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ABSTRACT

In 1912, the United States Congress passed a mea
sure which granted free use of the Panama Canal to ships 
engaged in the coastwise shipping of the United States. 
Although Great Britain protested that the measure was a 
violation of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty of 1901, Presi
dent Taft signed the bill into law. Two years later, 
newly elected President Woodrow Wilson appeared before a 
joint session of Congress and requested repeal of the dis
puted clause. Several months later, Congress concurred in 
this point of view and repealed the exemption clause. The 
question arises: What was the reaction of the upper mid
west to such a reversal of policy?

In determining midwestern public opinion regarding 
the exemption clause, editorial comment was examined in a 
random sample of Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota 
newspapers. In this examination, particular attention was 
paid to the various arguments advanced, and an effort was 
made to determine whether there was any one regional ar
gument advanced. Within this random sample, an effort was 
made to examine the weekly press of the region to deter
mine the extent to which they covered foreign affairs.
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In an addition to an examination of press comment, 
the position of the region's Congressional delegation was 
also noted to determine whether there was any variation be
tween the way the editors viewed the issue and the way the 
region's Congressmen voted. Attention was also paid to the 
arguments advanced by these Congressmen to determine if 
they were similar to those advanced in the region's press.

From the examination of the random sample of news
papers and the position of the upper-midwestern Congress
men, it is concluded that the people of this region were 
overwhelmingly opposed to the exemption clause in 1912 and 
supported strongly the repeal movement of 1914. To the 
people of this region, the exemption clause appeared to be 
a move by the coastal states to secure an economic advan
tage. The upper midwest was opposed to being taxed for a 
benefit it did not receive.

Contrary to the widely held opinion, the upper mid
west was both informed on and interested in the tolls ques
tion. This region took an active part in the exemption 
clause debate and strongly voiced its opposition to the 
measure. Little evidence was found, however, to support 
the contention that the upper midwest was an outspoken op
ponent of Great Britain. Very little Anglophobia was ex
pressed in the papers examined. To the people of this re
gion, this was an economic, not an ethnic, question.

vii



CHAPTER I 

SETTING THE STAGE

Addressing a joint session of the Senate and House on 
March 1, 1914, President Woodrow Wilson asked Congress to 
repeal a law which it had passed two years earlier by a ma
jority of almost three to one. This law, which President 
Wilson had supported during the 1912 campaign, and which 
formed a plank in the Democratic platform of that year, 
granted the free use of the Panama Canal to the coastwise 
shipping of the United States* ''

In making his demand to Congress, President Wilson, 
the first Democratic president in sixteen years, reflected 
the change of sentiment that had taken place in the United 
States since the passage of the law. When initially passed 
in 1912, this law appeared to merely a routine domestic 
measure. After its creation, a rapidly moving chain of 
events— an official protest by Great Britain claiming the 
exemption violated the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty of 1901, a 
presidential election in the United States, and a nation-

^The term "coastwise shipping" means, for the purpose 
of this paper, shipping from one port within the United 
States directly to another U.S. port without landing at a 
foreign port; as from New York to Seattle.

1
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V

wide debate of the issue— greatly altered the complexion 
of this routine domestic measure. What had begun, as merely 
a domestic matter now involved questions of sectionalism, 
national honor, economic advantage and/or disadvantage, as 
well as partisan political promises.

The question naturally arises? what would be the re
sponse of the man on the street to such a reversal of pol
icy? Also, since this measure largely affected the coastal 
states, what would be the response of such upper-midwestern 
states as Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota? Would 
geographical proximity and a similarity of economic inter
ests produce a regional opinion— would local interests be 
the determining factor in the formulation of opinion— what 
influence would ethnic backgrounds and tradition have on 
public opinion regarding the canal tolls and President 
Wilson's request?

United States interest in an interocean canal dated 
back more than eight decades prior to President Wilson’s 
unique request. Shortly after the republics of Central 
America asserted their independence from, Spain in the mid- 
1 8 2 0 's ,  filibusters from the United States began searching 
for a suitable location for the proposed canal. These ex
peditions resulted in negotiation of a treaty with New 
Granada (present-day Colombia) in 1846. Throughout the 
early part of the nineteenth century, the United States de
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sired a canal "open and free to the commerce of all nations 
on equal terms." The language varied, but the meaning was 
always the same.

It was soon discovered, however, that the United 
States was not the only country to see the advantage in a 
canal across Central America. Great Britain was also active 
in the area, and the consequent maneuvering of their repre
sentatives led to considerable diplomatic tension, which re
sulted in the signing of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty of 1850.

Realising that neither nation would consent to the 
sole control of any canal by the other, the United States 
and Great Britain agreed that "neither Great Britain or the
United States will ever obtain or maintain for itself any

pexclusive control over the canal."
Prior to the signing of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, 

the policy of the United States had been to build a canal 
that would benefit the entire world equally,, provide for 
freedom of transit and neutral passage. In the period after 
1850, there occurred a marked shift in the attitude of the 
United States towards the canal. In the late 1880's and 
early 1890's the United States desired to obtain control 
of any man-ms.de passage in order to control the movement 
of vessels through the canal. In this period, the Ameri-

2Harmodio Arias, The Panama. Canal, A Study in Inter
national Law and DiplomacT'XXdMon:' I ST'TOHg “ana Son,
1'9^V>Vp" '
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can attitude was that the canal was to be built and oper-

The main obstacle to an American-owned canal was 
diplomatic rather than physical. Before any canal could 
be built, the United States would have to be freed from its 
obligations under the Clayton-Bulwer treaty* In an effort 
to remove this obstacle, Secretary of State, John Hay, and 
the British Ambassador, Lord Pauncefote, began in early 
1899 to discuss possible alternatives.

Great Britain, realizing that the United States was 
now a world power, offered no serious opposition to the re
vision of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty. A new treaty, the Hay- 
P&uncefote treaty, was signed February 5* 1900. The main 
features of this treaty were as follows:

(1) Great Britain released the United States from 
its obligations not to build a purely American canal.

(2) Seven rules were listed, similar to those gov
erning the Sues Canal for securing the "General Prin
ciple" of neutralisation specified in the Clayton- 
Bulwer treaty, the most noteworthy of them being the 
fourth, which, provided that the canal should be free 
and open in time of war as in time of peace to vessels 
of commerce and of war on terms of entire equality. . . 
and the canal should not be fortified."1

After the signing, the Hay-Pauncefote treaty was sent 
to the Senate for what was expected to be almost instant

7,ated for American advantage only.*’

^Ibid., p. $5.
ZlCharles S. Campbell 

ing, 1898-190$ (Baltimore: 
pp . 192-195.

Jr., Anglo-American Understand' 
Johns Hopkins Press,~ 1^5777



5

consent to the treaty signed by President McKinley. While 
it was being considered in the Senate, several amendments 
were proposed to the treaty* One of these, the so-called 
Davis Amendment, made provision for the fortification of 
the canal. Another was introduced by Senator Bard of Cali
fornia. This amendment proposed:

The United States reserves the right in the regu
lation of and management of the canal to discriminate 
in the charges of the tariff in favor of vessels-of 
its own citizens engaged in the coastwise trade.y

While the Bard Amendment was defeated by a vote of 4? to
25, it was a significant proposal, the importance of which
was to be apparent later.

The treaty, including the Davis Amendment, was ap
proved and sent to President McKinley, who was forced to 
deal with & treaty of which he did not approve because of 
the fortification clause. He was faced with the problem 
of either re-submitting it to the Senate for further study 
or of forwarding it to England where it was sure to be re
jected because of the fortification amendment. He chose
to send it to London where the treaty, altered by Senate

6amendments, was rejected.""

>r*Why the President is Eight," North American Review, 
May 1, 1914-, p. 645. ' — - -------------~

f-sE. W. Mowat, The Life of Lord Pauncefote, First Am
bassador to the United “States TBoston: Hought^a Mifflin ”
co. r 19297,
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Secretary of State Hay immediately reopened discus
sions with Lord Pauneefote. Shortly, a revised treaty was 
drawn up and approved. The second Hsy-Pauncefote treaty 
gave the United States the right of sole ownership of the 
canal and implied the right to fortify it. It is enough to 
say here that under this treaty, Great Britain had reversed 
its policy and made several concessions to the American.

9point of view.'

^Campbell, p. 258.



CHAPTER II

1912: YEAR OF DECISION AND PROTEST

When the completion of the Panama Canal was close at 
hand, Congress began to legislate for the operation and 
regulation of the canal* The selection of the most bene
ficial policy, from the American point of view, was an ex
tremely perplexing one. What should be the proper rate of 
tolls charged for the use of the canal? Should all ships 
pay at the same rate or should American ships be granted 
special consideration since this was an American canal 
built on soil leased by the United States? These were but 
a few of the many questions deba.ted as Congress took up the 
matter of regulation of the Panama Canal.

The first step toward canal legislation was taken in 
the last days of 1911 when two measures were introduced into 
the Sixty-second Congress. On December 11, Senator Henry 0. 
Lodge of Massachusetts introduced a bill (S. 3632) proposing 
that American ships should not be required to pay tolls.^

Less than a week later, Representative Roberts of Nevada in
troduced a bill (II.R. 16095)» which "prohibited the collection 
of tolls from vessels flying the American flag for passing

^U.S. Congress, Senate, S. 5632, 62nd Cong., 2nd sess., 
1911, Congressional Record, p. 164.

7
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through the Panama Canal while engaged in coastwise traf-
2fic of the United States." This issue, whether or not 

ships engaged in the coastwise trade of the United States 
should pay tolls, was one of the most hotly contested of 
the era. Public opinion was stirred, tempers flared, and

— i

an international incident resulted.
William C. Adamson, Representative from the coastal 

state of Georgia, introduced in the House on March 15* 1912, 
a bill (E.E. 61969) to provide for the opening, maintenance, 
protection, and operation of the Panama Canal. It was re
ferred to the Committee on Interstate and Poreign Commerce; 
by a 16 to 5 vote, the committee reported the bill favorably 
and included the following recommendation:

While many members of our committee believe that 
by the terms of our treaties with Great Britain we are 
prevented from allowing preferential or free tolls to 
ships of American registry either coastwise or foreign, 
the majority of the committee voting for uniform tolls 
authorize and request the statement positive, plain, 
and unequivocal--that no language of this section was 
chosen or used for the purpose of foreclosing discus
sion and differing opinion on that question.'-

Minnesota's Representative Pre&erick C. Stevens (St. Paul), 
the ranking Republican on the Interstate and Foreign Com
merce Committee, and South Dakota's Representative Eben W. 
Martin (R.— Deadwood) voted with the majority in a decision * VIII

^U.S. Congress, House, E.E. 16095* 62nd Cong., 2nd 
sess., 1911, Congressional Record, p. 144.

3-Editorial, American Journal of International Law,
VIII (July 1914), W T .-----------------------------------
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which sparked an extensive debate when the bill reached
Zlthe House floor.

The proposal came up for discussion in the House of 
Kepresentatives on May 16, 1912. It was debated heatedly 
and at length with an abundance of arguments presented on 
both sides. In a fiery speech, Representative Adolph J. 
Sabath (D.— Illinois) declared that he opposed the granting 
of free tolls or any other form of subsidy. He considered 
the coastwise exemption to be not only a violation of the 
Hay-Pauncefote treaty, but also a benefit to the very few 
for which the American, public would have to pay. Further
more, free tolls would not, in Sabath's opinion, contribute
to the upgrading of the Americen merchant marine as support-

5ers of the bill had claimed.
A somewhat similar view was held by Lynden Evans 

(R.— Illinois). While he agreed that the exemption could 
be a violation of the treaty, he stated that European coun
tries could not be discriminated against because the coast
wise trade was a monopoly of American shippers. He opposed 
the exemption clause for two reasons: (l) it would hurt 
the image of the United States abroad, and more importantly,
(2) to remit tolls would be a Republican measure said strictly

^U.S. Congress, House, House Report 4-23* 62nd Gong.,
2nd sess., 1912, p. 34-91.

^U.S. Congress, House, 62nd Cong., 2nd sess., June 25* 
1912, Congressional Record, pp. 230-231®
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"undemocratic" because it would merely be a subsidy to the
6shipping trust,

John H. Small, a Democratic Bepresentative from the 
coastal state of North Carolina, declared that he would sup
port the tolls exemption measure. While dodging the issue 
of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty, he claimed to base his opin
ion on the theory of an American-owned canal for American 
use. According to Bepresentative Small, the tolls exemp
tion clause was designed to break the back of the transcon
tinental railroad and thus to bring about a cheaper form of 
transportation. In his opinion the net result of collect
ing tolls from coastwise ships would be to increase the 
cost of water transportation,'6 7 8

Holding a view somewhat similar to that of Small was 
Frederick H. Grillet of Massachusetts. Ee also evaded the 
treaty issue but claimed that the coastwise trade should be 
x-equix'ed to pay the tolls, These collected tolls, however, 
should be refunded to the ship owners. He claimed that by 
refunding the tolls the freight rates would be reduced to

Qthe favored community that the shippers served.
Bepresentative Martin of South Dakota voiced support 

for Gillet's proposal to collect and then refund tolls from

6Ibid., p. 174.
7Ibid., pp. 228-229.
8Ibid., p. 174.
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coastwise shipping. Although he was opposed to "subsidies 
or special considerations," he considered this to be a bet
ter proposal than repudiation of the Eay-Pauncefote treaty. 
However, Martin questioned Gillet's theory about freight 
rates and warned of the possible consequences for people 
of the midwestern states:

. . .  we of the intermediate states, from Indiana to 
Nevada, and from Canada to Mexico, may find, if we 
throw down the last card that we have in this game 
at the very outset— we may find ourselves taxed to 
pay the interest on this great indebtedness, which 
inures mostly to the benefit of the coastwise trader.

