousupieces submitted to the Senate through
the Committee on an Interoceanlc Canal dealt w1th a severe
'earthquake that had partlally destroyed Colon, one of the
port cltles on the Paname route.zp Throughout ‘the debate
both‘eides claimed to'be on the side‘of the engels by con-
sistently referring to the Walker Commission Report, yet
on this issue both sideeuignored the report's conclusion;
the danger of earthquake;vand-volcanic aotivity e;isted,

' but was too slight to.be considered significant at either.
location. The argument when first introduced'into the de-
bate seemed to be but a minor piece{in_the whole argument,
though later events were to make this an issue of cohsider—
able significance.e -

The Senate debate on the Spooner Amendment to the
.Hepburn Bill was hot’carried on iu a yécuuﬁ, ’Besidesythe
actiuities of William Nelson‘érOmwell,‘and hié ally‘Philippe
Buhau—Varilla, the press shoﬁeq‘a marked interest in‘the
debate's progress, and none more so than the New York
' Eiggg.' Sinoe the United States had beéome‘seriously in-
terested in building a'transisthmian canal, thevzigeg'had'

shown a pronounced favortism toward the Nicaragua route.

20 Sen.'Doc. 377, p. 258.



111
The reports of the various commissions'haa been noted, as
had the scandals of the first French company, and the
economic woes of the second oompany. When the second
Walker'Commission released their final report in'Novemher
- 1901, the paper applauded their effort, and wholeheartedly
~endorsed thelr conclu51on.21 | he edltors were satisfied
that the‘best interest of'theAUnited States had been
served, and that any'attempts byrthe'railroad lobby to stop‘
a canai had been thwarted' As the'sithation changed vis;
a-vis- the French company s attitude toward establlshlng a
selllng\prlce, the newspaper's editorial oplnlon changed.
. The paper duly reported. the supplementary report of the
Walker Commission, but gone was the enthusiasm that had
,met:previons announcements, and in its stead was a note of
caution.2? The editors did not criticize the new report;
ion the oontrary, theyfrecognized merit in the new proposal,
and.courage in the forthright manner in whiéh the change'

had been handled.

As the debate progressed in the Senate during the

springhof 1902 the New &ork,Times slowly retnrned to its
original‘stance in favor of a Nicaraguan'canal.» The paper
agreed with the Walker Commission's cost analysis of the
'two routes, but p01nted out that perhaps there were other

factors than just money to be con51dered. If the United

21

New York Times, November 6, 1901, p. 6.

22 Ibld June 21, 1902. Also June 8, 1902, p. 6
and May 28, 1 1902 p. 6. ' ‘ :
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States could purchase the fanama.concession for $40 millidn
then the Nicaragua canal would éost five million dollars’
.mére than Panama, but the paper warhed that pérhaps it was’
a five million dollar miétake. In appiauding the decision
of‘Novembéf 1901, the paper had rejoiced at ﬁhe finalvde;
mise.ofjthose who would'try to fpil an American banal, in
the spring of 1902 the warhings seemed to reappeaf.zBI'When
the gi@ég firsﬁ reported the intrbductibn-of the Spooﬁer
Amendment ;he paper predictéd but never éndb:sedAthelpas—
sage.of the amendment. - Throughout the Senate debate, while
trying to appear objective, and noh—paftisan, the éaper
favofeq the Nicaragua fogte; |
)Duriné the critical mqnths fiom February to June ;902;
the secret alliance of Cromwell and Buﬁau—Varilla worked
" overtime. Béth men, Cromwell the'realist and Bunau-Varilla
‘the optimist, ;ealizéd £hat'a'Senatevvqte for the Nicaragua
route at that time would end their hopes for a Panama route
perménently; while"é vote for Panama would simplf_mean‘they‘
. had won another round. .Cromweli worked féverishly with
Senator Hanna and the.otheryRepublican leaders to stress
the practicality,of.fhe routei While preparing the Sena-
tors for the'debatef Cromwellbﬁas constantly feassuring
them of the rightness of their‘actioh; He iSSued'continued
assurances that the traﬂsferability of the ﬁoncession was
no problem. Just how involved Cromwell was behind the
23 Ibid., June 8; 1902, p. 6.
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scehes is‘noﬁ‘knowﬁ. The attdrney‘s sole aim was to sell
the company, thus~earning a siéable commission. In ac-
complishing'this feat'he not‘only was wiliing to stay out
of the public view, he felt that it was iﬁperatiVe. His
‘reputation as a wheeler-dealer would be of no aid to the
pfo—Panaﬁa'forces if it becéme known that he was helping
them. It was not until over five. years later, in‘1907,
that Cromwell adﬁitted ahy role in the p:oceedings, and he
" only did éo at that time £6 justify the enorﬁbus fee he
asked the French court to award him. Also by 1907 the
'United States was in thé middle of construction of .the
canal('and his rolg would héve no effect on the prbjeét.
In thexCromweli brief, which is still the only document-
avéilable.to étudy fhe role he’claiméd toﬂhave»played, he
went so -far as to claiﬁ éuthorship for Hanna's speéches of
June 5 and 6.24 This ciaim, like many,of the claims of
his'ally Bunau—Varilla; is;undoubﬁedly inflated. Hanna
.did Work with Cfoﬁweii'énd was'influenced,by argumeﬁts,
but it‘seems‘unlikely that a.man as’knbwledgeable of thé
subject as Hanna was, and_AS'sh;ewd a pblitician, would
either need or éllow'a lobbyist to write theé most impor-
tant speech-of his career. Even'today, almostAsixty yearé
- after his'déath( it is difficult for the‘ﬁistorian fully
'tq'evéluate‘CfomwellJS‘roie‘and motives beéauSe his private

