The use of this text or audio material is subject to the TR American Patriot user agreement located at: TR American Patriot.com 

CHAPTER TWENTY FIVE

THEODORE ROOSEVELT AND HIS TIME 
SECURING  THE  PANAMA  CANAL—CONCLUDED  

the negotiation of a treaty between the United States and the Republic of Panama was begun at once by Secretary Hay and Bunau-Varilla, and was completed and signed by them at "Washington on November 18, 1903. It was ratified by Panama on December 2, 1903.
In his annual message to Congress, December 7, 1903, and in a special message, January 4, 1904, President Roosevelt gave a detailed account of the revolution at Panama and of his conduct in recognizing the Republic. In the two messages he set forth the facts which have been stated in the present narrative, showing that in 53 years there had been 53 revolutions on the Isthmus, and giving the full text of Commander Hubbard's official report. He accompanied his annual message with the treaty, which Secretary Hay and Bunau-Varilla had drawn. After describing the events, which led up to the recognition of the Republic, he said in the message of December 7:
"Under such circumstances, the Government of the United States would have been guilty of folly and weakness, amounting in their sum to a crime against the Nation, had it acted otherwise than it did when the revolution of November 3 last took place in Panama. This great enterprise of building the interoceanic canal can not be held up to gratify the whims, or out of respect to the governmental impotence, or to the even more sinister and evil political peculiarities, of people who, though they dwell afar off, yet, against the wish of the actual dwellers on the Isthmus, assert an unreal supremacy over the territory. The possession of a territory fraught with such peculiar capacities as the Isthmus in question carries with it obligations to mankind. The course of events has shown that this canal can not be built by private enterprise, or by any other nation than our own; therefore it must be built by the United States."
In the same message, he said of the treaty: "By it our interests are better safeguarded than in the treaty with Colombia which was ratified by the Senate at its last session. It is better in its terms than the treaties offered to us by the Republics of Nicaragua and Costa Rica. At last the right to begin this great undertaking is made available. Panama has done her part. All that remains is for the American Congress to do its part and forthwith this Republic will enter upon the execution of a project colossal in its size and of well-nigh incalculable possibilities for the good of this country and the nations of mankind.''
In the special message of January 4, 1904, he said of the offer of General Reyes, already quoted, to have the treaty ratified by the Colombian Congress provided the President would uphold Colombia in declaring martial law and suppressing the Panama revolution:
"I pass by the question as to what assurance we have that they would now keep their pledge and not again refuse to ratify the treaty if they had the power; for, of course, I will not for one moment discuss the possibility of the United States committing an act of such baseness as to abandon the new Republic of Panama,"
In the same message he thus referred to the "conspiracy" slanders:
"I hesitate to refer to the injurious insinuations which have been made of complicity by this government in the revolutionary movement in Panama. They are as destitute of foundation as of propriety. The only excuse for my mentioning them is the fear lest unthinking persons might mistake for acquiescence the silence of mere self-respect. I think proper to say, therefore, that no one connected with this Government had any part in preparing, inciting, or encouraging the late revolution on the Isthmus of Panama, and that save from the reports of our military and naval officers, given above, no one connected with this Government had any previous knowledge of the revolution except such as was accessible to any person of ordinary intelligence who read the newspapers and kept up a current acquaintance with public affairs."
Between the writing of the two messages to Congress the President, in several private letters, set forth his convictions in regard to the course he had pursued. Writing to Charles S. Osborn, of Michigan, on December 9, 1903, he said:
"Just at the moment I am more concerned about Panama than anything else. Of course, to me, the situation is simple. In its essence it is exactly as if a road agent had tried to hold up a man, and the man was quick enough to take his gun away. Under such circumstances I would regard it as the wildest sentimental folly for outsiders to claim that the road agent did not intend to shoot, and that it was his gun and ought to be given back to him. By every consideration of equity, and of legitimate national and international interest, what we have done was right. And it will be a lamentable thing if a twisted party feeling should join with mere hysteria to prevent at this time the fulfilling of what has been accomplished."