In Martin's opinion, free tolls to the coastwise trade 
would increase, rather than decrease, railroad rates, as 
Representative Small had claimed, since the railroads would 
become more dependent on interior commerce for their exis
tence . ̂

Martin's colleague on the Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce Committee, Frederick C. Stevens of Minnesota, also op
posed the free tolls measure when it reached the House 
floor. In presenting his case, Stevens listed six argu
ments against free tolls:

(1) treaty obligations of the United States
(2) unfair discrimination in favor of American ships
QIbid., pp. 6685-6687. Representative Martin admitted 

that he had first favored free tolls as a method of building 
up the merchant marine. However, after a thorough study, he 
opposed additional benefits to the shipping trust and 
pointed out that Canadian Coastwise trade would suffer un
fair competition.
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would seriously injure foreign trade
(3) subsidies to coastwise shipping would not build 

up the American merchant marine
(4) the cost of building, operating, and maintaining 

the canal should be shared by everyone
(3) the benefit of discrimination, or free tolls for 

American ships in coastwise trade, would aid the 
mercantile interests of the coasts in competing 
with their trade rivals in the interior

(6) free tolls and discrimination against other nations 
in violation of treaty obligations would incite re
sentment and reprisals against American commerce 
and interests in the use of other international 
waters under the control of some one nation suffer
ing from American discrimination.

In his closing remarks, Stevens stated that he could see no 
reason for giving additional benefits to an "already bloated 
and pampered monopoly." Fellow Minnesota Congressman E&lvor 
Steenerson (R.— Crookston) also voiced opposition to the

p 10subsidy request of the coastal states.
It may be concluded that the House was divided along 

geographical, rather than political, lines. The coastal

^U.S. Congress, House, 62nd Cong., 2nd sess., May 17? 
1912, Congressional Record, p. 6654; May 21, 1912, Congres- 
sional RecordT p~. 6916.
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states favored the tolls exemption clause, while the land
locked states opposed the passage of such biased legisla
tion, The will of the coastal states prevailed, and the 
House passed the measure by a vote of 14? to 12? on Hay 2$,
1912. An examination of the vote shows that Winfield S. 
Hammond of Minnesota, the only Democrat among the upper-mid- 
western representatives, voted in favor of the exemption 
clause. Republicans Sydney Anderson, Charles R. Davis, 
Charles A. Lindbergh, Clarence B. Miller, Prank K. Hye, 
Frederick 0. Stevens, Salvor Steenerson, and Andrew J. 
Volstead of Minnesota, along with Henry CD. Helgeson of 
Month Dakota, opposed the measure. South Dakota's Eben W. 
Martin was counted among the eight members who answered 
present rather than cast a vote on the measure, while Louis 
B. Iianna (R.— North Dakota) and Charles H. Burke (R.— -South 
Dakota) did not vote.”’*'

■ With House passage, the bill was sent to the Senate
•V_J

where it was to be subjected to even more extensive and tor
rid debate. Before it reached the Senate floor, however, it 
was transformed from a purely domestic measure to one of in
ternational importance. Great Britain had followed the 
House debate closely and believed that passage of this meas-

^U.S. Congress, House, vote on H.R. 21969, 62nd Cong., 
2nd sess., Hay 23, 1912, Congressional Record, p. ?019. 
Representative Burke was ill and absfent when the Panama bill 
was passed in 1912; he said later that he would have voted 
against it. Congressional Record, June 12, 1914, p. 10533.
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ure was a violation of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty. The Brit
ish government drew up a written protest to the House action 
and presented it at Washington on July 8, 1912. The founda
tion of this protest was Rule 1 or Article $ of the Hay- 
Pauncefote treaty, which read:

l*he canal shall be free and open to the vessels of 
coamerce and of war of all nations obsex'ving these 
rules on terras of entire equality so that there shall 
be no discrimination against any such nation, or its 
citizens, or subjects, in respect of the conditions or 
charges of traffic or otherwise. Such conditions and 
charges shall be just and equitable.12

It was contended by the British that if American coastwise
ships were to use the canal without paying tolls, other
ships would have to pay a higher percentage of the cost of
operating and maintaining the canal.

With the international importance of the proposed 
legislation, the Senate debate assumed added importance. It 
was now impossible tc dodge the treaty issue as some members 
of the House of Representatives had elected to do. As the 
debate continued, those who favored the exemption insisted 
that the action of Great Britain resulted from the claims 
made by Canadian shipowners that they would suffer if Ameri
can ships were allowed free passage through the canal. This 
group also pointed out that American money had built the 
canal and this in itself was reason enough to grant American

12ltQfficiai Documents— First British Protest,/* Ameri-
can Journal of International Law, VII, supplement (January
1913) , 46-48. ..... .... .
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ships free use of the canal. "To build a canal and let all 
countries use it on equal rates would be philanthropic and 
sentimental, . . .  a discrimination against ourselves," was 
the manner in wnich this position was summed up by Coe I. 
Crawford (R.— South Dakota).^

Other Senators, led by Elihu Root of New York and 
Theodore Burton of Ohio, could not accept this line of rea
soning and staunchly opposed the exemption clause. One of 
the most vocal members of this group was Porter J. McGumber 
(R.— North Dakota). With regard to the claimed discrimina
tion of the exemption clause, he commented:

. . .  it has been suggested . . . that neither Great 
Britain, nor any other country, could engage in coast
wise trade and therefore they would necessarily have 
no interest. But a vessel from Victoria could engage 
in coastwise trade. A vessel loaded with lumber from 
Victoria can be taken to New York. We, by disregard
ing this treaty and allowing our own coastwise ves
sels to go free through this canal, give a preferential 
right to our own coastwise trade, not as against the 
coastwise trade of any other country, but as against 
any foreign country's vessels entering our ports.14

In addition to claiming that it was a violation of the Hay-
Pauncefote treaty, these Senators pointed out the fate of
the proposed Bard Amendment to the Hay-^auncefote treaty
of 1901. They declared that this amendment had been soundly

■^U.S. Congress, Senate, 62nd Cong., 2nd sess., July 
15, 1912, Congressional Record, p. 9066.

14U.S. Congress, Senate, 62nd Cong., 2nd sess., July
17, 1912, Congressional Record, p. 9176.
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defeated, and now as then, it would be a mistake to exempt 
coastwise trade from the payment of tolls. Senator Enute 
Kelson of Minnesota (R.— Alexandria) saw the exemption 
clause as merely “another bonus . . . /"to 7 the only statu
tory monopoly we have in this country," Other Senators who 
were opposed to this granting of a subsidy to the coastwise 
shipping trust included North Dakota's junior Senator, Asle 
J. Gronna, who "always was opposed to a ship subsidy," and 
felt the people of the interior would be saddled with the 
expense of paying for the canal while the coastal states 
reaped a bountiful harvest, "

After heated and lengthy debate, the Senate passed 
the exemption measure on August 7, 1912. As was true in 
the House, a majority of those favoring the exemption 
clause were from the coastal states. However, the measure 
did draw some support from the upper-midwest. Senators 
Crawford of South Dakota and Clapp of Minnesota voted with 
the majority; North Dakota's Porter J. McCumber and Asle J. 
Gronna and Minnesota's Knute Nelson voted nay, while Robert 
J. Gamble (R.— South Dakota) did not vote.^

The Senate version differing slightly from that passed

15U.S. Congress, Senate, 62nd Cong., 2nd sess., July 
17, 1912, Congressional Record, p. 9171; August 8, 1912, 
p. 10436.

16U.S. Congress, Senate, Yote on S. 16095, August 7, 
1912, Congressional Record, p. 10590.



1?

by the House, a joint conference committee of the House and 
the Senate met to iron out the differences. Representative 
Stevens of Minnesota was the only upper-midwest member ap
pointed to this six-member committee, which decided to re
tain the following provisions: (1) exemption of American 
coastwise shipping from the payment of tolls; (2) admission 
of foreign-built ships to registry in the United States when 
American-owned and used in foreign trade; and (3) the power 
to fix and set the tolls was to be left to the president,
The report was agreed to in the Senate on August 16 and in

17the House the following day.
President (Taft, who earlier had taken the position

that the United States might legally discriminate in favor
of its own vessels, signed the bill at 7:40 P.M., August 24,
In doing so, President Taft had approved public law 337* of
which Section 3 read: "No tolls shall be levied upon ves-

18sels in the coastwise trade of the United States,"
In order to make the position of the United States 

clear, President Taft sent a memorandum to Congress asking 
them to pass a joint resolution stating that the new law

1^Saint Paul Pioneer Press, August 11, 1912, p, 2. 
Representative "Stevens refused to sign the report of the 
conference committee because he opposed free tolls and 
felt the act to be a violation of the Hay-Pauncefote 
treaty. Ibid., August 19, 1912, p. 3.

18Panama Canal Tolls Act, Statutes at Large,
XXXVII, 560 0.911-1913)~
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was not in violation of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty, and that 
there was no discrimination involved. However, because 1912 
was an election year and by late August members were eager 
to go home, no action was taken by Congress.

After months of hard-fought debates on the Capitol 
floor, fiery orations, and an international protest, the 
campaign was over. It had been decided by the duly elected 
representatives of the people that ships involved in the 
coastwise trade of the United States should be exempted 
from the payment of tolls. It remained to be seen how the 
American people would react to the decision of the lawmakers.



CHAPTER III

THE NATION LOOKS AT THE ISSUES

One of the first expressions of non-legislative opin
ion concerning the tolls question appeared in the November 
11, 1911, issue of Independent magazine. Bernard N. Baker, 
president of the Atlantic and Pacific Transport Company, 
supported the tolls exemption. He believed that the canal 
should be used to afford benefits to the greatest number of 
Americans. Observing that coastwise trade was reserved by 
law to American ships, he could see no discrimination in 
the exemption.^-

Prior to 1912, only those groups that had something 
to gain by the exemption, such as the coastwise shippers 
and the ship-building industry, had made their views known. 
This continued to be the case in the early months of 1912; 
an example is provided by the action taken by the New Or
leans Progressive Union. This group passed resolutions sup
porting the exemption clause on the ground that these were 
American ships carrying American goods and passing through 
an American canal. Its view was concurred with by such or
ganizations as the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce and the

^Bernard N. Baker, "Panama Canal Tolls," Independent, 
LXXI B (November 11, 1911), 1089-1092.

19
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Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce.
With the British protest of July 15, 1912, the canal 

tolls controversy assumed new proportions. No longer was 
it merely an American domestic issue but rather one which 
affected all commercial nations. The effect of the British 
protest was best summed up by Outlook, which commented in 
its issue of August 5:

It is unusual for a foreign government to make a 
formal protest against legislation proposed by the 
Congress of the United States. The unusual has hap
pened and the British Government addressed a note to 
the Department of State asking that final action by 
Congress regarding Panama Canal tolls be deferred 
until England can have a full opportunity for pre
senting its views regarding its treaty rights to the 
Canal.2

The editorial concluded that the effect of the protest 
would be a general awakening of the American people, and 
it called attention to the fact that proper legislation 
was necessary regarding the operation of the canal.

The British argument rested chiefly on the interpre
tation of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty, the Clayton-Bulwer 
treaty, and upon the fact that if any American ships were 
granted free use of the canal, British (and all European) 
ships using the canal would be forced to bear* more than

2

pU.S. Congress, House, 62nd Cong-, 2nd sess., Gongres 
sional Hecord, pp. 1Q354-, 104-36.

x•'"Panama Canal and the Rest of the World," Outlook,
Cl (August 3, 1912), 755-756.
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their proper share of the burden of the cost of canal up
keep. A broad survey of the British press reaction to 
events occurring in America during the latter half of 1912 
showed a pronounced anti-American feeling. In an editorial 
headed, “Dishonored," the London Daily Express commented: 
"The signature [  on the Panama BillJ7 will remain a blot on

h ?the Republic's reputation." The London Daily News con
curred in these words:

It might have been excusable merely to attach his 
signature but Fir. Taft did not scruple to give the 
bill his benediction in a memorandum which was worthier 
of a pettifogging solicitor than the chief of a great 
republic.5

The European press in general seemed to feel that the 
United States had exercised poor .judgment in exempting 
coastwise traffic from the payment of tolls. "What value 
can be attached to the solemnly pledged word of the Arneri- 
can people in light of the Panama episode?" asked the St. 
Petersburg Novoye. Another Russian paper, Vremya, stated 
that the Russians were not interested, since their govern
ment was not a party to the. treaty in question. Many German 
papers considered the tolls exemption as an American plot to 
keep British and German ships out of the Ganal. The Berlin

a "European Press on the Signing of the Panama Bill," 
Literary Digest, XLV (September 7» 1912), 362.

^New York Times. August 26, 1912, p. 1.
^Current Literature. LIII (October 12, 1912), 375*
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Vossische Zeitung, while recognizing that German interests
might be hurt, stated that Germany was "reluctant to snatch

nthe chestnuts out of the fire for the English."'
The European press was nearly united in its opposi

tion to the tolls exemption. In general, the Europeans, 
feeling that the United States had acted in bad faith, wereC-
united in calling for the repeal of the act or at least 
for referring the question to arbitration. Such was not 
the case in the United States, despite a variety of public 
opinion and press comment.

The British protest was strongly resented in many 
sections of the country. The man on the street thought 
that this was an American, not an Anglo-American canal, and 
that it should be regulated solely by the American govern
ment. This was the position taken by periodicals such as 
Review of Reviews and Current Literature. In their opin
ion, the European countries had no basis for argument be
cause the coastwise trade was reserved for American ships 
only. "How can there be discrimination in an area where 
foreign ships are not allowed?" was the question they 
raised. A poll conducted by David 0. Ives, manager of the 
transportation department of the Boston Chamber of Commerce., 
supported this viewpoint. After questioning the leading 
lawyers of Boston, he stated that there was a general

7Ibid., 374.
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agreement to the cardinal principle “that no foreign gov
ernment has any business to interfere with our domestic com-

Q
merce between ports of the United States.”

One of the first attempts to refute the foregoing ar
guments appeared in the October issue of the North American 
Review. Archibald R. Colquhoun, an Englishman, declared: 
"Not only morally, but according to international law, the 
United States is pledged to equal treatment for all vessels 
using the canal and coastwise vessels cannot in equity be

Qplaced on a different basis." He argued that it would be 
better for the United States to grant subsidies to coast
wise trade than to permit it a general immunity from the 
payment of tolls.

The Forum in its October issue supported Colquhoun. 
Every ship exempted from the payment of the tolls increased 
the amount which would have to be provided by other ships, 
it argued. It was therefore not true that the exemption 
of American coastwise traffic from tolls was a matter of 
no concern to the other nations. As a result of this exemp
tion, other ships would be forced to make up lost revenue.