papers have never been opened to public scrutiny.

24"~'Story of Panama," p. 180.

-
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While Crémweli labored covertly; Bunau—Varilla took
the direct public approach he had used for years. The
Ffenchman raﬂ a perpetﬁal iectuie series fo: anyone who
wéuld listen,- and who might héve‘some power'to alter the
oﬁtcome. Fér several years'Bunag—Varilla ﬁad‘made a habi?i
of inviting meniéf influence to his home for dinner, ahd
then talking for hours about the benefits of the Panama
canal.'25 His activifieé in the spfing of 1902 reached a
fever pitch, not only did he cbntinue to entertain ét home,.
and cérry on his lecture séfies, but he also . -wrote léttérs
to people of influencé, from Président Roosevelt on aown.
Bunau-Varilla not only extolled the virtueé of the Panama
route, but'turned his £alents as a promoter towards dis-
creditiné the Nicaragua route. ABunaﬁ—Varilla paid partic-
ular attention to the argument that the Nicéragpan route
was in constant danger from naturai disaster. Nature came
to the aid of PhilippeABunau—Vafilla in May of 1902 in the.
form of étdisaster in the Caribbean Sea.

AMt. Pelée,'on,the'island of Martinique; erupted sud-
denly and~§iolently; pouring tdns of la&é’ontolthe téwn of
Saint-Pierre. The erﬁption'waé so suddenland devastating
that over'thir£y'thousand people perished, one of the
worst disasters in the modern era. The‘éignifiéance of
the‘event, both és‘t9~timing and gquréphy was not lostbon

Bunau-Varilla. Martinique was situated on about the same

25 Bunap—Varilla, Panama, p. lél.
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latitude as the proposed Nicaragua canal.) Nicaragua, as
mentioned above, héd,a;number;of volcanic peaks iﬁ vérious
" states Qf'activity, in.fact, Nigaragua's most famous iand—
mark was Mt. MomQtdmﬁo; a picture-perfect cinder éo#e,
th&t was eveﬁ glorified on.thé country's postage\stamps.
Bunau—Variila took this opportuqity to inspre viétory for
the Panéma route. By'his ownﬂaccount{ Bunau-Varilla pur-
chased one hundred Nicaraguan stamps with the pictgre of
Mt. Momotohbo. He then sent one stamp, along with an
account of-the Mt. Pelée disaster to every Senétor. The
. remaining stamp§~he sent to other pérsons directly in-
volvéd in.thé controversy, including'President Roosevelt,
and Secretary of State John Hay. It is impossibie to mea-
‘sure tﬁe impact of this deed, though Bunéu—Varilla main-
tains thdt‘this insured the.victory of the Panama route
in the ppcoming debate;2§