To the Rev. Dr. David D. Thompson, editor of The Northwestern Christian Advocate, he entered upon a more elaborate justification of his conduct, on December 22, 1903:
"You of course remember that during the Civil "War the leaders of the Confederates in the South, and their allies both in England and in the North, insisted that the movement for the independence of the slave States against the Union was identical with the movement for the independence of the original thirteen States as against Great Britain, and that Jefferson Davis stood exactly as George Washington did. It is difficult to believe now that such arrant nonsense was ever seriously advanced. But it is not one whit more absurd than to say that the secession of Panama from Colombia has anything in common with the secession of the eleven slave-holding States from the Union in 1861.
"A revolutionary movement can only be justified by showing that it has ample cause, and that good will follow from its success. In other words, each revolutionary movement must be judged on its own merits. Under Washington, the American Colonies revolted because the Crown and Parliament of England strove to keep them in subjection. Their revolutionary movement was right, and it was a good thing for the whole world that it succeeded. Under Jefferson Davis, the Southern States revolted in order to establish a slave-holding republic, and to break up the greatest experiment at successful democratic republican government which the world had ever seen. There was no adequate cause—indeed no cause whatever,—for the attempted secession; and if successful, the movement would have been fraught with incalculable damage to all mankind. Therefore the two movements, though superficially alike, are in points of morality at opposite poles from each other, judged at the bar of history.
"The revolution in Panama, or secession of Panama, is just like the secession of Greece from Turkey at the beginning of the last century, and of the other Christian States from Turkey later on in the century. Panama has suffered oppression for years. Not only was its secession justifiable but if it had had the power it would not have been warranted in standing such oppression for twenty-four hours. No body of men of courage and power, trained as you and I and our fellow-citizens have been trained in self-government, in liberty, and in law-abiding habits, would submit for one day to the oppression habitual under Colombian rule in Panama.
"Finally, when Colombia, which had plundered Panama, and misgoverned and misruled her, declined to ratify the treaty for the canal—which meant giving up Panama's last hope—the people of Panama rose literally as one man. When once this rising had occurred our Government was bound by every consideration of honor and humanity, and of national and international interest, to take exactly the steps that it took."
Several other letters, written at this time, testify to the sincerity of the President in the matter:
To Samuel W. Small, Georgia:
December 29,1903.—'' To my mind this building of the canal through Panama will rank in kind, though not of course in degree, with the Louisiana Purchase and the acquisition of Texas. I can say with entire conscientiousness that if in order to get the treaty through and start building the canal it were necessary for me forthwith to retire definitely from politics, I should be only too glad to make the arrangement accordingly; for it is the amount done in office, and not length of time in office, that makes office worth having."
To Charles F. Lummis, Los Angeles, Calif,:
January 4, 1904.—"No more cruel despotism outside of Turkey exists than that of the so-called Colombia Republic, under present political and ecclesiastical management. Turkey is worse, but I know of no other power that is as bad. To the worst characteristics of seventeenth century Spain, and of Spain at its worst under Philip II, Colombia has added a squalid savagery of its own, and has combined with exquisite nicety the worst forms of despotism and of anarchy, of violence and of fatuous weakness, of dismal ignorance, cruelty, treachery, greed, and utter vanity. I cannot feel much respect for such a country.
"If I can do anything to make it better I shall try to, and try to in good faith. If there is any way I can help them build railways, even by an act of Congress granting money, I shall be glad to do it."
To John Bigelow, New York:
January 6, 1904.—'' Of course I have no idea what Bunau-Varilla advised the revolutionists, or what he said in any telegrams to them as to either Hay or myself; but I do know, of course, that he had no assurances in any way, either from Hay or myself, or from any one authorized to speak for us. He is a very able fellow, and it was his business to find out what he thought our Government would do. I have no doubt that he was able to make a very accurate guess, and to advise his people accordingly. In fact, he would have been a very dull man had he been unable to make such a guess."