Among the nation's newspapers, the leading advocate
QU.S. Congress, Senate, 62nd Cong., 2nd sess., Con

gressional Record, p. 10355*
^Archibald R. Colquhoun, "The Panama Canal Tolls, a 

British View,” North American Review, CXCVI (October 1912), 
513-522.



24

of the repeal of the exemption clause was the New York 
Times. While admitting that the Hay-Pauncefote treaty did, 
in fact, grant the United States the right to regulate the 
canal, it also stipulated that all rules should apply to 
the shipping of all nations. The position taken by the 
Times is best shown in a dramatic editorial entitled, 
"Imbecility of the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty:"

It is impossible to sympathize with the sort of 
Americanism which would break a treaty for profit but 
there can be no reason of any other sort why a treaty 
should not be observed because of its benefits. The 
treaty which requires the equal treatment of all com
merce via Panama gives a full equivalent from all its 
obligations cannot be broken without sacrificing the 
benefits. We cannot break the treaty regarding our 
duties and expect it to be observed by other nations 
regarding their duties.10

A similar view was expressed by C. D. Allin, a Minne
apolis lawyer. In a letter to the editor of The Nation,
Allin declared: "The United States cannot afford thus to

11play fast and loose with her international obligations."
He argued that the exemption clause would lower the honor 
and prestige of the United States among the countries of 
the world. In addition, he warned of the danger of retali
ation on the part of the Canadian government, whose Welland 
and St. Lawrence canals were essential to American shipping

10Editorial, New York Times, August 18, 1912, p. 10.
^Letter to the editor. The Nation, XCV (October 31, 

1912), 406-407. “
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on the Great Lakes. Allin was of the opinion that if the 
Canadian ships were not treated as equals at the Panama 
Canal, American ships would lose the benefits they now en
joyed when using Canadian waterways.

Whether or not to arbitrate the much-debated ques
tion was also the subject of much controversy. One seg
ment of American opinion that favored the exemption clause 
claimed that arbitration was not the answer. Typical of 
this point of view was an article in Outlook, which stated 
that the exemption was purely an American domestic affair 
and that England, or any other country, had no right to 
interfere. The views of this group were best summed up in
the Philadelphia Inquirer when it asked rhetorically: "What

12is there to arbitrate?" This question was answered by 
Senator Elihu Root (R.— New York), who explained: "We have 
a treaty with Great Britain under which we have agreed that 
all questions arising upon the interpretation of treaties 
shall be submitted to arbitration." The views of the 
Senator received strong support from many sections of the 
country by people who wanted the exemption clause repealed. 
The New York Times stated:

The honorable obligation of the United States to 
arbitrate does not rest merely on the specific treaty.

12U.S. Congress, Senate, 62nd Cong., 2nd sess., Con
gressional Record, p . 10575.
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It rests on the avowed persistent, vigorous, and ex
plicit policy of the United States during all its his
tory, in supporting and pressing on other nations the 
principle of arbitration.14

This split in public opinion, regarding both the exemp
tion clause and arbitration, was reflected in the party plat
forms for the presidential election of 1912. The Democratic 
platform, adopted in July, approved the clause as it stood. 
While the regular Republican platform was silent on the is
sue, the Progressive Republicans, or Bull Moose party, cham
pioned the free tolls measure more strongly than the Demo
crats."^ In their platform, the Bull Moose party claimed:

The Panama Canal, built and paid for by the Ameri
can people, must be used primarily for their benefit.
We demand that the canal shall be operated as to break 
the transportation monopoly now held and misused by the 
transcontinental railroads by maintaining sea competi
tion with them . . . and that American ships engaged in 
coastwise trade shall pay no tolls.16

Debated in the nation's leading newspapers, magazines, 
and journals, and deemed important enough to be included in 
party platforms, the exemption clause issue produced a vari
ety of opinions. Questions of national honor, ship subsidies, 
treaty interpretation, and economic advantage were mulled 
over again and again. Although the issue mainly affected

^Editorial, Hew York Times, December 9, 1912, p. 10. 
15Ray S. Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and Letters, 

Volume IV, President, 1913-1^1^~CGarden City: ’Doubleday, 
Doran’ and Co .*, 1$33) , p*. 396.

"^Hew International Yearbook, 1912 (New York: Dodd
Mead & Co., 191$;, p. 576.
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the coastal states, other sections of the country, such 
as the predominantly agricultural upper midwest, were also
involved in the nation-wide discussion of the exemption*!
clause issue.



CHAPTER IV

THE REGION LOOKS AT THE ISSUES

In the early months of 1912, little mention was made 
of the tolls exemption clause issue in the upper-midwestern 
press. Prior to the British protest of July 15, the tolls
issue appeared to be primarily a domestic question of who

o
should receive the most benefits from the opening of the 
Panama Canal. As 1912 was an election year, and there was 
a bloody revolution talcing place in Mexico, purely domestic 
matters of economic advantage did not concern the midwestern 
reader. Questions of a political nature and the possibility 
of intervention in Mexico took precedent over the attempt 
of the coastal states to influence Congress.

The exemption clause debate in Congress received only 
limited and for the most part back-page coverage in the re
gional press. A majority of the newspapers merely reprinted 
news service dispatches regarding the exemption clause while 
devoting their front pages and editorial columns to, in 
their opinion, more vital issues. Matters such as treaty 
violation and ship subsidies, which were to be extensively 
discussed later, were not as important as the possibility 
of a twine shortage or the agitation for good roads.

28
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When the House of Representatives passed the Panama 
bill, it went almost unmentioned in the upper-midwestern 
press, although this region's representatives had strongly 
opposed the measure. Typical of this response was the 
Bismarck Daily Tribune (N.D.), which mentioned in passing 
that "the provision was bitterly fought, and the result was 
received with cheers."^ The House action also prompted the 
weekly Larimore Pioneer (N.D.) to observe:

The division was not along party lines, but those 
opposed to tolls, as a rule, represented the states 
of the Atlantic and Pacific, as well as the Gulf states 
and also the region of the Mississippi. The demand for 
tolls for this class of shipping came principally from 
the representative inland states.2

Although these papers did mention the exemption clause aues 
tion, very little opinion was expressed on the issue. How
ever, one knowledgeable editor who had closely followed the 
House debate, George Thompson of the Saint Paul Pioneer 
Press (Minn.), staunchly opposed the exemption clause and 
informed his readers of his viewpoint. Speaking through 
the editorial columns, Thompson claimed that the exemption 
clause amounted to a ship subsidy and was also a violation 
of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty. Although almost alone in

^Bismarck Daily Tribune, May 25, 1912, p. 8.
pEditorial, Larimore Pioneer, June 6, 1912, p. 4.
^Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, May 24, 1912, 

p. 8; June 12, 1912,~~p7' 8; June" 22, 1912, P» 6.
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his coverage of the issue at this time, Thompson would soon 
receive much support for his point of view.

As was true across the nation, the British protest 
to the passage of the exemption clause stirred the upper- 
midwestern press to comment on the issue. What had ap
peared to be merely a domestic issue suddenly took on in
ternational importance. Upon what grounds did Great Brit
ain base her protest?. What were the provisions of the 
Hay-Pauncefote treaty? Would there be any discrimination 
involved? Should the United States respect the British re
quest? The foregoing were but a few of the questions asked 
as the upper-midwestern press prepared to Join in the na
tion-wide debate of the issue of the exemption clause.

"There will be a great discussion from now on of the 
matter of canal tolls, that subject having been brought to 
the front by the British note," predicted the Grand Porks 
Herald/ r while headlines in The Irish Standard of Minne
apolis exclaimed: "BRITISH PROTEST AROUSES AMERICANS."^ 
With this aroused public interest in the matter, many pa
pers such as the Saint Peter Herald (Minn.), the Finley 
Beacon (N.D.), and the Java Herald (S.D.), reprinted wire 
service informational stories which told the diplomatic 
history of canal negotiations and provided the reader with

^Editorial, Grand Forks Herald (N.D.), July 16, 1912,
p. A.

^The Irish Standard, July 27, 1912, p. 1.
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a thorough background for the dispute.
The initial response of the upper-midwestern press 

to the British protest was varied. The Aberdeen Daily 
American (S.D.) was of the opinion that "Great Britain per
forms an act unprovided for by the internetional etifuette 
/ sic 7 book, in asking the United States congress to hold 
up the Panama canal toll bill,"^ while the Madison Daily 
Leader (S.D.) contended that the "United States rules theQZone." "The question will doubtless be settled," claimed 
the Minneapolis Morning Tribune, "by the supposed balance 
of domestic interests, without much regard to the for-

Qeigner."' On the other hand, papers such as the Saint Paul 
Pioneer Press and the Gregory Times-Advocate (S.D.) sup
ported Great Britain's contention that the exemption clause 
was a violation of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty and urged Con
gress to vindicate the nation's honor by striking the ques
tionable clause from the Panama bill.10 Between the two

6Saint Peter Herald, July 21, 1912, p. 7; Finley 
Beacon, July 20, 1912, p. 3; Java Herald, July 22, 1912, 
p. $.

"^Editorial, Aberdeen Daily American, July 30, 1912,
p. 4.

^Madison Daily Leader, July 25, 1912, p. 1.
9'Editorial, Minneapolis Morning Tribune, July 15. 1912, p. 4.

0

10Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, July 15, 1912,
p. 4} editorial, Gregory Times-Advocate, July 17, 1912,
P. 5.
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extremes, many papers attempted to analyze both sides of 
the issue without advocating either position. Regarding 
the debate which occurred between the Senators from New 
York— O'Gorman (Democrat) and Root (Republican)— the Grand

/•

Forks Herald declared in bewilderment: "When such authori
ties disagree the average citizen is in no position to de
cide," and cautioned its readers: "There is no occasion 
for the rest of us to get excited."^1 In a similar vein, 
the Minot Daily Reporter (N.D.) believed that more informa
tion would be required to "end confusion, stop the 'rancor-

12ous' debate and settle the question."
As the public became more aware of the issues, it be

gan to form opinions regarding the exemption clause issue. 
The charges made by Senator James A. O'Gorman (D.— New York) 
that the transcontinental railroads were responsible for the 
British protest received scattered support in the upper- 
midwestern p r e s s . I n  an editorial headed, "Whose Canal?", 
R. W. Hitchcock of the Hibbing Daily Tribune (Minn.) asked: 
"Whose canal shall the Panama be? The railroads? Or the 
people's?" He cited numerous efforts of the railroad com- * 12

■^Editorial, Grand Forks Herald, August 13, 1912,p. 4.
12Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter. August 21, 1912,

p. 2.
"^Aberdeen Weekly Hews, July 18, 1912, p. 1; Rapid 

City Daily Journal. July 18. 1912, p. 1; Aberdeen Daily 
American. July 18, 1912, p. 1, all carried the Associated 
Press story of O'Gorman's charges.
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panies to gain control of the Panama Canal and claimed that
free tolls to American coastwise shipping would force the

14-railroads to lower their "exorbitant rates." In agree
ment with Hitchcock was V. C. Wass, editor of the Dell 
Rapids Times-Tribune (S.D.) "One of the greatest efforts 
of the American people . . .  has been to control, rather 
than be controlled by, the great railroad interests," 
claimed Wass, who saw the British protest as merely "an in
cident of the contest, however it may be dressed up."^
The Pierre Daily Capital-Journal (S.D.) also argued that 
the opening of the canal would lower railroad rates, thus 
aiding the community:

Pierre and people who have been waiting for a 
quarter of a century for this place to become a city 
of great magnitude will be wonderfully benefited, we 
believe, as a result of the opening of the Panama 
Canal and the changed conditions of freight rates 
that will sooner or later be brought about as a re
sult of this opening.16

Notwithstanding the anticipated forced reduction in 
railroad rates, the Saint Paul Pioneer Press pointed out 
that the dispute concerned "a canal and not an institution 
for penalizing railways or promoting the interests of any

^Editorial, Hibbing Daily Tribune, July 23, 1912,
p . 2 .

■^Editorial, Dell Rapids Times-Tribune, August 29, 
1912, p. 4-.

Editorial, Pierre Daily Capital-Journal, August
29, 1912, p. 2. '
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section of this country or of any class of shippers."
That the exemption clause was merely a subsidy to the 
coastwise shippers and a benefit to both coasts at the ex
pense of the interior, was a matter of much concern in the 
upper-midwestern press. Why should the entire nation 
build a canal to benefit an industry which already had a 
monopoly, asked the conservative citizens of this region. 
The only justification for the exemption clause, according
to the Minot Dally Reporter, was that it would "heap spe-

18cial privilege on special privilege." The act was "a 
sugar-coated ship subsidy plan," claimed the Sioux Falls 
Daily Argus Leader (S.D.). Pointing to the great expense 
of construction and the large operating expenses, the Daily 
Argus Leader explained that the purpose of tolls was to 
raise revenue to defray the costs of the canal. However, 
if the revenue raised from tolls was not sufficient to 
meet the interest and the costs of operation, "the American 
people must provide the money out of t a x a t i o n . T h e  
Black Hills Weekly Journal (Rapid City, S. D.) claimed that 
the exemption clause meant "that the whole people will be 
contributing further millions every year to the steel trust

Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press. July 21, 1912,
p. 4.

■^Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter, December 12, 1912,
p. 2.

19

17

'Editorial, Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader, August24, 1912, p. 4. ~  '
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onand ship building trust*" The Minneapolis Journal, in 

referring to a Chicago Tribune editorial which claimed that 
the midwest would be robbed if the exemption clause was al
lowed to stand, contended that Minnesota would be seriously 
injured and urged that "the midwesterner should pay close 
attention to the issue." This argument, that the real 
discrimination of the exemption clause resulted from geo
graphical location rather than treaty violation, was widely 
accepted in the upper-midwestern press. Among the papers 
that advanced this argument were the Madison Western Guard 
(Minn.), the Moorhead Citizen (Minn.), the Churchs Ferry 
Sun (N.D.), the Berthold Tribune (N.D.) and the Miller Press 
(S.D.) In their opinion, the British protest to the House 
passage of the measure was of secondary importance; their 
argument rested primarily on economic matters of possible 
advantage or disadvantage.

Among the few papers that discussed the alleged dis
crimination against foreign shipping, it was insisted that 
as the coastwise trade of the United States was legally re
served for American-owned ships only, no discrimination 
could exist. In regard to the claim advanced by Senator 
Porter J. McCumber (K.— North Dakota) that Canadian ship-

pnEditorial, Minneapolis Journal, August 22, 1912,
p. 4.