Even iftPhilippe BunaueVarilla-Was a more credible
‘witness to the events of the périod, his assertioﬁ that
the stamps'turned the tide wbuld‘be.questionable, when
'added to the 6ther e&idence it assumes the proportions.pf
beingkébsurd. The New York Times, as previously men-
tioned,lhad-predicted Vicﬁory for the Spooner Amendment,
4ét the time it was introducéd. The reasons‘the paper gave
were many,  but the argumen£~of naturalzdisaster was not

one of them. It is also true, and was known at the time

26 1pid., p. 229.
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that Mt. Pelée and'Mt.‘Mombtombo were not in the same vol-

Qanic:rangé.' Mt. Momotombo was part of the volcanic
mountain range tha£ strétchesuwith few interruptions from
Alaské to Tierre del Euggo, Mt. Peiée was part of a vol-
canic chain that stretches priﬁarily’in_an east-west di-
reétion; at that,latitude~in‘many parts of the giobe. In
otﬁer words,,thé eruption of Mt. Pelée did not increase in

any way the danger of an eruption of Mt. Momotombo, or

- any other volcano on the American continent. It was also

common khdwledge that Mt. Momotombo was no£ situated any-
where ﬁear.the proposed'canal route. Thé mountain was
located on the north end of LakeAManagua; in northefh Nic-
aragua, the proposea canal route ran through the southern
portion of Lake Nicaﬁagﬁa; on<the'southerh border of the
country. Even a totalleruptién of Mt.’Momotombo would.have

no effect on the canal, whether it was under construction,

or in' operation. These facdtors, along with the often

quoted Walker Commission findings thattﬁhe danger of natural
disaster was minimal,.deflated the Frenchman's inflated

claim. Still, the disaster at Martinique made the world

‘and the United States Senate volcano conscious at a criti-

cal period.
As the debate_moved‘intb‘the final month, Senator
Morgan realized he was 1oéing ground. On June 5, 1902,

Hanna gave his much-heralded speech in defense of the Panama

'canalf The speech, although it introduced no new arguments,

was not only the greatest of the Ohio Senator's career, but’
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the most important speeéh of the entire debﬁte. The speech
wés preseﬁted like a business report tb a'group of poten--
tial stéckholders; ;omplete with graphs and charts. Hanna
did not try to‘s&ay the Senate with his rhetoric because
he knew that if rhetoric was going to 'decide the issue
he cduld not pdssibly éompeté with the oratorical skills
of Morgan; Hanna used cold faCtsjand figures. . He referred
" to the Walker Comﬁission as a source of his evidence; both
fiﬁancial.and scientific. The Panama pféject was‘partif'
aily done,(therefofé it would be less expensiﬁe. The
Panama project would be done sooner, thus it would start
" paying off soonérlthan the Nicaragua routé. The Panama.
rbute was pnly.fqrty—hine miléé from port to port, while
the Nicéragua route was over one hundred aﬁd éighty;three
miles wide,'thérefore the trip woﬁld take less time, aﬁd
more ships.could pass through faster( pfoviding more réve-
nue for the country that built it. The shorter canal would
also be easier and cheaper to maintain, and finally it
would be safér. Hanna reminded the Seﬁators that this was
the largest>business investment ever made by the United
States in peacetime, anditherefore great caution must be
exercised to insure- it. Hanna then;outiined a history of
-natural disasters in the area aroundANicaragua théﬁ would
make any investor'wary.27‘ The political lessons of Mt.
Pelée:were not 1oét on Hanna/ and he wéuld stick to £he

27

: Congressional\Record) vol. 35, 57th Congress, 1lst
Session, p. 6853. :
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advantage it had granted him. Whether Hanﬁa was indeed
influenced by Cromwell, as the'laﬁtér was. later to main-
tain, it is impossible to say. The Sénator ob&iously
received the stamp and the articles from Bunau—Varilla,
Athouéh it is rather doubtful that they added anything to
Hanna's pre—arranged béttle plan.' Hanna left no record of
how he formulated the ideas for his spéechf nor did he ever.
say who helped him with it,‘so.it is impossible to know
for sure what role any ouﬁside characters played. It is
certain‘though.that the affect‘of the speech was both im-