To Senator Lodge:
January 6, 1904.—"I was interested in one point Senator Morgan made. That is where he quoted Bunau-Varilla's article in Le Matin, September 2, and stated that it so foreshadowed the course I actually took that undoubtedly either Hay or I must have inspired it—this was the substance of what he said. Now I am much pleased that he should have done this. MacVeagh and others have been threatening for some time to produce telegrams from Bunau-Varilla which would show such an exact knowledge of our movements, and even our intentions as regards sending ships to the Isthmus, keeping order upon it, and recognizing any revolutionary government, as to make it evident that he had received some assurances from us. Indeed, they have been saying that he had asserted in some telegram that he had received such assurances. Of course as I have said once for all, neither John Hay nor I, nor any one speaking for us, either directly or indirectly, gave such assurances or such information in any shape or way. But it is impossible for me to be sure what Bunau-Varilla has said or not said, and therefore I am particularly pleased that Morgan should have brought out this article in Le Matin. It really is a remarkable forecast of what we actually did, and yet on its face it shows that this forecast was prepared six weeks before Bunau-Varilla saw either Hay or me; and, as a matter of fact, it appeared about a week before I called John Bassett Moore out to Oyster Bay and for the first time began definitely to formulate my policy even in my own mind. You see they have proved too much. They have proved that Bunau Varilla knew what we were going to do six weeks before he ever saw any of us and some little time before I had even begun myself to make up my mind what I should do."
To   Cecil   Arthur   Spring-Rice,   British   Foreign   Office,
London:
January 18, 1904.—"I have been having most interesting times. I have succeeded in accomplishing a certain amount, which I think will stand. I believe I shall put through the Panama treaty (my worst foes being those in the Senate and not those outside of the borders of the United States) and begin to dig the canal. It is always difficult for me to reason with those solemn creatures of imperfect aspirations after righteousness, who never take the trouble to go below names. These people scream about the injustice done Colombia when Panama was released from its domination, which is precisely like bemoaning the wrong done to Turkey when Herzegovina was handed over to Austria, It was a good thing for Egypt and the Soudan, and for the world, when England took Egypt and the Soudan. It is a good thing for India that England should control it. And so it is a good thing, a very good thing, for Cuba and for Panama and for the world that the United States has acted as it has actually done during the last six years. The people of the United States and the people of the Isthmus and the rest of mankind will all be the better because we dig the Panama Canal and keep order in its neighborhood. And the politicians and revolutionists at Bogota are entitled to precisely the amount of sympathy we extend to other inefficient bandits."
Speaking at Dallas, Texas, on April 5, 1905, President Roosevelt said of his action:
"Especially as regards what was done in Panama, I want to say that while I was most anxious to deserve the approval of my countrymen, and while I was very glad to be elected President, I would without one moment's hesitation have given up the second term in the Presidency rather than not to have begun the Panama Canal."
Secretary Hay was in hearty accord with every step of the President's course and joined with him in resenting and refuting the charge of "conspiracy." Writing to James Ford Rhodes, the historian, on December 8, 1903, the Secretary said:
"It is hard for me to understand how any one can criticize our action in Panama on the grounds upon which it is ordinarily attacked. The matter came to us with amazing celerity. We had to decide on the instant whether we would take possession of the ends of -the railroad and keep the traffic clear, or whether we would stand back and let those gentlemen cut each other's throats for an indefinite time, and destroy whatever remnant of our property and interests we had there. I had no hesitation as to the proper course to take, and have had no doubt of the propriety of it since."