^Editorial, Black Hills Weekly Journal, August 16,
1912, p. 4.
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pers would be put at a disadvantage by the exemption 
clause, the Pipestone Farmers Leader (Minn.), which felt 
no sympathy for the Canadian position, offered a possible 
solution:

Canada is now indignant at the idea of free use 
of the Panama Canal by the United States coasting 
ships. If it were not for a fear of causing politi
cal prostx*ation, it might be suggested that annexa
tion would leave Canada with no possible grievance 
in the matter.22

Although not as outspoken as the Parmer's Leader, the St. 
Paul Association of Commerce acknowledged the discrimina
tion of the exemption clause and expressed its opposition

23to the measure. ^
With the region's interest in Panama Canal tolls 

aroused, the position of the various political parties was 
also recorded in this election year. It will be recalled 
that the Democratic and Progressive party platforms advo
cated the exemption clause while the Republican platform 
made no mention of the issue. In the traditionally Repub
lican upper midwest, the hottest issue of the 1912 cam
paign was the emergence of the Progressive, or Bull Moose, 
Party. In the discussion of campaign promises, a majority 
of the press comment concerned agricultural and other farm-

22Editorial, Pipestone Farmer's Leader, December 26, 
1912, p. 4.

^ Saint Paul Pioneer Press. August 16, 1912, p. 3.
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related planks of the various platforms. A minority of 
papers, however, deemed the exemption clause planks of the 
platforms worthy of comment. The Dickinson Free Press 
(N.D.) announced the Progressive platform to be far supe
rior to that of the other parties and commented: "It is 
maintained that American coastwise trade should use the 
Panama Canal without paying tolls." Another Progressive 
organ, the weekly Brookings County Press (Brookings, S.D.) 
regarded the no-tolls plank as "an extension of the Sher
man Anti-Trust Act," and felt this was another important 
advance in the nation's struggle to control the trusts. 
Other advocates on the Bull Moose position were the Crosby

O h.Eagle (N.D.) and the Osnabrock Independent (N.D.).
Among the region's Democratic papers, little support 

was gathered for their party's stand on the exemption 
clause issue. It was generally argued that this was con
trary to the party's doctrine of opposition to any form of 
subsidy and also that the people were opposed to the grant
ing of such favors. The Republican newspapers, largely be
cause their party had taken no stand on the matter, did not 
mention the tolls issue but rather concentrated their ef-

24Editorial, Dickinson Free Press, Oct. 5» 1912, p. 4 
editorial, Brookings County Press, Dec. 19, 1912, p. 4; 
editorial, Crosby Eagle. Aug. 16, 1912, p. 4; editorial, 
Osnabrock Independent. Sept. 6, 1912, p.
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forts on promoting the agricultural planks of their plat
form. In a discussion of the forthcoming election, the 
Yankton Press and Dakotan (S.D.), a Republican organ that 
held little regard for President Taft, commented: "It is 
possible that the government </"~of Great Britain^/ will await 
the results of the election in the United States in the hope
that the United States government may find a way afterward

25of meeting British wishes." ^
In this political year, the exemption clause issue 

offered both friend and foe of the administration an excel
lent opportunity to make their views known. "The United 
States Senate seems determined," reported the Pierre Daily 
Capital-Journal (S.D.) approvingly, "to proceed with the 
Panama Canal legislation without respect to the British re-

O f ,quest of delay." Henry Clews, political columnist of the 
Minneapolis Morning Tribune, suggested that "the sooner con
gress adjourns the better. We have had a further illustra
tion of its inclination to mischief by its unsound attitude 
on the Panama Canal."2*'7 Another Twin Cities paper, the 
Saint Paul Pioneer Press, snorted: "Uncle Sam has shown 
his ability to ‘make dirt fly' at Panama, but that is no

2^Yankton Press and Dakotan, Sept. 4, 1912, p. 1.
O f ,Editorial, Pierre Daily Capital-Journal, July 31,

p. 2.
•Minneapolis Morning Tribune. July 22, 1912, p. 4.27



reason for the Democrats in Congress making international
pomud fly in the canal regulations." "There must be some 

reason," explained the weekly Hannaford Enterprise (N.D.), 
"for the way the Senate has taken the bit in their teeth

pQand ran away from public sentiment." J Other papers, in
cluding the Redfield Journal Observer (S.D.) and the weekly 
Delmont Record (S.D.), asked Great Britain to have patience 
and warned that the Congressmen who had voted in favor of 
the exemption clause would have to 'defend their actions to 
their constituents. The Cooperstown Griggs County Senti
nel (N.D.) feared that Senate passage of the measure meant 
that the interior states would be saddled with the payment 
of a subsidy while the outspoken Pioneer Press proudly ex
claimed that "Senator Nelson (R.— Minn.) voted against the 
no tolls provision. . . .  He was one of eleven who were 
able to tell a ship subsidy in disguise."^

Though over 90 per cent of the region's newspapers 
condemned the Senate passage of the measure, some slight 
evidence of support for the action was to be seen. W. A.

28Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, July 22,1912, p. 4. "
^Editorial, Hannaford Enterprise, Aug. 15, 1912,

p. 2.
^Editorial, Griggs County Sentinel, Oct. 24, 1912, 

p. 2; editorial, Saint Paul Pione~er Press, Aug. 9» 1912,
p. 6.
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Krause, editor of the Elandreau Moody County Enterprise 
(S.D.) and an ardent supporter of the Taft administration, 
claimed:

__ Congress has done the proper thing in the passing 
/ of_7 the bill regulating the Panama Canal with the 
provision for free coastwise ships, American owned, 
and prohibiting transcontinental railroad owned ships 
from using the canal. President Taft says he will ap
prove the measure.51

The Black Hills region of South Dakota also voiced support
for the Taft administration. The Black Hills Weekly Journal
and the Daily Journal at Rapid City presented both cartoon

52and editorial support for the recent action of Congress.
The overwhelming majority of the region's editors were too 
involved at this time in discussing the forthcoming elec
tion, particularly for state and local office, to afford 
much coverage of Congress.

On August 24 when President Taft signed the Panama 
bill— public law 557— which granted free use of the Panama 
Canal to American coastwise shipping, the national news 
services, such as the Associated Press, again launched an 
extensive discussion of the issue. While continuing their 
coverage of the fast-approaching election, the upper midwest
ern press, almost wholly dependent on the wire service for

51v Editorial, Moody County Enterprise, Aug. 15* 1912, 
p. 6; U.S. Statutes at Large, VoT. XXXVII, 62nd Cong., 1911- 
1915, p. $&).

52^ Editorial, Black Hills Weekly Journal, Aug. 16,
1912, p. 4; editorial,™Rapid'City Daily Journal, Aug. 7,1912, p. 4. “ _
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their information on world affairs, joined in considera
tion of the newly created law. In this discussion, the 
specific question of treaty violation and national honor 
engaged the attention of most of the editors.

"That Great Britain has at least a case as to the 
Panama tolls must be conceded," argued the Minot Daily Re
porter. ̂  In agreement with this view was the Hannaford 
Enterprise (N.D.), which felt that the tolls exemption 
clause was "clearly a violation of the Hay-Pauncefote 
treaty."-^ Editor Charles M. Day of the Sioux Palls Daily 
Argus Leader (S.D.), an outspoken Republican paper, an
nounced that he spoke for his state when he explained:

Already many members of Congress who voted for 
free tolls to coastwise vessels have begun to see 
the light, and have indicated a determination to re
verse themselves when the question comes up again.
This newspaper makes no claim to special inspiration 
on this subject, but it feels safe in saying that so 
far as the people of this state are concerned, they 
only want what is right, and they want the United 
States to keep to the letter every agreement she 
makes.$5

Day's view was supported by the fence-straddling Black 
Hills Weekly Journal, which had supported the Taft admini-

^Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter, Dec. 14, 1912,

■54Editorial, Hannaford Enterprise, Dec. 17, 1912,

-^Editorial, Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader, 
p. 4.

a



stration when the measure was signed hut now was forced to 
admit: "Viewed in almost any light, article 2 of the Hay-
Pauncefote treaty provides categorically that the canal 
must be open on terms of entire equality. . . ." Joseph 
E. Gossage, editor of the Weekly Journal, concluded a long 
consideration of the issue by asking: "Where is the escape 
from this dilemma?"^ After presenting its view that the 
exemption clause was a violation of the Ilay-Pauncefote 
treaty, the Rapid City Daily Journal expressed a hope that 
"the language of diplomacy in the future should express 
rather than conceal the diplomats' thoughts."^

Though not certain that the British interpretation 
of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty was correct, the Grookston 
Weekly Times (Minn.) firmly acknowledged Great Britain's 
right to "protest against what she may think a wrongful 
regulation of the canal.""*8 Prank A. Day of the Pairmont 
Daily Sentinel (Minn.) and W. M. James of the Breckinridge 
Telegram (Minn.) concurred in the views of the Weekly Times. 
"It illy /~sic 7 becomes us to quibble about the letter of 
the agreement and violate its spirit now," argued the Saint 
Paul Pioneer Press. Its editor4, George Thompson, called

^Editorial, Black Hills Weekly Journal, Aug. 23,
1912, p. 4.

^Editorial, Rapid City Daily Journal, Aug. 31, 1912,
p. 4.
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"^Editorial, Crookston Weekly Times, Dec. 21, 1912,
p. 4



attention to the Bard Amendment of 1901 and was certain 
that public sentiment had not changed in the decade since 
that measure was defeated. The Good Thunder Herald (Minn.) 
and the weekly Henning Advocate (Minn.) shared Thompson’s 
belief that now as then the people were opposed to the ex-

XQemption clause."
Among the upper-midwestern editors perhaps the most 

outspoken opponent of the exemption clause was the Minot 
Daily Reporter (N.D.). In its constant comment on the is
sue, it alleged that “there is no case for free tolls," and 
"this country is not in the treaty repudiation business."
In demanding that the United States abide by the terms of 
the Hay-Pauncefote treaty, the crusading Minot paper 
pleaded:

It is to be hoped that before consideration of 
the case is closed more attention will be paid to 
the question of honor, justice and the public good 
and less to talking points for politics only.40

In its campaign against the exemption clause, the Daily
Reporter received support from the Grand Forks Herald (N.D.)
which expressed the desire that "whatever our honorable
obligations are we ought honorably to fulfill them," and

^Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, Aug. 10, 1912, 
p .4; editorial, Good Thunder Herald, "Aug. 4, 1912, p. 4; 
editorial, Henning Advocate, July 51» 1912, p. 4.

40Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter, Aug. 14, 1912, p. 2; Nov. 26, 19127pT^.TT5ecT‘2^,~T9l2, p. 2.
41Editorial, Grand Forks Herald, Aug. 13, 1912, p. 4.
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the Minneapolis Journal, which held that the exemption 
clause "was not a good hill we may he sure, since the 
President signed it with an apology. . . In explaining
the policy of his newspaper, W. J. Murphy explained: "The
Journal has favored a policy of equality at the Canal and

42believes now in that policy."
In contrast to the position taken hy the Daily Re

porter, the Herald, and the Journal, a small segment of the 
mid-western press contended that the exemption clause was 
not a violation of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty. The weekly 
Irish Standard (a Democratic paper printed in Minneapolis) 
agreed with the interpretation presented by Hannis Taylor, 
one of the best authorities on international law of that 
period. It was his contention that the term "all nations" 
in the treaty actually meant "all other nations" and that 
the matter of canal tolls was purely an American domestic 
issue. Edward O'Brien, vocal editor of the Irish Standard, 
concurred in this view and constantly urged his readers to 
defend their rights.^ ¥. C. Lusk, managing editor of the 
Yankton Press and Dakotan (S.D.), echoed this sentiment 
when he claimed that the Hay-Pauncefote treaty was not being 
broken. In arguing that the exemption clause was purely an

42Editorial, Minneapolis Journal, July 15, 1912, p. 4; 
August 28, 1912, p. 4.

^ The Irish Standard, Sept. 28, 1912, p. 1.
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American domestic issue, Lusk also encouraged the American 
people to stand up for their treaty rights and prevent the 
President from submitting the question to arbitration* 
i'he Aberdeen Daily American also joined the small chorus 
that hoped: "President Taft will decide against arbitra
tion.

To a segment of upper midwesteraers who respected 
honesty and fair dealing, the thought that the United 
States could conceivably be breaking its solemnly pledged 
word was reason enough to submit the disputed clause to 
arbitration. To this group of people, more emphasis was 
placed on the honor of the United States than a plank in 
some politician's platform. If the American interpreta
tion of the treaty was correct, Congressmen should then 
present other arguments against the exemption clause. If 
the American interpretation was not correct, the exemption 
clause should be abrogated at once, as the British had re
quested. Among the earliest advocates of arbitration was 
the well-informed Saint Paul Pioneer Press, which ex
plained that "refusal to arbitrate would be taken to indi
cate lack of faith in either our own position or The Hague,"

44Editorial, lankton Press and Dakotan, Dec. 24,
1912, p .  2.  ~~ ------  “

45-'Editorial, Aberdeen Daily American, Dec. 17, 1912,p. 4. —  “ ------
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meaning that a refusal to arbitrate would be an admission
of guilt. It further declared that “it is assuming much
to contend that we alone are right in the tolls affair and

46every other nation is wrong.“ "Public opinion would be—
is now--for arbitration," clamored the Minot Daily Repor
ter, while the Grand Forks Herald considered it “Just and 
proper to arbitrate the tolls q u e s t i o n , a s  the British 
had requested in December. “To refuse to arbitrate would 
constitute our shame and demonstrate our shamelessness," 
remarked the Minneapolis Journal, which expressed its 
faith in the people of the region when it pronounced: “Our
people, if not our politicians, have regards for the sanc-

48tity of Treaties, for the obligation of the Nation."
Among other papers voicing strong pleas for submitting the 
question to arbitration were the weekly Lake Crystal Union 
(Minn.) and the Sioux Falls Daily Press. The latter re
minded its readers that the United States had traditionally 
urged other nations to arbitrate their disputes:

The United States, which has taken the lead in pro
moting arbitration at the hands of an international 
tribunal, cannot honorably refuse to submit this ques
tion to the Hague, as suggested by Great Britain.49

46Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, Aug. 27» 1912, 
p. 4; Dec. 22, 19127 p. '4. —

^Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter, Dec. 13, 1912, 
p. 2; editorial, Grand Porks Herald, Dec. 15, 1912, p. 4.