mediate and profound. The New York Times granted more

coverage to this speech than any other of the entire de-

bate.28

:Thé proponents of the Panama routé had one other great
speech in the debates of June 1902, by'éenator A. B. Kit-
teridge, a South Dakota Republiéan, who spoke on the issue
a few days after Senatbr Hanﬁa. The spgechy whiéh,was the
maiden onerfor‘the-Sehator, paid only scant attention to
the scientific,and financial questions, becauseAKitteridge
was more interested in the legal questions. Senator Kit-
teridge discussed tﬁe prdtdcols tﬁat had been signed. by
Secretary ﬁay.and'the ministers ovaicaragua and Costa. Rica
in>Decemberql9QO. Senator Morgan %rguéd that these unrati-
fied érotpcols Wefe‘thé‘basis for future dealings on an

interoceanic canal through Nicaragua. - Kitteridge contended

28

New York Times, June 6, 1902, p. 1.
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-they meant nothing. The two protocols ﬁad never been intro-
duced into the Senate fof ratifiéafion, and until_they had
been presénted, aﬁd ratified they had no standing in inter-
national law. -In the meéntime,.they‘could be completely
igﬂored.29 | |
~Kitteridge‘néxt discussedithe-French canal concession .
gfanted by tﬁe Coloﬁbian.Government. brawing from a number
of iegal sources, includ@ng the Walker Commissionn aﬁd a
firm law béckgroﬁnd, Kitteridge argued that the‘transfer
of’the Wyse Concession was legéi ana could be accompiished t.
© with minimal.effort.30 The United States Senate was com-
prised o% many lawyers, and the legai questions on the con-
cessionjhad been discussed over.and over, but the Kitteridge
speech stdod'Out ashfhe most imporfant one on the £opic
during the prolonged debéte.
The debafe‘moVed{into the second week of June, and
an attempt was made to stave off the increasing bitterness
in the Senate by refusing to make a-decision on»which‘réute
to:chbése forithe éanal.n George Frisbee Hoar, the‘séhior
Senator from Massachusetts, introduced an amendment during
the final aays,of the debate that would put the selection

in the hands of. the President. The Hoar Amendment auth-

orized Congress to appropriate the money necéssary to build

il EBHHIAIHFBUGH Uéh£ra1 Amer{ca,.hﬁt lnstructed'the President

29 Congressional Record, vol. 35, 57th  Congress, lét
Session, p. 6853. ‘ : -

30 1154, p. 6855.
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to negotiate with whomever necessary to determine a route.
~Hoar observed that if theASpéoner Amendment was adopted,
the President would have the final say over which route was
~selected'anywéy;land-that the adoption of his amendment
could acéomplish the same end with less bitterness.31 The
. Hoar Amendment was defeated hénd}ly, to no one's great
sﬁrprisé, bﬁt it is significant that George F. Hoar, one
of the oldest and most'reSpectéd Republican Senators,,shoﬁld"
introduce such an;amendﬁent. Hoar was representative of
~a number of Senators mofg concerned~wifh getting a canal
,built, than with any one route.

vThréughout the iast month 6f the debate Senators
:Mitchell, Morgan, and Harris, as well as some of their
"allies- had desperaéely’tried.to turn back thé.tide that was
pushihg for the Panama route. On the 16£hdand'l7th of May
‘Senator Morgan warned the Senate thaﬁ a conSpiraéy existed
that.would deprive the United‘States of a feasible cahal
route. The chiéf villain of thé conspiracy in Morgan;s
speech, was William Nelson;Cromwell. Cromwell, the power
behind the Panama'"lébby,":was trying to sell the United
Stétes.a'cénéi route that prbbably coﬁld.not be completed
as planned.32 _Though Morgan's allegation that a “1obBY"
existed was denied at the time, the Alabama Senator came
very close to Ehe.truth,'a truth fhat:would not come to

31 1pid., p. 6860.