To General Reyes, the accredited representative of the Colombian Government, who, in a statement of grievances that he had sent to Secretary Hay, had spoken of "gross imputations upon the conduct and motives of the American Government" as having "appeared in reputable American newspapers," the Secretary replied:
"The press in this country is entirely free, and as a necessary consequence represents substantially every phase of human activity, interest and disposition. Not only is the course of the Government in all matters subject to daily comment, but the motives of public men are as freely discussed as their acts; and if, as sometimes happens, criticism proceeds to the point of calumny, the evil is left to work its own cure. Diplomatic representatives, however, are not supposed to seek in such sources material for arguments, much less for grave accusations. Any charge that this Government, or any responsible member of it, held intercourse, whether official or unofficial, with agents of revolution in Colombia, is utterly without justification.
"Equally so is the insinuation that any action of this Government, prior to the revolution in Panama, was the Result of complicity with the plans of the revolutionists. The Department sees fit to make these denials and makes them finally.''
In the same reply, the Secretary also wrote: '' The Isthmus was threatened with desolation by another civil war, nor were the rights and interests of the United States alone at stake, the interests of the whole civilized world were involved. The Republic of Panama stood for those interests; the Government of Colombia opposed them. Compelled to choose between these two alternatives, the Government of the United States, in no wise responsible for the situation that had arisen, did not hesitate. It recognized the independence of the Republic of Panama, and upon its judgment and action in the emergency the Powers of the world have set the seal of their approval."
One especially insidious bit of '' evidence'' which was circulated industriously for the purpose of showing that Secretary Hay had been a conspirator, was thus disposed of in a letter from the Secretary to Senator George F. Hoar on January 11, 1904:
'' The President tells me that in a letter to him you refer to a newspaper publication to the effect that in discussing the subject of the coming revolution in Panama with a Mr. Duque, on his informing me that the revolution was to take place on the 23rd of September, I had said to him that that was too early, and it ought to be deferred. I now find the same statement copied from the Evening Post in a speech by Senator Morgan in the Senate.
"It seems rather humiliating to be obliged to refer to such a story, but since you mentioned it to the President and since it seems to have made some impression upon your mind, I venture to say to you, confidentially, that I never saw Mr. Duque but once, that I never saw him alone, and that nothing in the remotest degree resembling this printed conversation was ever said by either of us."
"Writing to Professor George W. Fisher, of Yale University, on January 30, Secretary Hay said:
"I am sure that if the President had acted differently when, the 3rd of November, he was confronted by a critical situation which might easily have turned to disaster, the attacks which are now made on him would have been ten times more virulent and more effective. He must have done exactly as he did, or the only alternative would have been an indefinite duration of bloodshed and devastation through the whole extent of the Isthmus. It was a time to act and not to theorize, and my judgment at least is clear that he acted rightly."
Finally, in an address, on July 6, 1904, which he made at Jackson, Michigan, at a celebration of the Fiftieth Anniversary of the Republican Party, Secretary Hay summed up the case as follows:
"There has been more noise made over his (President Roosevelt's) suddenness on the Isthmus of Panama than elsewhere. It is difficult to treat this charge with seriousness. The President has made a treaty with Colombia at her own solicitation, which was infinitely to her advantage, to inaugurate an enterprise, which was to be for the benefit of the world. He waited with endless patience while Bogota delayed and trifled with the matter, and finally rejected it, and suggested new negotiations for a larger sum. Panama, outraged by this climax of the wrongs she had already suffered, declared and established her independence. The President, following an unbroken line of precedents, entered into relations with the new Republic, and, obeying his duty to protect the transit of the Isthmus as all other Presidents had done before him, gave orders that there should be no bloodshed on the line of the railway. He said, like Grant, 'Let us have peace!' and we had it. It will seem incredible to posterity that any American could have objected to this. He acted wisely and beneficently, and all some people can find to criticize in his action is that he was too brisk about it. If a thing is right and proper to do, it does not make it criminal to do it promptly. No, gentlemen! That was a time when the hour and the man arrived together. He struck while the iron was white hot on the anvil of opportunity, and forged as perfect a bit of honest statecraft as this generation has seen."