48Editorial, Minneapolis Journal, Aug. 21, 1912,p. 4. 49̂Lake Crystal Union, Sept. 4, 1912, p. 2; editorial, 
Sioux Ealls Daily"Press, July 17, 1912, p. 4.
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Its local rival, the Daily Argus header, agreed with this 
view and held arbitration to be "a durn sight safer” and 
claimed that the national honor of the United States de
manded arbitration of the dispute.^0

As the discussion of the exemption clause continued,, 
some papers suggested another, in their opinion, alterna
tive to the dilemma. “There is a better way than arbitra
tion,” suggested the Minot Daily Reporter, which called 
for ”the prompt repeal of the stupid, unecanomic /"sic 7* 
wasteful, and reactionary provision.”^ In stating its 
position, the Daily Reporter was echoing the sentiments 
of George Thompson of the Pioneer Press, who was certain 
that the Hague tribunal would support the British conten
tion and claimed that the United States would be spared 
such a "humiliating procedure? if Congress would repeal 
the exemption clause. The Minneapolis Journal also saw 
the merit of such action and held that by doing so the 
United States "could have the credit of being sensitive
to our obligations."-^

50Editorial, Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader, Aug. 8, 
1912, p. 4.

-^Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter, Dec. 14, 1912,
p. 2. J

52^ Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press. Aug. 1$,
1912, p. 4.

55■^Editorial, Minneapolis Journal, Dec. 12, 1912, reprinted in Congressional Record", Appendix, 62nd Cong.,
3rd sess., Peb. 23, 1913, p. 124.
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But did the United States actually have any obliga
tion either to repeal the exemption clause or to arbitrate 
the dispute as Great Britain had requested? Gould the 
British protest be justified? After all, had not Great 
Britain relinquished all claims to joint control of the 
canal when the Clayton-Bulwer treaty of 1850 had been abro
gated in 1901? Why should the United States regulate the 
canal in a manner acceptable to the British, long the hated 
arch-enemy of the United States? To a distinct group of 
upper-midwestern editors, any action taken in regard to the 
British protest would amount to a surrender on the part of 
the United States. To these newspapers, which suffered 
from Anglophobia, the only issue involved was that Great 
Britain was attempting to dictate what the United States 
should do as if the nation were still a British colony* 

Opposed to any action of Great Britain, The Irish 
Standard was the most zealous adversary of the British po
sition. "If John Bull wants a scrap with us, the old gen
tleman will be accommodated with alacrity," announced its 
editor, Edward O'Brien, who quickly followed with another 
attack at "Mother England":

The American people of all shades of political 
opinion are not in a humor to be trifled with. They 
are determined to maintain their rights at the risk 
of going to war with European nations. John Bull was 
driven out of here at the point of a bayonet more
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than a century ago, and he will not get back by diplomatic chicarry / sic 7 to meddle in American affairs.
Always ready to condemn the British, O'Brien found the 
exemption clause issue tailor-made for his purpose and 
constantly leveled charges against Great Britain.^

W. K. French, editor of the Colmar Argus (S.D.), 
echoed O'Brien's sentiments when he claimed: "The United 
States is not in the habit of asking Great Britain what 
laws it can or cannot pass." Although not as outspoken 
as O'Brien in his condemnation of Great Britain, French 
resented British meddling in the domestic affairs of the 
United States. In his opinion, it was an American canal, 
and it should be used in the way most beneficial to Ameri
can shipping.^

F. G. Preston, editor of the Aberdeen Daily Ameri
can., also suffered from Anglophobia. Shortly after the 
British protest had been delivered on July 15, 1912, he 
asked his readers: "If a man puts certain regulations 
regarding the use which the public may make of his land, 
does it necessarily follow, in either moral justice or

^"Editorials, The Irish Standard. July 27, 1912, p. 4; Aug. 3.0, 1912, p7“4; Aug. 24, 1912, p. 4; Sept. 21, 1912, p. 4; Sept. 28, 3.912, p. 4; Dec. 21, 1912, p. 4;Dec. 28, 1912, p. 4.
-^Editorial, Colman Argus, Sept. 5? 1912, p. 1.
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law, that his own family must conform to these regulations?" 
In rather dramatic editorials, he attacked the British in
terpretation of the treaty and suggested that "one way to 
prick the swollen bladder of the English bluster would be 
to quickly serve notice of our desire to abrogate the Hay- 
Pauncefote treaty."-^0

The super-patriotic, anti-British argument that Ameri
can men and money had built the Panama Canal was also ad
vanced in the region's press. Why should the United States 
bear all the expense of building the canal and then share 
the benefits with Great Britain? It would appear that, 
when filing their protest to the exemption clause, the 
British were asking for something to which they were not 
entitled. "We believe American brains and American alert
ness will take care of America and Americans," announced 
the Crookston Weekly Times, which had earlier supported the 
British contention, but which now encouraged the United 
States to maintain the exemption clause because it would

57be beneficial in building up the American merchant marine. 
"That all nations shall be given free use of the canal, or

•^Editorial, Aberdeen Daily American, July 50, 1912, p. 4; Dec. 19, 1912, p. T l “
^Editorial, Crookston Weekly limes, Dec. 14, 1912,

p. 4.



that American vessels shall be compelled to pay the same 
rate of tolls as those of other countries does not look 
fair on the face of it," observed the Pierre Daily Capital- 
Journal which had favored the passage of the exemption
clause because it would force a reduction in transconti-

58nental railroad rates.
"As compared with a famous Boston tea party the pres

ent protest appears to be rather unreasonable," remarked 
the Dell Rapids Times-Iribune (S.D.), which urged the 
United States to cut all ties with the British. "This 
question seems clearly to cover this country only, and no 
international court or country should have any concern 
with it. " »we are not familiar with the terms of the 
Hay-Pauncefote treaty," admitted the Irish Standard, "but 
no nation is going to surrender its right to manage its 
own affairs." The Sioux Palls Daily Press also defended 
the American right to manage its own affairs and felt that 
the British protest was based on the reason that "he 
/“John Bull_J7 is unwilling to trust Uncle Sam in the fu-

58̂ Editorial, Pierre Daily Capital-Journal, Aug. 12,
1912, p. 2.

^Editorial, Dell Rapids Times-Tribune, July 25*1912, p. 4. ~  “  --- --------
60
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p. 4
Editorial, The Irish Standard, July 27, 1912,
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t u r e . T h e  Daily Press was of the opinion that the pro- 
test was based on the British fear that if American coast
wise ships were exempted from tolls now, all American 
ships might be exempted in the future. The weekly Plan- 
dr eau Moody County Enterprise (S.D.) also voiced its dis
approval of the British protest as did the Canby News 
(Minn.), which offered the following suggestion:

Senator Nelson /-R.— Alexandria_7 says the United States is under solemn treaty obligation with Great Britain to treat John Bull's ships the same as American boats in passing through the Panama Canal, and he knows, because he was one of those who made that treaty. The next question is how to unmake it, and perhaps Jas. Manahan^newly elected Republican representative^ can devise some new interpretation of the Hay-Pauncefote compact.62
As has been shown, Anglophobia and super-patriotism 

brought forth a variety of alternatives, including a re
quest for treaty violation and even the threat of war, as 
the various editors were willing to go to great lengths 
rather than comply with the British request. Although in 
the minority, these editors were not lacking in spirit as 
they made their views known.

In retrospect, it may be said that the upper-midwest

^Editorial, Sioux Palls Daily Press, Dec. 11, 1912,p. 4.
^Editorial, Moody County Enterprise, Sept. 12, 1912 

p. 6; editorial, Canby News", Dec. 20, T9T£, p. 4.
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ern press was involved, but did not play a major role, in 
the nation-wide discussion of the exemption clause issue. 
While it was true that some of the larger metropolitan pa
pers, such as the Saint Paul Pioneer Press, the Minneapolis 
Journal, the Minot Daily Reporter, and the Sioux Falls 
Daily Argus Leader did debate the issue, they were but a 
small part of the whole. Other major dailies, such as 
those located in Duluth and Rochester, Minnesota, Fargo 
and Bismarck, North Dakota, and Huron, South Dakota, were 
content to reprint several wire-service dispatches from 
time to time and deemed the issue not worthy of comment.
The same was true among the region’s weekly press. A very 
small portion discussed the issue, several others referred 
to it in passing, but the majority did not mention the issue.

As is generally true in an election year, articles of 
a political nature took precedence over the other, seeming 
less important, matters such as foreign affairs. With the 
emergence of the Progressive Party in 1912, the upper-mid
western press became involved in an extensive debate of 
the campaign issues. (Topics such as tariff, currency re
form, and trust regulation were hotly contested whereas 
the question of what to do about the Panama Canal received 
only limited attention. To the people of the upper midwest 
the results of the election would, or so they thought, have 
a direct bearing on their lives; in comparison, the ques



tion of who should pay for using the Panama Canal appeared 
minor indeed.

Following the Democratic victory in November, more 
attention was devoted to questions of treaty interpreta
tion, ship subsidy, and national honor. As the region be
came increasingly aware of the issues, it began to formu
late opinions. The argument that the exemption clause was 
a violation of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty was widely ad
vanced among the regional press, and support was mustered 
for submitting the question to arbitration. Notwithstanding 
the occasional, isolated, anti-British sentiment, the re
gional press was nearly united in requesting the United 
States to preserve its honor and comply with the British 
request by either submitting the dispute to arbitration or, 
better still, having Congress repeal the disputed clause.



CHAPTER V

1913— A YEAR OF REAPPRAISAL

When the special third session of the sixty-second 
Congress met in mid-December, 1912, Panama Canal tolls 
provided a topic of controversy; both the exemption clause 
and the arbitration issue were extensively debated. In 
the earliest dgiys of 1913* an effort was begun in Congress 
to repeal the exemption clause. One of the most vocal 
spokesmen of this effort was Senator Elihu Root (R.— New 
York). This group felt that it would be wiser for Con
gress simply to repeal the exemption clause than to sub
mit it to arbitration. Examining the argument that the 
Hay-Pauncefote treaty did not prohibit the exemption, Root 
commented:

It is rather poverty of language than a genius 
for definition which leads us to call a voyage from 
New York to San Francisco passing along countries 
thousands of miles away from our territory, "coast
wise trade", or to call a voyage from New York to 
Manila, on the other side of the world, "coasting 
trade". . .

In an attempt to repeal the exemption clause, Root intro
duced a bill (S. 8114) on January 14 to prevent discrimi
nation in the collection of Panama Canal tolls. This bill

55
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was referred to the Senate Committee on Inter-Oceanic 
Canals."1*

Another group in the Senate, led by Senator O'Gorman 
(D.— New York), opposed repeal of the exemption clause or 
the submission of the question to arbitration. According 
to O'Gorman, the purpose of the coastwise exemption was 
two-fold: (1) to encourage the development of the Ameri
can merchant marine, and (2) to secure the cheapest pos
sible transportation rates for the American consumer. He 
also attacked the British protest from a legal point of 
view. He declared: "We can never permit a foreign power 
(_ Great Britain_7 to intrude its views on our domestic pol
icy." He also introduced evidence to support his position 
from the Law magazine and Review  ̂a journal published in 
London.

(1) The United States could support its action on the 
precise words of the material articles of the 
treaty; that its case was strengthened by refer
ence to the preamble and context, and that its 
case was difficult to challenge on grounds of gen
eral justice.

^U.S. Congress, Senate, 62nd Cong., 3rd sess., Jan
uary 21, 1915, Congressional Record, p. 1822.
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(2) There was no international obligation to submit 
the construction of its legislative act to any 
process of arbitration.

"Why,” demanded O'Gorman, "should the United States submit 
the dispute to arbitration when the leading British legal

pexperts supported the American contention?"
During the floor debate on the exemption clause, the 

Senate Committee on Inter-Oceanic Canals voted .10 to 5 to 
table the measure until the next session of Congress. The 
committee members who voted to kill the Soot measure were: 
William E. Borah of Idaho, Charles E. Townsend of Michigan, 
Wesley L. Jones of Washington, Joseph L. Bristow of Kansas, 
George C. Perkins of California, Coe I. Crawford of South 
Dakota (who had voted in favor of the exemption clause when 
it was first passed by the Senate in 1912)— all Republicans 
— and John R. Thornton of Louisiana, James A. O'Gorman of 
New York, William E. Chilton of West Virginia, and F. M. 
Simmons of North Carolina— Democrats. The remaining mem
bers of the committee— Frank B. Brandegee of Connecticut, 
Carroll S. Page of Vermont (Republicans), and Leroy Percy 
of Mississippi (Democrat)— supported the proposed repeal

pU.S. Congress, Senate, 62nd Cong., sess., January 22, 1913* Congressional Record, p. 1872.
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of the exemption clause.^
The action of the Senate committee on tabling the 

Root bill on canal tolls exemptions in early 191$ post
poned the entire question for treatment by the new adminis
tration. During the lame-duck,short session of the sixty- 
third Congress, no definite action was taken on the ques
tion. Although President Wilson, who was concerned with 
the pressing matters of currency and tariff reform, made 
no formal statement during his first year of office, he 
intimated that he was in favor of repealing the disputed 
exemption clause.

In the earliest days of 1913, agitation had begun in 
the nation’s press to bring about repeal of the provision 
to which Great Britain objected. Typical of this situa
tion was a letter written to the editor of the New York 
Times by Horace White, former editor of the New York World, 
who claimed: "Public opinion must be moved to undo the 
evil which has been wrought." In his opinion, which was 
shared by a majority of those who wanted the exemption 
clause repealed, this was the most important problem fac
ing the nation,, It was more important than the money,

^New York Times. Jan. 5, 1913, p. 1. "Though President Taft has signed the Panama bill and he diplomatically opposed Great Britain’s protest against discrimination in favor of American coastwise shipping, the Administration indirectly endorsed Mr. Hoot's measure to the extent that Secretary of State Henry L. Stimson, in his annual report, recommended the repeal of the exemption clause.” Ibid.
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trust, tariff and currency questions combined.
When Congress met in December, a nation-wide dis

cussion of the exemption clause was begun by the leading 
Journals, magazines, and newspapers, and the discussion 
was carried over into the early months of 1915* "The time 
for thinking has passed,'* alleged the Scientific American. 
"Prom platform and pulpit, in the magazines and daily press, 
the question of free tolls has been so intelligently 
thrashed out, that the general public, or at least the 
thinking part of it, has pretty well made up its mind as 
to the wise and Just course.