2 Ibid., pp. 6653-6656.
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1i§ht for many years. While Senator Morgan wasicautioning
ﬁhe Senate about the conspiracy, Senator Harris was trying‘
ﬁo play down thé danger of natural disaster. Thé Walker
Commission clearly showed that‘earthquake, and volcania
~danger was minimal, despite the evideﬂée-presented by Sen;

ator Hanna. The eruption of Mt.kPelée.had'depriyed the
advocates of the Nicaragua roufe of a positive‘attack
against earthquake,danger in Panama, volcanhoes became the .
'chieé concern, and theyvéxisted in Nicaragua. Defensive
acﬁion’was necessary.3 The Nicaragua advocates also re-
vminded.thelSenators that theAtransfer of the concession was
questionable, and even the Colombian’Government was now
makihg no diréct statemeﬁts on tﬁeir attitude on the issue.
While the Spooner Amendment woald meanlthe beginning of a
long, poasibly fruitless, negotiation Qith Colombia,  the
"adoption of thé Nicaragua route would mean\the'simple rati-
ficatioﬁ of_pre;signed protocols, and £hen negotiations
with two a;untfies'éager tb'have‘a caﬁal.

) The’debate wound up on the eighteenth of June, and
the vote on thé Spooner Amendment to the Hepburn Bill took
- place on the nineteenth. .As expected, the amendmant sub-
stituting the: word "Panama" for'"Nicaragua" was adopted.

The vote on the amendment was 42 to 34. The reconstituted
. 13 ,

bill passed in the Senate 61 to 7, and. the two houses of

Congress had now reached a stalemate. The House of

33 1bid., p. 7074.
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Representatives‘had selectéd‘the Nicaragua route by the
overwhelming majérity of 306 to 2, and the Senate had
,sélected the Panama réute by the likewise huge majdritonf
'61Ato 7. Thé two‘bills now went to a joint committee for
a cbmpromiSe. | |

The Senaté sent ta the joint committee Senators John
Tyler Morgan, Marcus Alonzo Hénna,féna A. B.'Kittefidge;
the House sent Repfeséntatiyes ﬁepburn, Fletcﬁer, and Davey
tQ;the committée. The committeé'met several5times before
they broke tﬂe impasse caused by Morgan, Hepburﬂ and
Fletcher favoring Nicaragua, and Hanna, Kitteridge,'and
‘bavey being equally committed to Panama. " As ‘the eﬁd of the
week drew,néar, the stélemateKWas finally brokén, one of
thé‘Nicaragua~proponent5v5witched his support to the Panama
route. John Mofgan, the father of the‘Nicéraguan~canély
agreed to vote. for the Spooner'Bili on June 25, 1902.34

.Thodgh Senator Morgan never stated his reasons for
the sudden switch in his vote, his motives are clear.
Morgan was convinéed that the Preéident would never .get
clear title' from the Colombian‘Government for the'WyseﬁCon—
‘cession, and that eventuélly he would have to tufn to

Nicaragua. The House of Representatives, in a dramatic

turnabout voted to accept the committee recommendation by

: N |
over Lwo,LunAred‘votes. Many members of Congress must have

agreed with Morgan's thinking; and hanf more must have felt

34

New York Times, June 26, 1902, p. 1.
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35 william Hep-

that any canal was preferable to no canal.
burn did not vote to adopt the committee recommendation,
nor did he ever forgive Morgan for what he considered a

" betrayal. Hepburn knew only that :.the bill authorizing the .

construction of a transisthmian canal would not bear his

'~ name.

The President féceived the Spoonef Bili, as it was
then known, on June. 28, 1902, and signéd it into'law. The
President was elated to have the bill, and gave credit for
. its passage té Senators Hannévand Kitteridge;36 How much

consideration the President had given to\the ciause of the
bill that called for him to negotiafe with Nicaragua if

the Colombian Government couid not agree to £he transfer of
the coﬁceSsioh is not known. The events of November 1903
'wou;d’suggeét that thé‘President ﬁever gave serious con-

' éidération to Nicaragua aftef_the signing of the bill.

The Congress of the United‘Statés had decided to
recommend the building“of.a canal through Panama, and the
President had‘signed into law the bill that'wpuld make it
possible. The:fighf for the route aﬁpeafed'over. The next
eighteén months would pfové that the battlefield had-
changed, though ﬁény of the'wdfriors had not. The,béttle

moved into the .diplomatic realm, between  Bogota and

35 Congressional Record, vol. 35, 57th Congress, 1st
Session, House, p. 7441. )

36 New vork Times, July 1, 1902, p. 4.

-
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Washington.37

With the signing of the Spéoner'Bill, many of the ad-
vocates of the Pénama route hoped the bitterness was.ovér.
‘Senator Hanné, and even William Nelson Cromwell, hoped that
Senator Morgan couidﬁbe appeasea.‘ Overtures were made to
the Senator to have him remain at‘the.head of the canal c¢om-
'mittee; though all o&erturés were spurned. Morgan became
.furious when Hanna informed him that he would élways)be
considered the father of the Panama route.38