A complete justification of the course pursued by the President was afforded by Elihu Root in an address which he delivered before the Union League Club of Chicago on February 22, 1904. In this address Mr. Root showed that under the Constitution of the United States of Colombia, adopted in 1863, the State of Panama had been vested with "absolute and unqualified sovereignty"; that she had never legally lost this sovereignty but had been deprived of it by force in 1886 by Rafael Nunez, President of Colombia, who had declared that the "Constitution of 1863 no longer exists." What Nunez did was thus described by Mr. Root:
'' He put Panama under martial law, not during the civil war, but after its close, and appointed a governor of the state. He also appointed governors for the other states in the Confederation. He then directed these governors to appoint delegates to a constitutional convention; and the delegates thus appointed framed what is known as the Constitution of 1886. The two delegates appointed to represent Panama in this convention were residents of Bogota. Neither of them ever resided in Panama, and one of them never had set foot in Panama. The pretended constitution thus framed by the appointees of Nunez was declared to be adopted without compliance with a single one of the requisites prescribed by the Constitution of 1863 for its amendment. It robbed the people of Panama of every vestige of self-government. It gave them a governor to be appointed by the president at Bogota, and he, in turn, appointed all the administrative officers of the department. It left to the other states their legislatures, but it took away from Panama its legislature and subjected the Isthmus directly in all things to the legislative authority of the Congress at Bogota. It provided that the president might at any time, in case of civil commotion, declare the public order to be disturbed, and that he should thereupon have authority to issue decrees having the force of legislative enactments. It gave him absolute power over the press and power to imprison or expatriate any citizen at will. It took away the property, the powers, the corporate existence, the civil organization of the state, and placed the property and the lives of its people absolutely under the authority and power of a single dictator in a distant capital with which there was no communication by land, and which it required longer to reach than it did to reach the city of Washington. This pretended constitution was never submitted to the people of Panama for their approval or rejection. It was never consented to by them."
Concerning the efforts of the people of Panama to regain their lost sovereignty, Mr. Root said:
"The people of Panama fought to exhaustion in 1885 to prevent the loss of their liberty and they were defeated through the action of the naval forces of the United States. Three times since then they have risen in rebellion against their oppressors.
"In 1895 they arose and were suppressed by force; in 1899 they arose again and for three years maintained a war for liberation, which ended in 1902 through the interposition of the United States by armed force. The rising of November, 1902, was the fourth attempt of this people to regain the rights of which they had been deprived by the usurpation of Nunez. The rejection of the canal treaty by the Bogota Congress was the final and overwhelming injury to the interests of Panama; the conclusive evidence of indifference to her welfare and disregard of her wishes; and it also created the opportunity for success in her persistent purpose to regain civil liberty; for it was plain that under the strained relations created by that rejection, the United States naturally would not exercise her authority again upon the Isthmus, as she had exercised it before, to aid the troops of Colombia. She was under no obligation to do so, and she could not do so without aiding in the denial of her own rights and the destruction of her own interests. Upon that the people of Panama relied in their last attempt, and they relied upon it with reason."
A most interesting and valuable part of Mr. Root's exposition is the following concerning the fraudulent character of the dictator who was ruling Colombia when the Hay-Bunau-Varilla treaty was rejected:
"In the meantime there had been a curious grafting of usurpation upon usurpation at Bogota. In 1898 M. A. San-clamente was elected president, and J. M. Maroquin, vice-president, of the republic of Colombia. It is true that there was no freedom of election. Our minister had reported of a preceding election: 'None but the soldiers, police, and, employees of the Government voted, thus making the victory of the Government complete'; but there was a form of election, and Sanclamente became the only president there was, and Maroquin the vice-president. Article twenty-four of the Constitution of 1886 provided:
" 'The vice-president of the republic shall perform the duties of the executive office during the temporary absence of the president. In case of the permanent absence of the president, the vice-president shall occupy the office of the president during the balance of the time for which he was elected.'