The arguments advanced for the repeal of the exemp
tion clause were best summed up by E. M. Phelps. Writing 
in the Independent, Phelps pointed out six reasons for re
peal:

(1) The United States was restricted by the Hay- 
Pauncefote treaty from granting the use of the Panama 
Canal to its own coastwise shipping on any terms not 
open to ships of foreign nations.

(2) The history of the treaty plainly shows that 
this was undoubted when the treaty was made.

(5) The treaty cannot be abrogated on the grounds 
of sic rebus stantibus, even if the Canal was built 
on our'own territory.

(4) It is denied that no discrimination would re
sult from the exemption of our coastwise shippers.

H.Letter to the editor, the New York Times, Jan. 13, 
1915, p. 10.

^"Amend the Panama Canal Act," Scientific American, 
CVIII (Jan. 25, 1915), 82. ~
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(5) To discriminate would be unwise diplomatic policy.(6) To discriminate would be unwise economic policy. 6
Press comment supporting the repeal of the exemption 

clause came from all sections of the country. The Mew York 
Times, which strongly advocated the repeal, felt the exemp
tion clause to be "merely a subsidy to an interest already 
enjoying a monopoly.Concurring in this view, the Chi
cago Inter-Ocean declared the tolls exemption clause to be

Qa "subsidy to shipping." The Sioux City Journal (Iowa)
also saw the exemption clause as a "subsidy where subsidy

9is not needed and cannot be justified."y Another Sioux 
City paper, The Tribune, commented that "England has been 
wronged, and all Europe has been offended, in order that 
the United States may pay a bonus to her shipping inter
ests."^

A number of the leading magazines seemed to share 
the opinion of the above-mentioned newspapers. "It would 
be more consistent with our dignity, and more conducive to

6"Panama Canal Tolls Question: Arguments in Brief," Independent« EXXIV A (March “6, 1913), 1193-1195.
^Editorial, the New York Times, Feb. 20, 1913? p. 10.
8 "The Panama Problem: a Poll of the Press," Outlook, Gill (Feb. 1, 1913), 252.
9"The Coastwise Exemption: The Nation Against It," (n.p.: The Century, 1913)? p. 62.
10Ibid., p. 4.
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peaceful relations between Great Britain and the United
States, for Congress to repeal the provision," declared
an editorial in Outlook.11 Scientific American argued
that because of the cost of construction of the Panama
Canal, it would be poor economic policy to release coast-

12wise vessels from the payment of tolls. In an edi
torial entitled: "Will Hurt Pine and Cypress," the South
ern Lumberman declared: "When public opinion has had time
to crystallize . . . there will be a demand for repeal of

15the clause of the canal bill that Congress will heed."
Public opinion expressed itself in letters to the 

editors of various journals. In a letter written to the 
Scientific American. Charles Depesee of Chicago demanded 
that "in the interest of American fair play, the free tolls

14.measure should be recalled." In a letter to Outlook,
Rear Admiral C. M. Chester claimed: "It is better to be

15right than to have the Panama Canal."
Additional support for the repeal of the clause came * 15

11Editorial, Outlook, GUI (Jan. 18, 1915), 112.
^ Scientific American, CVIII (Jan. 25, 1915), 82.
15̂U. S. Congress, House, 62nd Cong., 5rd sess., Con- gressional Record, pp. 1002-1005.
^Letter to the editor. Scientific American, CVII3L (Feb. 1, 1915), 115.
15"Arbitration and the Panama Canal," Outlook, G U I

(Jan. 11, 1915), 75. —  ”
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from various associations and groups, The Carnegie Endow
ment for International Peace issued an appeal to the Ameri 
can people to "restore the honor of the United States and

*Jgrepeal the tolls." The American Association for Inter
national Conciliation petitioned Congress for the settle
ment of the differences with Great Britain. The lew York 
Chamber of Commerce supported the repeal, as did the Gska- 
loosa (Iowa) Commercial Club, which held the exemption 
clause to be "absurd and should be repealed.

Although support for the repeal of the exemption 
clause came from a number of sources, a die-hard minority 
still favored the exemption. Former Secretary of State 
Richard Olney, in addressing the American Society for In
ternational Law, declared the United States to be fully 
within its rights to release coastwise traffic from the 
payment of tolls. In the discussion that followed, a ma
jority of the members present agreed with Olney1s views. 
The Society also pointed out the fact that the Navigation 
Laws of the United States, section 158, stated:

No vessel belonging to any citizen of the United States, trading between one port within the United States and another also in the United States, shall be subject to tonnage, tax, or duty, if such vessel be licensed, registered, or enrolled. 18 17 18
•^New York Times. March 17, 1915, p. 5«
17"The Coastwise Exemption; the Nation Against,” (n.p.: The Century. 1915) p. 58.
18Phelps, Independent, LXXIV A, 1195.
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Perhaps the chief opponent of the repeal movement 
was Samuel Seabury, a Democrat who was Chief Justice of 
the Supreme Court of New York. The basic argument advanced 
by Seabury was based on international law. He pointed out:

Under international law, if the parties to a treaty contract on the basis of a certain condition or fact in reference to which the treaty is made is changed, the treaty is extinguished, and one of the parties to it cannot, in good faith, hold the other to perform all or any of its terms. 19

Seabury declared that the Hay-Pauncefote treaty was made 
with the understanding that a canal would be built on land 
not under the sovereignty of the United States. When the 
United States acquired rights to the Canal Zone, he in
sisted, the Hay-Pauncefote treaty was null and void.

■ e IIn the matter of treaty interpretation, the Dickin
son Recorder-Post (N.D.), in a patriotic editorial entitled, 
"Who Owns the Canal?", explained the situation as follows:

Uncle Sam owns the canal. He can do with it precisely as he sees fit. . . .  It is none of England's or any other country's business what he does so long as he permits the vessels of all nations otherwise than those of the United States to use the canal without discrimination between them.20
But what was the opinion of the remainder of the upper-
midwestern press? Did they agree with the Recorder-Post's
point of view?

^Samuel Seabury, "The Panama Canal, Shall It Be American or Anglo-American?", Outlook, CIII (March 8, 1913), 
543.

POEditorial, Dickinson Recorder-Post, Aug. 21, 1913?
p. 2.
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Concurring in the views of the Recorder-Post, the 
Minneapolis Irish Standard assured its readers that "all 
true Americans" were opposed to submitting the question 
of canal tolls to arbitration. Constantly attacking 
"Mother England", the Irish Standard renewed its conten
tion that this was purely an American domestic issue and 
argued that to comply with the British request would be 
equivalent to saying to Great Britain.: "Here is a chest 
of silver and here is one containing an equal weight of 
gold. Take your choice." Blinded by his hatred of Great 
Britain, editor Edward 0‘Brien seized upon the canal tolls 
issue as a means of condemning Great Britain while continu
ing to call f03? home rule for Ireland. In his opinion, re
gardless of the issues involved, the United States should

21not heed the British request.
The Lake Crystal Union (Minn.) agreed with the views 

of the Recorde3?-Post and could see no reason for the United 
States to honor the British protest. Pounded in 1891 by 
an outspoken opponent of Great Britain, George Washington 
Gaff, the Union represented the ultimate in super-patriot
ism. In the first issue of 1913» Gaff asked the following

^Editorial, The Irish Standard, Jan. 11, 1913. P. 3; 
Jan. 25, 1913, p. 4; March 2$, 1913, p. ,4; Oct. 4, 1913, p. 4.
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question:
_ What is all this fuss about with Great Briton 

/~~sic 7 in the canal deal? It is our ditch and Eng
land has nothing to do with it. All foreign vessels 
passing thru the canal must pay for the privelge 
/~sic /of so doing and if the people of this nation 
choose to allow American vessels to go thru without 
toll whose business is it but our own. If England 
had dug the canal, the United States vessels would 
have to pay to pass thru the canal.22

Gaff, who lived up to his patriotic name, could see no 
reason for the United States to build the canal and then 
share the benefits with Great Britain. Disregarding the 
issue of treaty rights, Gaff placed his newspaper with 
those who did not want Great Britain to dictate what ac
tion the United States must take; to such organs, Anglo
phobia took precedence over all other aspects of the issue.

In an assault on such newspapers, the Saint Paul 
Pioneer Press also attacked the 29-page pamphlet prepared 
by Representative Knowland of California, which contained 
newspaper clippings supporting the exemption clause. In 
its bombardment of such a biased publication, the Pioneer 
Press pointed out that there were 22,837 newspapers in the 
United States, but only 51 were represented in the Knowland 
pamphlet. "It would be interesting," observed the Pioneer 
Press, "to hear from the other 22,786."^ Counted among 22 *

22Editorial, Lake Crystal Union, Jan. 1, 1915* p. 2.
^Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, Peb. 26, 1915»p. 6.
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these 22,786 were the majority of the upper-raidwestera pa
pers which put matters of treaty rights and national honor 
above any ethnic dislike for the British,

"Arbitrate or repeal the exemption clause," demanded 
the Minot Daily Reporter, "No other course will stand the

phleast examination."- The Douglas Herald (N.D.) commented: 
"The United States, at the expense of millions of dollars, 
have built the Panama Canal, and now we have fool statesmen 
who want to admit American ships thru this canal without 
paying anything,"Amend the Panama Canal provision," 
demanded the Sioux Falls Daily Argus Leader, while head
lines in the Pairmont Daily Sentinel (Minn.) proclaimed: 
"Tolls Question is Fight of Decade."^ The Grand Forks 
Herald held the opinion that "there is growing a strong 
feeling in favor of repeal," while the persistent Minot 
Daily Reporter called for action: "The question must be 
authoritatively answered some time, and the sooner the 
b e t t e r , T h e  Y alley City Evening Times-Record (N.D.) 24 * * *

24Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter. Jan. 27, 1913*p. 2.
^Editorial, Douglas Herald, March 19, 1913* p. A.
Sioux Falls Daily Argus Leader, Jan. 14, 1913* p. 1; editorial, Fairmont Daily Sentinel, March 27, 1913*p. 1.

^Editorial, Grand Forks Herald, Jan. 20, 1913, p. 4; editorial, Minot Daily Reporter„ Jan. 27, 1913,p. 2.
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echoed this sentiment: "As the canal is expected to he 
open by the end of the year, the people would be glad to 
see some sort of amicable settlement reached at the earli-

paest practicable date."
The Faribault Democrat (Minn.) contended that it 

would be not only unpatriotic but also dishonorable to 
withhold the dispute from arbitration. While claiming 
that President Taft was not in favor of arbitration, the 
Democrat, which had opposed Taft's administration in gen
eral, urged the people to do everything within their power 
to see that the dispute was submitted to The Hague.^ The 
Bismarck Daily Tribune, though giving only limited cover
age to the matter, also favored arbitration of the dispute 
and offered this suggestion with regard to future treaties: 
"If treaties are found to contain surprises in the shape 
of self-applied nippers, they should be analyzed more care
fully before their ratification. It is better to be sure
than unpleasantly astonished."^0 The Duluth Herald, which

\had also paid only limited attention to the dispute during 
1912, observed that it might be "to the material advantage * 29

poEditorial, Valley City Evening Times-Record, Jan.
29, 1913, P. 2.

^Editorial, Faribault Democrat, Feb. 7» 1913* p. 2. 
^Editorial, Bismarck Daily Tribune, May 15? 1913?p. 4.
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of the United States to allow coastwise shippers free use 
of the canal; however, American pledged word said the 
United States would treat all nations alike and the na
tional honor demanded a r b i t r a t i o n . " W i t h  the excep
tion of a few jingo shouters, the nation has declared for 
arbitration," asserted the Minot Daily Reporter, which con
cluded a fiery editorial by explaining: "We believe that
the Senate will eventually sanction arbitration of the Pan-

32ama dispute, should no better plan be followed."-'
In light of the fact that Congress had been the body 

responsible for enactment of the exemption clause, a por
tion of the upper-midwestern press considered it a better 
plan for Congress simply to repeal the clause rather than 
submit the dispute to arbitration. "The Senate will listen
to public opinion," argued the Minneapolis Journal, "when

33perhaps it will not listen to foreign representation.
"I am most decidedly in favor of repeal of the exemption 
clause," announced Rollin E. Smith, editor of the weekly 
trade journal, Commercial West, published in Minneapolis, 
while the Sioux Falls Daily Argus Leader urged Congress to

^Editorial, Duluth Herald, reprinted in Congres
sional Record, 62nd Cong., 3rd ~sess., Jan. 24, T9'13,p.
IW2Z-------

^Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter, Jan. 23, 1913,

^Editorial, Minneapolis Journal, Feb. 6, 1912, p. 4.
p. 2.
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"go to work and repeal the obnoxious paragraph."'' "The 
president should send a special message to Congress urging 
the repeal of the provision," Minot's crusading Daily Re
porter clamored, while the Saint Paul Pioneer Press re
garded repeal as the "simplest and most honorable way to 
dispose of further controversy.

The charge was often leveled by advocates of repeal 
that the disputed exemption clause amounted to nothing but 
a ship subsidy, The Douglas Herald (N.D.) explained:
"They want the men on the farms and wage workers of the 
city to pay taxes to support the canal for the benefit of 
the people rich enough to engage in the steamship busi- 
ness."-̂  In agreement with the Herald, the Pioneer Press 
termed the exemption clause "nothing more nor less than a 
subsidy to a protected American monopoly." In its fight 
against the exemption clause, the Pioneer Press urged the 
Minnesota State Legislature to approve the joint resolu
tion, introduced by Senator Wilson of Minneapolis, memori- 34

34Editorial, The Commercial West, reprinted in Congressional Record, 62nd Cong., 3rd sess., Jan. 23, l9T$7 p. 1983; editorial, Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader, Jan. 10, 1913? p. 4.
^Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter, Jan, 5* 1913* p, 2; editorial, Saint"iPaul Pioneer Press, Jan. 10, 1913*

p » 8 •
^Editorial, Douglas Herald, March 19, 1913* p. 4.