Senator Morgan never gave up his'interest-in’thé pro-
ject, for the rest of his life he sat.on the committee
that oversaw-tﬁe construction;- Wﬁile serviﬁg on the canal
éommittee he kept a file on the pfoject and scrutinized
every transaction. Morgan knew by the ﬁiddle of July 1903
that ‘the Nicaragﬁa»route was finished, but he was still
convinced that he had been right. The file on the Isthmian
Canal was a ;ecord to pfbve his'point. The faﬁatic of the
Nicaragua‘route‘became the watchdog of the Panaﬁa route.
The files he keét shbw that he continued to investigate and
scrutinize the role played by bth Bunau-Varilla and Crom-

well, and that he locked horns with the New York attorney

again in .a Senate hearing;39 The Alabaman also continued

37 Miner,'Panaﬁa Route, the second half of this work
deals with this question. . : '

“® Gharles Ameringsr, “New LigNE on tho Danam Camal

Treaty," The Hispanic-American History Review, February, 1966.

39 The'Paﬁers of John Tyler Morgan in the National
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investigatinglthe role played by the raiiroad officials.
In.pursuing this investigation(he.berght to light -that
John Pierpont Morgan, the financier, had received the con-
treét to act as‘the agent of the_Frehch Company in the
transference of the $4O‘.rni];1ion.40 Though the New York
Times may have been.ﬁrohg in’aeserting that the failroad
people were behihd the Panama route to destory any canal;
Morgan did find evidence that if.the railroad ceuid not stop
the canal from being built, at least one man with railroad
interestsvﬁas goihg to get in#olved in'the project. .Sen-
ator Mdrgan'died before the Pahama canal Qas completed, and
also before the Cromwell litigation started in the French
coutts. He never saw- the completlon of the progect he in-
directly was respon51ble for, nor did he ever have the
satisfaction of Cromwell's adm1331on that he was indeed: the
behind-the-scenes manipulatoerf the Panama "lobby."

It is impossible to give a_percentage breakdown of
the factors that led the United States away from the Nic;
aragua route ahd onto the Panama rqute, nenetheless eertain
,factors do stana‘out-as importaht, The international sit-
uation that Great Britain found herself in forced her to

Archives Box 26, "Papers on the Isthmian Canal,"” from a memo
dated 1904. The memo concerns a company titled the Panama

SuFFlT ComPY WG GEOMICLL Wﬂﬁ 0130 affilinted with.

40 Morgan Papers, Box 26. March 11, 1904. 1In this
paper Morgan suggests that of the $40 million paid out by
the United States through J. P. Morgan, over two million .
wound up in W. N. Cromwell's pocket. There seems to be no

corroborating ev1dence of this accusation, not even in his
own papers.

-
™
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renegotiate the’éiayton—Bulwer Treaty, and the dynamiévv
nature of the situation allowed her to,chobse her‘an bace
for the renegotiation.‘ If the Clayﬁon*Bulwer Treaty had
not existed, or if the United States Senate had not médi—i
fied so’drasticaily»the first Hay-Pauncefote Treaty, tﬁe.
Nicaragua'route might very well haﬁe been adopted in early
1901. Despite the imperialis£ expansionish that dominéted.
fhe age, the Uhited‘Sfates Congress was wary of violating
a treaty obligation with a éountry as powerful as Great
Britain. o | |

William Nelson Cromwell and-Philippe BunaujVafilla
‘both piayed important roles in influencing the decision for
A Panama.llThe incredible'ego of the French enginee;, and the
‘obsession with coyert‘actiﬁity of the New York attorney
madé.it difficult to”evaluate just‘how importan£ a role
they played.' Bpfh-men take éfedit for converting Senétor
Hanna fovthe cause of Panama, while both men reject any
‘cléim,that the other one accomplished anything sighificant.
Recent evidence has shown that the two men did work togethér,
‘but it is not really known How much. CromwellZWas to claim
in his brieffthat_he was'responsible for the establishment
of the Isthmian Canal Commission, better kno&n as the
. secénd‘Walker Commission. ‘He also claimed that he influ-
enced President McKinley's.sélection of who was onAthe com-
missioﬁ, vet Proféssor Haupt, the strongeét advocate of the
Nicaragua route was includéd desﬁite Cromwell's attempt to

insure that he would not be included.