"On July 31,1900, the vice-president, Maroquin, executed a coup d'etat, by seizing the person of the president, Sanclamente, and imprisoning him at a place a few miles outside of Bogota. Maroquin thereupon declared himself possessed of the executive power because of the absence of the president. He then issued a decree that public order was disturbed, and, upon that ground, assumed to himself legislative power under another provision of the constitution, which I have already cited. Thenceforth, Maroquin, without the aid of any legislative body, ruled as the supreme executive, legislative, .civil, and military authority in the so-called republic of Colombia. The absence of Sanclamente from the capital became permanent by his death in prison in the year 1902. When the people of Panama declared their independence in November last, no Congress had sat in Colombia since the year 1898, except the special Congress called by Maroquin to reject the canal treaty, and which did reject it by a unanimous vote, and adjourned without legislating on any other subject. The constitution of 1886 had taken away from Panama the power of self-government and vested it in Colombia. The coup d'etat of Maroquin took away from Colombia herself the power of government and vested it in an irresponsible dictator."
Summing up the whole matter, Mr. Root said: "The people of Panama were the real owners of the canal route; it was because their fathers dwelt in the land, because they won their independence from Spain, because they organized a civil society there, that it was not to be treated as one of the waste places of the earth. They owned that part of the earth's surface just as much as the State of New York owns the Erie Canal. When the sovereign state of Panama confederated itself with the other states of Colombia under the constitution of 1863, it did not part with its title or its substantial rights, but constituted the Federal Government its trustee for the representation of its rights in all foreign relations, and imposed upon that Government the duty of protecting them. The trustee was faithless to its trust; it repudiated its obligations without the consent of the true owner; it seized by the strong hand of military power the rights which it was bound to protect; Colombia herself broke the bonds of union and destroyed the compact upon which alone depended her right to represent the owner of the soil. The question for the United States was: Shall we take this treaty from the true owner or shall we take it from the faithless trustee, and for that purpose a third time put back the yoke of foreign domination upon the neck of Panama, by the request of that Government which has tried to play toward us the part of the highwayman? There was no provision of our treaty with Colombia, which required us to answer to her call, for our guaranty of her sovereignty in that treaty relates solely to foreign aggression. There was no rule of international law, which required us to recognize the wrongs of Panama or the justice of her cause, for international law does not concern itself with the internal affairs of states. But I put it to the conscience of the American people who are passing judgment upon the action of their Government, whether the decision of our President and Secretary of State and the Senate was not a righteous decision.
"By all the principles of justice among men and among nations that we have learned from our fathers, and that all peoples and all governments should maintain, the revolutionists in Panama were right, the people of Panama were entitled to be free again, the Isthmus was theirs and they were entitled to govern it; and it would have been a shameful thing for the Government of the United States to return them again to servitude."
It should be borne in mind that Mr. Root was not in the Cabinet at the time of the Panama incident and that his treatment of it was that of an impartial outside observer.
After the Bunau-Varilla treaty had been sent to the Senate, the President invited the leading Republican Senators to come to the White House for a consultation with himself and Secretary Hay concerning it. When the Senators came they were found, almost to a man, to be in a hostile frame of mind, but after several hours of earnest discussion, they one by one came to the view of the President and Secretary and promised to support the treaty. As they were leaving, an eminent Senator from a Western State, noted for ability as an expert political balancer, said in a low tone to Hay: "Do it, but be as gentle as you can with Colombia." "Which," said Hay, in reporting the incident to me, "reminded me of the instruction of the Western outlaw chief: 'Kill him, but kill him easy!' "
   The treaty was ratified by Panama on December 2, 1903. It was sent to the United States Senate on December 7, and ratified by that body on February 23, 1904. It was approved by President Roosevelt on February 25, and proclaimed on the following day.
Closely following the ratification of the treaty by the Senate, the President appointed a Commission to take charge of the construction of the canal. The full history of his action in connection with the work is recorded in subsequent chapters.