^4
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alizing Congress to repeal the exemption clause. Speaking 
for his state, editor George Thompson explained: "Minne
sota is opposed to no tolls for our coastwise shipping be
cause it is wrong in principle and in violation of the 
spirit, if not the letter, of our agreement with Great 
B r i t a i n . T h e  Grand Forks Herald concurred in this view 
and termed the exemption clause an "unnecessary gratuity 
to shipping interests which already have a monopoly." A 
similar view was held by the Duluth Herald, which explained 
that the exemption clause would benefit only "the interests 
of a concealed ship syndicate."^®

The anti-ship-subsidy movement also gathered follow
ers from a number of organizations and individuals. For 
J. A. Aasgaard, president of Concordia College (Moorhead, 
Minnesota), the coasting trade provision was merely an "in
direct way of voting ship subsidy which has been defeated 
so often in Congress.” Typical of the viewpoints of vari
ous commerce clubs and chambers of commerce was that of 
the St. Paul Association of Commerce, whose general secre
tary, J. H. Beck, reported that his ox*ganization was ”un-

^Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, Jan. 7* 1913»p. 6.
^Editorial, Grand Forks Herald, Jan. 20, 1913? 

p. 4; editorial, Duluth Herald, reprinted in Congressional 
Record, 62nd Cong., 3rd sess., Jan. 24, 1913,~~p* l982.
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alterably opposed to exempting coastwise vessels.
While commenting on the question of ship subsidy,

another segment of the upper-midwestern press attached
more importance to the matter of national honor that was
involved in the dispute. The Fergus galls Journal (Minn.)
reminded its readers that "treaty obligations and common
honesty ought to count for at least as much as the good

4-0will of the shipping trust." "The honor of a nation
ought to be as sacred as that of an individual," remarked
the Grand Forks Herald, which had opposed the exemption
clause since mid-1912. Also demanding the repeal of
the clause, the Saint Paul Pioneer Press, in an editorial
entitled, "Uncle Sam Should Keep His Word," warnedt "Uncle
Sam does not want a reputation of keeping his word only

42when it is to his advantage to do so."
The constant coverage said the strong editorial com

ment of the Pioneer Press aroused the interest of many 
Twin Cities residents and produced a variety of comments. * 40 * 42

^U.S. Congress, House, 62nd Cong., 3̂ d sess., Jan. 24, 1913, Congressional Record, p. 1986; Congressional Record-Appendix, Feb. 13, 1913, P* 79.
40Editorial, Fergus Falls Journal, May 9, 1913*p. 8.
^Editorial, Grand Forks Herald, Jan. 8, 1913* p. 4.
42Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, April 22,

39

p. 6.
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In a letter to the editor, signed simply "A Reader”, one 
supporter of tolls exemption claimed:

The Pioneer Press presently denounces the viola
tion of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty. To my way of 
reasoning a treaty is a contract and as such is void 
if no consideration has been rendered by one of the 
contracting parties. Has Great Britain done anything 
toward the building of this canal which entitles it 
to contract right? Is it not true that this is only 
another form of exacting tribute?

In answering this charge, George Thompson stated simply: 
”We cannot afford to promise one thing and do another.”
Dr. Richard Burton, president of the University of Minne
sota, agreed with Thompson and held the clause to be a 
"plain violation of good faith and will do us incalculable 
harm before the world.” The Edgefey Mail (N.D.) concurred 
in this view as did the Minot Daily Reporter, which held 
that repeal would "provide a softer place to fall on,”
and urged the nation to "make the repeal motion unani- 

44mous.”
In a letter to the Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader,

L. A. Swat of St. Lawrence, South Dakota, asked the follow
ing question:

I understand the Hay-Pauncefote treaty expires in June [_ 1913„7* If so, why is there so much con- 43
43̂Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, April 22, 1913, p. 6.
H-&.Editorial, Edgeley Mail, reprinted in Grand Porks

Herald, Feb. 27, 19^3V p*"”̂ '* editorial, Minot Daily Re
porter, Jan. 23, 1913, p. 2.



73

troversy over the canal and our coast-wise_ ships?
Please explain and oblige a reader? [_ sic 7

In reply to Swat's query, editor Charles M. Pay explained 
that there was no expiration date on the treaty and that 
failure to repeal the exemption clause would amount to 
"trailing the American honor in the dust and antagonizing 
the rest of the w o r l d . E d i t o r  C. L. Dotson of the 
Sioux Falls Daily Press agreed with the Daily Argus leader 
that the exemption clause was a violation of the Hay- 
Pauncefote treaty. However, Dotson did not advocate the 
repeal of the disputed clause but rather suggested that 
Congress should enact a measure whereby all tolls collected 
from American coastwise vessels should be remitted to the 
ship owners. "Why Jeopardize the honor of the nation," 
asked Dotson, "when there is a simple solution to the prob
lem."46

The possibility that some action might be taken con
cerning the tolls issue grew stronger when Woodrow Wilson 
assumed the Presidency in March 1913. The possibility 
that a new President would view the situation differently 
had been raised shortly after his victory in November 1912, 
when the Pioneer Press claimed: "President Wilson and the

4"''Editorial, Sioux Falls Argus Leader, Feb. 5$ 1913,p. 4.
Ll o ,Editorial, Sioux Falls Daily Press„ Jan. 23, 1913$p. 4.
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new Congress could make a fine initial impression of fair
ness by amending the canal rules and rates so as to treat 
all alike. Another Republican paper, the Minot Daily 
Reporter, stated hopefully in early 1913: "The Democrats
will have a chance to do a good deed at the very beginning

48of their assumption of power.” However, as the Republi
can Ear-go Forum point out, "as the granting of free tolls 
to coastwise vessels is a part of the last Democratic plat
form, the chances for the incoming Senate to recede from

49its present position do not appear to be flattering.”
The Republican Bismarck Daily Tribune urged the Democrats 
to repeal the exemption clause, as did the Pioneer Press 
(which claimed that the Republicans already favored re
peal of the measure although it had been a Republican 
Congress which had enacted the disputed clause). Echo
ing its earlier comments, the outspoken Daily Reporter1 
urged the "anti-subsidy Democrats in particular,” to work 
for the repeal of the exemption clause, while the Fargo 
Forum warned: "It will not be wise to dismantle the steam 
shovels after the water is let in at Panama, they may come

^Editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, Nov. 15*1912, p. 8.
^Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter, Feb. 22, 1913*p. 2.
^Editorial, Fargo Forum, Jan. 29, 1913, p« 4.
^Editorial, Bismarck Daily Tribune, May 21, 1913, p. 4; editorial, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, Feb. 8, 1913, p. 6; May 5, 1913, p. W



75

in handy some day to dig the enterprise out from under 
the dirt and mud and slime of cheap politics."-^

With the press generally advocating repeal of the 
exemption clause, the American people, as well as those 
of Great Britain, waited for a statement by President 
Wilson. In the first days of his administration, British 
Ambassador James Bryce had pressed for action on the con
troversy but had received no definite answer. While deal
ing with matters of currency reform and tariff rates, the 
first session of the sixty-third Congress took no definite 
action in regard to the exemption clause, although the Pres
ident had let it be known that he favored the repeal of 
the clause.

The first positive public indication of President 
Wilson's views was given in mid-October 1915 when Repre
sentative Adamson (from the coastel state of Georgia), 
Chairman of the House Committee on Inter-State and For
eign Commerce, said he would introduce a measure during 
the next session of Congress that would abolish the exemp- 
tion clause. * This was quickly followed by the publica
tion of a letter written by President Wilson to William L.

-^'Editorial, Minot Daily Reporter, Feb. 20, 1915$ 
p. 2; editorial, Farg'o Forum, Jan. 9« 1915. p. 2.

^ New York. Times. Oct. 18, 1915$ p. 5.
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Marbury of Baltimore, which expressed the Chief Executive's 
point of view:

With regard to the question of Panama Canal tolls, my opinion is very clear. The exemption constitutes a very mistaken policy from every point of view. It is economically unjust; as a matter of fact it benefits, for the present, at any rate, only a monopoly; and it seems to me to be in clear violation of the terms of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty.53
President Wilson's declaration of policy had ended 

a year of waiting and reappraisal. In advocating the re
peal of the exemption clause, President Wilson had satis
fied the desires of the greater portion of the mid-western 
press. Although a minority of newspapers, such as the Irish 
Standard and the Dickinson .Reco.rder Post, had opposed ei
ther arbitration or repeal, the overwhelming majority of 
those organs that commented on the issue favored repealing 
the disputed clause. During this period of reappraisal, 
most of the comment on the question of canal tolls was 
confined to the larger daily papers. To the region's 
weekly press, the prospects for a good crop in 1913 and 
the events of the revolution in.Mexico appeared to be far 
more important than this latest diplomatic dispute between 
the United States and Great Britain.

The canal tolls issue disappeared from the upper-mid-

Frank M. Colby, ed., Mew International Yearbook, 1914 (Mew York: Dodd, Me ad'& Co., 1915^ P« 5^5 •'
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western press rather early in 1913. As Congress began 
taking up matters of tariff and currency reform, opinions 
were formed on these issues, and the tolls matter was al
lowed to remain dormant for the remainder of the year.
It would, however, return to the headlines with greater 
furor when Congress prepared to comply with President Wil
son's wishes regarding the repeal of the exemption clause.



CHAPTER VI

1914-— TEAR OP THE REVERSAL

In supporting the repeal of the coastwise tolls ex
emption clause.. President Wilson faced a difficult situa
tion. He must secure repeal of the action which Congress 
in 1912 had overwhelmingly approved. But the problem ran. 
deeper than mere reversal. Not only was he trying to re
verse Congressional action, hut he was also striving for 
a policy that was in direct opposition to the Democratic 
platform of 1912. In Wilson's opinion, repeal was a mat
ter of preserving the national honor at the expense of a 
party platform. This plank had been adopted despite the 
fact that a majority of the Democrats in the House had 
voted against the 1912 exemption clause.

President Wilson, who had supported the clause in a 
speech while campaigning, demanded that his party members 
repudiate the plank, not for any personal or political 
reason, but in order to support the foreign policy of the 
Administration. The President held that the tolls exemp
tion plank had been inserted in the platform by three or 
four men and therefore it was not binding on the party.

78
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On March 5* 1914, President Wilson went before a 
joint session of Congress and asked the repeal of the ex
emption clause., In his message , he attacked the clause 
on three grounds: (1) it violated the Hay-Pauncefote
treaty, (2) it was economically unwise, and (3) it was a 
great stumbling block to the conduct of foreign affairs.
The President, while stating that he was not surrendering 
to Great Britain, said in summary: "We are too big, too 
powerful, too self-respecting a Nation to interpret with 
too strained or refined a reading, the words of our na
tional promises just because we have power enough to give 
us leave to read them as we please.

In the next few months of 1914, a bitterly contested 
battle was waged in Congress. Although the struggle was 
basically non-partisan, the Progressive Party declared its 
intention to support its platform of 1912 end fight against 
repeal. Representative Victor Murdock of Kansas, the party 
leader, expressed the views of his party in the following 
manner: "The Progressives in Congress are -substantially
a unit against the proposition to repeal the tolls exemp
tion clause in the Panama Canal Act." While declaring the 
Republicans and Democrats to be hopelessly divided, he in-

Arias, The Panama. Canal, p. 342.
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sisted that the Progressives were "free from the influence
pof sectional convictions."

In mid-March, the House Committee on Inter-State and 
Foreign Commerce reported favorably, by a vote of 17 to 4, 
a bill (H .R. 14-J85) to repeal the exemption clause. The 
report was accompanied by a minority report, which claimed 
that the proposed repeal would require the United States to 
pay tolls on its battleships using the canal. South Da
kota's Republican Representative Eben W. Martin and Minne
sota's Frederick C. Stevens (the ranking Republican on the 
Committee) were counted among the majority on the measure 
whereas the minority was made up of Doremus of Michigan 
(Democrat), O'Shaunsey of Rhode Island (Democrat), Knowland 
of California (Republican), and Lafferty of Oregon (Progres
sive)

When the repeal provision came up for debate on the 
House floor, there followed a prolonged and heated discus
sion of the issue. The fight for repeal in the House nearly 
disrupted the Democratic ranks as party members were torn 
between their loyalty to President Wilson and their desire 
to uphold the party promises made during the successful 
1912 campaign. The problem worsened when various Republi-

^New York Times, March 21, 1914-, p. 3*
^"House Committee Opposition," Independent, March 26, 

1914, p. 365.
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can Anglophones claimed, that President Wilson had asked 
for the repeal of the exemption clause as a favor to 
Great Britain; in return, they contended, the British 
would withdraw their support of the Huerta government in 
Mexico, a government which President Wilson had refused 
to recognize because it came into power by means of a

lLrevolution.
’’Will you vote for the British policy against the 

American policy?” inquired James Manahan (Republican from 
Minneapolis). A staunch Anglophobe of Irish extraction, 
Representative Manahan termed Wilson's request as dishonor
able, rather than honorable as the President had claimed.^ 
Manahan's Minneapolis colleague, Republican George R.
Smith (a new member of the House, having defeated Prank 
M. Nye in 1912), agreed with this view and argued that 
"the passage of this bill will be a public surrender by 
the Nation of its right, heretofore maintained, to exempt 
its coastwise vessels from the payment of tolls." He de
clared that President Wilson wanted the exemption clause 
repealed in order to set the United States right in the

4-Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive Era (New York: Harper and Row, 1954-T* p. 92.
5U.S. Congress, House, 63rd Cong., 2nd sess., March 30, 1914-, Congressional Record, p. 5820.
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eyes of the world. According to Representative Smith, 
President Wilson was not concerned whether the American 
interpretation of the treaty was correct; he was inter
ested only in complying with the British request.0

Representative Charles H. Billon (R.— 'South Bakota) 
was another who condemned the President*g request. Argu
ing that the exemption clause was purely an American do
mestic concern, the Yankton Republican pronounced that he 
was "not willing to interpret this treaty in favor of the 
English contention and thus for all time deprive the Ameri
can people of making such regulation as they see fit for 
their vessels." In his opinion, the right to regulate in
terstate commerce was vested in Congress under the United 
States Constitution. In presenting his case, Billon noted 
that goods could be shipped from San Francisco to New York 
by means of either the transcontinental railroad or through 
the Panama Canal. In the first case, he continued, Con
gress would have the power to regulate rates under the In
terstate Commerce Act. Why, he demanded, should Congress 
relinquish its right to regulate this same interstate com
merce using the Panama Canal simply because Great Britain 
requested it?*'7

Dillon's fellow Republican, Charles Burke of Pierre

6Ibid.
7Ibid.. p. 6079.
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(a new member of Congress as South Dakota's delegation 
was increased to three), also expressed his opposition to 
Wilson's action. Although he opposed the exemption clause 
because it was a ship subsidy, Burke was against the repeal 
of the measure because, in his words, "President Wilson had 
requested the repeal on the grounds that free tolls was in 
plain contravention of the treaty with Great Britain."
Burke ended his speech by announcing that he would support 
the repeal movement if it became a matter of economic advan
tage to the coastwise shippers, but he could not support

Qany meas'ore designed merely to placate the British.
As the House debate raged, other Representatives 

made their views known. Frederick C. Stevens (R.— Minn.) 
argued that "the tolls exemption clause is not in the in
terests of the people, the taxpayers of the United States." 
Explaining that he had opposed the clause since its first 
introduction, Stevens congratulated President Wilson for 
requesting the repeal of the disputed measure and urged 
the Democrats to place the honor of the nation above a 
mere party platform. In his opinion, the tolls issue was 
an international matter, and if the United States refused 
to repeal the disputed clause, it would "become an outcast 
and an outlaw among the nations of the earth," a claim

8Ibid., p. 10333.
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which brought a standing ovation from the gallery and from
Qother members.'