ey
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The,single mdst important figure on the Panama side
of the issue seems to be Mark Hanna. Bunau-Vafilla claimed
one of the most important things he did in the name of the
Panama route was to}cbnvince”tﬁis incredibly powerful man
Qf the rightness‘of the route. President Roosevelt, én old
political enemy of Hanna's; gave him credit for the victory
of the Panama route. ' William Nelson Cromwell tried to take
credit for the speech he made that cemented the victory for
fhe Spooner Amendment. The statements of twé Senators prob—
ably go a long ﬁay in explaining‘the impact of Hanna's
speech;. Senator Platt stated that Hanna's speech, "was the
most effective speech made in thg-Senaté during his ca*.'
reer."4; Senator Frye maintéins in the same work that Hanné
changed his thinking, after "a life long advocacy of Nic-
aragua."42
The "eruption of Mt. Pelée is another factor ﬁhat_
played a critical role in the vote for the Panama. route.
If the eruption had not taken placé,’Hanna's épeech would
not have concentrated sd heavily on the danger of nétural
.disaster in NicéraguaJ the part of the épeech that is gener-
ally con;idéréd”the most'imporﬁant. The efuption undoubt-
edly made the Senate'yolcano'cbnscious, at é time when

there was discussion concerning the possibility of spending

41 Herbert Croly, Marcus Alonzo Hanna: His Life and
Works, p. 384, Also, Miner, Panama Route, p. 151.

*? Ibid., croly, p. 384, Ibid., Miner, p. 151.
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millionsApf dollars in a country where volc¢anoes were numer-
ous. Still the tide seems to haﬁe turned before the erup-
tion. Predictions of the victory of the Spooner Amendment
- precede the eruption. |

The one factor: that seemé_to best sﬁape ihe opinion
onlthearoute selection is thé_report‘of the Walker Commis-
sioﬁ.«ACongressmen Burton and Cannon- justified their de-
éision to wait before voting on a rdutg because the Walker
Report was not completed; When the report did come out in
favor of‘Nicaragua neitﬁer man raised An objection to the
Hepburn Bill in January 1902. éenatoréLMorgan, Mitcheii,
and Harris, as well as theAless active advocates of the
Nicaragua route used the Walker'Commission Report as their
.prima¥y source of eviaenceL Senator Hanna in his great
épeech used the Wélker Réport more than any other single
source. Cromwell élaiﬁed to be instrumental in the)ganel
selectioh.in'the same brief injwhich he claimed to have
written Hanqa's‘speechL Bunau-Varilla realized the impor-
tance. of the commiésion by his reaction to their initial
recommendation for Nicaragua. The Frenchman’knew that un-

- less the company acted immediately the report would win

OVeIwhelming support.in tha DMitad Skates as the Final

authority. In Janugry 1902, after‘the Walker Commission
-Report had recommended the Nicaragua roqte, the House of
Representatives voted 306 to 2 in favor of the Nicaragua
canal. .In Juneil902, after the Walker éommiéSion Report

had filed a supplemenﬁal‘report favoring the Panama route,
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the United Stétes Senate voted to bﬁild a .canal through
Pahama."The House of Representafives then voted over- .
lwhelmingly to go alongvﬁith the Seriate. The factor§ that
went into the aecision‘to vote for Panama rathef than Nic-
afagua are numerous, and aré the\purpose éf this study, but
the one unifying effect is the report. No government body
. recommended the Panama route before the'Walker Commission
Reportf and no government body_fecommended the Nicaragua
canal after'the Walkér Commiséion switched to favoring the
Panama route. The selection of the Panama route was‘de— |
pendent' on suchidivefse factors ‘as' international diplémady,
volcanoes, legislative investigafién,'lobbying, and pos-~
sibly even bribes, but the most important factor was the

Report of the Isthmian Canal Commission.
) .

e
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