One of the President's final official utterances before leaving office was a special message to Congress on December 16, 1908, in reference to certain newspaper assertions to the effect that there had been some corrupt action by or on behalf of the United States Government in connection with the acquisition of the title and property of the French Canal Company at Panama. It was charged that an American syndicate had acquired the French Canal Company's property and had sold it to the United States Government at a "huge profit" to the members of the syndicate, who included the President's brother-in-law, Douglas Robinson, and the President-elect's brother, Charles P. Taft. All the charges were shown subsequently to be absolutely without foundation. The President used vigorous language in his message, while setting forth in full all the established facts in the case, with citations from official records to support them. The charges had been published originally in the New York World, and in denouncing them the President said:
"These stories as a matter of fact need no investigation whatever. No shadow of proof has been, or can be, produced in behalf of any of them. They consist simply of a string of infamous libels. In form, they are in part libels upon individuals, upon Mr. Taft and Mr. Robinson, for instance. But they are, in fact, wholly, and in form partly, a libel upon the United States Government. I do not believe we should concern ourselves with the particular individuals who wrote the lying and libelous editorials, articles from correspondents, or articles in the news columns.
"The real offender is Mr. Joseph Pulitzer, editor and proprietor of the World. While the criminal offense of which Mr. Pulitzer has been guilty is in form a libel upon individuals, the great injury done is in blackening the good name of the American people.
"It should not be left to a private citizen to sue Mr. Pulitzer for libel. He should be prosecuted for libel by the governmental authorities. In point of encouragement of iniquity, in point of infamy, or wrongdoing, there is nothing to choose between a public servant who betrays his trust, a public servant who is guilty of blackmail, or theft, or financial dishonesty of any kind, and a man guilty as Mr. Joseph Pulitzer has been guilty in this instance.
"It is therefore a high national duty to bring to justice this vilifier of the American people, this man who wantonly and wickedly and without one shadow of justification seeks to blacken the character of reputable private citizens and to convict the government of his own country in the eyes of the civilized world of wrongdoing of the basest and foulest kind, when he has not one shadow of justification of any sort or description for the charge he has made."
Under the President's direction, Henry L. Stimson, United States District Attorney for the Southern District of New York, on March 4, 1909, filed an indictment in the Federal Court against the New York World for publishing the charges. The case was carried on by Henry A. Wise, Mr. Stimson's successor, and a great deal of testimony was taken. The indictment was quashed, on February 25,1910, on the ground that the Federal Court did not have jurisdiction. In the course of the preparation for the trial the World sent a commission to Panama, accompanied by its lawyers, to try to discover evidence there that President Roosevelt and the Government were guilty of complicity in setting up the revolution. They failed utterly. No such evidence could be found. A memorandum of the testimony adduced, mainly by the defendants, which was prepared by the Assistant District Attorney who had conducted the deposition and filed in the official records, concluded as follows:
"Not a word of testimony was introduced to show that any act by the United States Navy or Army which could be deemed interference or anything more than the carrying out of the policy which the Government has always pursued of keeping transit across the Isthmus free from disorder."
In later years, after he had retired from the Presidency, Roosevelt made several references to his course in securing the canal at Panama which showed complete confidence in the justice of his acts. Speaking at Berkeley, California, on March 23, 1911, he said: "I am interested in the Panama Canal because I started it. If I had followed traditional, conservative methods I should have submitted a dignified state paper of probably two hundred pages to Congress, and the debate on it would be going on yet; but I took the Canal Zone and let Congress debate and while the debate goes on the canal does too." The expression "I took the Canal Zone" aroused much comment and was construed by his critics as an admission that he had used arbitrary and unjustifiable methods. That this criticism did not trouble him at all was shown in the following passage from an address that he delivered before the National Press Club in Washington on January 24, 1918:
"Panama declared itself independent and wanted to complete the Panama Canal, and opened negotiations with us. I had two courses open. I might have taken the matter under advisement and put it before the Senate, in which case we should have had a number of most able speeches on the subject. We would have had a number of very profound arguments, and they would have been going on now, and the Panama Canal would be in the dim future yet. We would have had a half century of discussion, and perhaps the Panama Canal. I preferred we should have the Panama Canal first and the half century of discussion afterward. And now instead of discussing the canal before it was built, which would have been harmful, they merely discuss me—a discussion which I regard with benign interest."
While the criticism was irritating because of the natural unwillingness on the part of reputable men to give the dignity of denial to such base accusations, it was at no time seriously annoying to the President. Usually it was the subject of mirth with him and his official advisers for the Cabinet was a unit in support of his policy. A glimpse of the prevailing good-fellowship between the President and his associates is revealed in the following note to the President from Secretary Hay on December 4, 1906:
"Can you receive Reyes to-morrow, Saturday? If so, at what hour? Permit me to observe, the sooner you see him, the sooner you can bid him good-by.
"I have a complaint to make of Root. I told him I was going to see Reyes. He replied, 'Better look out! Ex-Reyes are dangerous.'
"Do you think that, on my salary, I can afford to bear such things?"
A partial reopening of the controversy was caused by General Reyes in 1905, when he had become President of Colombia. He wrote a letter to President Roosevelt containing an assertion to which the latter replied as follows on February 20, 1905:
"I thank you for your confidential letter. Your quotation of me is substantially correct when you say that I addressed you as follows on the occasion of your visit to me as Colombia's agent in the Panama matter:
" 'If you had been President of Colombia you would have saved Panama, because you would have known how to safeguard its rights and the interests of all and would have avoided the revolution which caused its secession from Colombia. In that case my Government could have helped Colombia to be one of the richest and most prosperous countries in South America.'
   "Like you, I desire to draw a veil over the past, but my dear Mr. President, as you speak of your country as being deeply injured by my country do let me point out to you that in the words of my own quoted above I was endeavoring to show why I thought you would have saved Colombia from the trouble that befell her had you been President. This country, so far from wronging Colombia, made every possible effort to persuade Colombia to allow herself to be benefited. I cannot seem by remaining quiet to countenance for one moment the idea that this country did anything but show a spirit not merely of justice but of generosity in its dealings with Colombia. Had you been President, I firmly believe that this spirit would have been met with a like spirit from Colombia, and that therefore Colombia, by the mere fact of ratifying the treaty agreed upon with the United States, would have prevented the revolution in Panama and would have itself become rich and prosperous.
"You say you are lacking at present the means of arranging in a decorous manner the pending questions between Colombia, the United States, and Panama, and you ask me to do justice and thereby help you. Of course if I can help you in any way I will; but, my dear Mr. President, I do not quite understand what it is expected we shall do. If the people of Panama desire to take a plebiscite as to whether or not they shall resume connection with Colombia, most emphatically I have no objections and will be delighted so to inform them; but I cannot press them unless they desire to do it. So about their assumption of a portion of Colombia's debt. We have stated that in our judgment this should be done by Panama and we are informed by their Minister here, Mr. Bunau-Varilla, that they intended to do so; but we cannot force them to do it. As for the purchase of the Islands, which I understand Colombia would like to sell to us, our Navy Department does not deem it to our interest to procure them, and I am very much afraid that a treaty for their purchase would not be approved by the Senate of the United States.
"I have shown your letter to Mr. Hay. I wish I could write you in a manner that would be more agreeable.''
When, during the administration of President Wilson, a treaty was drawn up under which a payment of $25,000,000 was to be made to Colombia, Mr. Roosevelt published an article denouncing it as a "Blackmail Treaty" and traversing in detail the history of his proceedings in getting possession of the Isthmus of Panama. He made the same revelations in regard to the character and conduct of the fraudulent government of Columbia as are quoted in preceding pages from the address of Mr. Root. In closing he said: "The proposed treaty is a crime against the United States. It is an attack upon the honor of the United States which, if justified, would convict the United States of infamy.''
This article is published in full in the volume of Roosevelt's writings entitled "Fear God and Take Your Own Part." (George H. Doran Company, 1915.) . 