Ealvor Steenerson of Crookston (R.— Minn.) also 
lauded President Wilson for the repeal request. He con
tended that after the Democratic Party had endorsed the 
exemption clause in the 1912 platform, it realized its mis
take and wanted to correct it. Steenerson, who claimed 
that Republicans already favored repeal, urged all Demo
crats to support their party leadership, warning any hesi
tant members: "It will not be long before you will go be
fore the people for reelection on the plea that you will 
stand by and uphold the President.

Winfield Hammond of Minnesota, the only Democratic 
representative from the upper-midwest, joined the chorus 
advocating repeal. In an unrehearsed oration, Hammond de
clared: "Democrats are not obligated to violate the obli
gations of a treaty in order not to violate the obliga
tions of a party platform," and concluded his remarks by 
referring to the exemption clause as "a subsidy, indirect, 
but none the less a subsidy.""'"'1

The argument advanced by Representative Hammond that 
the exemption clause amounted to an Indirect ship subsidy * 11

9Ibid., pp. 5682, 5698, 5751, 5755-5754.
10Ibid., p. 5756.
11Ibid., pp. 5983-5984
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was endorsed by other upper-midwestern legislators.
Charles A. Lindbergh (R*— Minn.), though opposed to any 
surrender to Great Britain, supported the repeal movement 
for "economic reasons", while South Dakota's Charles H. 
Dillon, who had earlier attacked President Wilson's posi
tion, also regarded the clause as an indirect method of 
bestowing a subsidy on the coastwise shipping industry.
In addition to attacking the clause as an unwarranted sub
sidy, Republican Clarence Miller (Duluth, Minnesota) al
leged that the national honor and treaty obligations of

12the United States demanded repeal.
The assertion that the exemption clause was, in fact, 

a violation of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty, drew support 
from another Minnesota Representative. Andrew Volstead 
of Granite Palls believed that it would be dishonorable 
not to repeal the disputed clause and argued that people 
who did not want to surrender to England were evading the 
basic issue. In spite of this, he felt that the exemption 
clause was the most beneficial for the interior portion of 
the country. Free tolls would force a lowering of the ex
isting railroad rates; thus, free tolls would benefit,

15rather than hinder, his constituents. * 15

~^Ibid., pp. 5&75* 10552; ibid., Appendix, p. 506.
15U.S. Congress, House, 65rd Cong., 2nd sess., 

Congressional Record, p. 6055*
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In agreement with Volstead*s position, James Manahan 
(R.— Minneapolis) argued that those representatives who 
supported the repeal were actually doing a. great injustice 
to the interior portion of the country. Claiming that 
they were "paying homage to the House of Hill" (a refer
ence to James G. Hill, the railroad magnate), Manahan asked 
if these representatives favored the "railroads against the 
consumers of the country." He insisted that these legisla
tors were, in effect, voting for an increase in transconti- 
nental railroad rates.

After an extensive debate, the House passed the re
peal measure by a vote of 247 to 162. A vote analysis on 
the repeal measure showed that 220 Democrats, 23 Republi
cans, 3 Progressives and 1 independent had voted favorably 
on the measure, while 95 Republicans, 52 Democrats, and 
17 Progressives constituted the minority. Only Champ Clark 
(Missouri), Oscar W # Underwood (Alabama), and Tammany rep
resentatives and the Irish-Americans from Boston and Chi
cago, of the Democrats, voted against the measure. Twenty- 
eight representatives who had voted for the exemption bill 
in 1912 reversed themselves: these included 27 Democrats 
and 1 Republican.

Among the supporters of the repeal measure were a 14

14Ibid., pp. 5820, 6078-6079.
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majority of the upper-midwestern representatives. A state 
break-down of the vote shows the following:

Minnesota:
for repeal— Anderson, Hammond, Davis, Stevens, 

Lindbergh, Volstead, Miller, 
Steenerson

against repeal— Smith and Man. ah an 
North Dakota:

for repeal— K. T. Helgesen
against repeal— P. D. Norton and G. M. Young 

South Dakota:
against repeal— Burke and Dillon
not voting— Martinl5

On April 29, by a vote of 8 to 6, the Senate Commit
tee on Inter-Oceanic Canals reported to the Senate, with
out recommendation, the House bill. Along with the bill, 
the committee introduced an amendment, also without recom
mendation, which stated: "Neither the passage of this act, 
nor anything therein contained, shall be constituted, or 
held as waiving, impairing, or affecting any treaty." Of 
the members of the committee, 5 Democrats and 3 Republi
cans supported the measure while 3 Democrats and 3 Repub-

16licans formed the opposition.

■^U.S. Congress, House, vote on H.R. 14385, 63rd 
Cong., 2nd sess., March 31* 1914, Congressional Record, 
p. 6088; "Congressional Action on Repeal','** Review of' R'e- 
views, XLIX (May 1914), 526; New York Times, March 31~  
1914, p. 1.

~^New International Yearbook, 1914, p. 389•
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When the bill was brought to a vote on June 11,
1914, it passed the Senate by a 50 to 35 majority, with 
a majority of the Democrats supporting Wilson. This ma
jority was composed of 37 Democrats and 13 Republicans;
23 Republicans, 11 Democrats, and 1 Progressive opposed 
the measure. The upper-midwestern Senators who, with the 
exception of Sterling and McCumber, had taken little part 
in the debate, were nearly unanimous in voting to repeal 
the exemption clause. Only Minnesota's Moses Clapp voted 
against the measure; his colleague, Knute Nelson, along 
with Porter J. McCumber and Asle J. Gronna of North Dakota 
and Thomas Sterling and Coe I. Crawford of South Dakota, 
all Republicans, voted with the majority. The bill was 
then sent to the House, and the amended form was quickly 
passed. On June 5, 1914-, President Wilson signed the 
bill which repealed the exemption clause.



CHAPTER YII

THE NATION RECONSIDERS THE ISSUE

President Wilson’s stand, on the tolls exemption 
issue met with general approval in the nation's press. 
Journalistic support for his point of view was not con
fined to papers of any one section of the country or any 
political party. Although Wilson was a Democrat, Repub
lican papers such as the Chicago Tribune, the Leavenworth 
Times (Kansas), and the Kansas City Journal strongly sup
ported repeal. Perhaps typical of the view expressed by 
the Republican press was the Chicago Tribune's stand on 
the exemption clause: "As the Canal Act stands today, 
Chicago will be robbed. It is certain that the American 
nation will not endure it.”"**

In January 1914, the New York Times, calling public 
opinion "the most valuable guide, counselor, and friend 
the President can have," declared that opinion was divided 
but believed that "it was starting to unite in favor of 
repeal." Claiming the exemption clause to be morally 
wrong, the Times contended that the "tolls exemption con-

"President Wilson Tries to Reverse the Lever on 
Panama Canal Tolls," Current Opinion, LVI (March. 1914),
!0.
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struction of the treaty was an afterthought," and urged 
support of President Wilson's stand: "It is hardly con
ceivable now that any loyal Democrat should fail to uphold
the official leader of his party in correcting the terrible

2blunder into which the party has been betrayed."
The Times was not the only New York paper supxsorting 

the President. The Journal of Commerce felt the exemption 
clause "to an unprecedented degree lessened our support and 
respect among foreign nations."-' Also defending the Chief 
Executive's position was the Republican Tribune, which
stated: "The President is absolutely right and sure
win.

to

Public opinion was stirred to such a pitch that when 
President Wilson made his repeal message every seat in the 
galleries was taken. Commenting on the speech, the Topeka 
Capital (Kansas) thought that "the overwhelming sentiment 
of the nation is with the President;"^ the Washington Post 
explained: "Probably never in the political history of
the country has there been such a swift and complete change 
of view on any public question."0 Strong support for the

’'“Editorial, New York Times, Jan. 29, 1914-, p. 8;Feb. 8, 1914, p. 14. “
^Current Opinion, LVI (March 1914)» 167.
4Ihid. (April 1914), 257.
5Ibid. (March 1914), 168.
6Ibid. (April 1914), 257.
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proposed, repeal was given also by such newspapers as the 
Omaha World Herald and the Helena Independent (Montana).

A number of leading magazines and trade journals 
also strongly supported the President's views. "Say what 
he will, the most bitter opponent of repeal must admit 
that this country is on trial before the whole world in 
the manner of its good faith and sanctity of its treaty 
obligations," argued the Scientific Ameidcan.̂  While de
fending the right of the United States to exempt coast
wise ships from the payment of tolls, Outlook argued that 
"for international friendship's sake we waive that right 
and repeal the exemption clause." Other journals support
ing repeal were Harper's Weekly and the American Journal of

oInternational Law.~
In an often-cited argument that appeared in Outlook, 

William Jennings Bryan, now Secretary of State, alleged 
that the tolls exemption plank of the 1912 Democratic plat
form was in conflict with the views of the majority of his 
party. According to the editors of Outlook, Bryan saw the 
clause as "on its face an endorsement of the doctrine of

n"Tolls Question in the House of ^Representatives," 
Scientific American (CX (April 11, 1914-) * 504.

°"In a Nutshell," Outlook, CVI (April 4, 1914),
744; "Canal Tolls and the Shipping Trust," Harper's Weekly, 
LVIII (May 9* 1914), 14-15; "The Eepeal of the Pro vis io'ns 
of the Panama Canal Act Exempting American Coastwise Ves
sels from the Payment of Tolls," American Journal of In- 
ternationaf Law, VIII (July 1914), 592-597.
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subsidy," and declared that bis party opposed sucb a doc
trine,^ The Nation hoped Congress would not suffer from 
Platformitis— "a disease of Senators who make reference to 
the bearing of the Democratic platform of 1912 upon the 
question of exemption1"10

In a speech at the Republican Club luncheon in New 
York City, Oscar S, Straus, a. Progressive, who had been 
named ambassador to Turkey, praised President Wilson's
stand and claimed the call for repeal was based on the\
"highest plane of national honor." Straus repudiated the 
Democratic and Pfogressive platforms as being destxmctive 
of international good will. Discussing the party campaign 
promises, Straus hoped politicians would place the honor 
of the nation ahead of the word of their party,3'1

The position taken by Straus prompted the Scien
tific American to assert: "The country has a right to 
expect of its representatives that whenever a subject of 
grave international importance . . . comes up for debate, 
it shall be . . . free from the least taint of mere party 
politics." In the same vein, it argued that those who fa
vored the exemption clause were "subsidy seekers pure and 
simple, those who do not hesitate to stir up racial ani- * 11

^"Panama Canal Question," Outlook, CVI (April 25* 
1914), 874.

^Bristow vs. Common Sense," Nation, XCVI (Feb. 25» 
1914), 202.

11Nev/ York Times, March 8, 1914, p. 12.
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mositv, and not a few who did not disdain to descend to 
personal abuse of the president himself.'*1'2

This opposition drew its support from a number of 
sources. Chief among these were: (1) persons interested 
in coastwise shipping; (2) the Irish-American element of 
the Democratic party; (3) minority groups, such as the 
Germans and the Russians, who did not want the United 
States to surrender to pressure by Great Britain; (4) those 
who were opposed to the railroad industry (including a por
tion of the upper-midwestern press); and (5) the powerful 
group of Hearst newspapers. In a series of dramatic edi
torials and cartoons, the Hearst organs accused President 
Wilson of betraying the United States to both Great Britain 
and the railroad trust. The language used was so violent 
that Senator Robert L. Owen of Oklahoma warned that William 
Randolph Hearst would be investigated. Hearst's actions 
also prompted the Charleston News and Oourier to declare: 
"Not since the days of Cleveland has there arisen an issue

1 7)which has called forth such vituperative bitterness." " 
Other press opposition came chiefly from the West Coast, 12

12"Tolls Question in the House of Representatives/1 
Scientific American, OX (April 11, 1914), 304.

Id "The First Battle over Canal Tolls a Victory for 
the President," Current Opinion. LVI (May 1914), 333.
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no t ably the San Francisco Chronicle and the Progressive 
party newspapers.

Chief among the journals opposing the repeal move
ment was Review of Reviews, which drew the following pic
ture :

We are precisely in the position of a farmer, who 
without compensation and through sheer generosity, 
tells his neighbor to enter his gates and take a short 
cut across his land to avoid a long detour by the pub
lic highway. The neighbor begins to construe his 
privilege, wholly unpaid for, as a legal right and 
proceeds to question the man's use of his own private 
roads for his own position, 14-

Many pressure groups were sent to Congress to oppose 
the repeal measure, not because of the economic issue in
volved, but rather because of a dislike for Great Britain. 
Characteristic of these groups were the United German So
cieties and the Irish Catholics. Meeting in New York, the 
United Gexmian Societies endorsed a policy of opposition to 
repeal. Through their representatives in Washington, this 
group called on President Wilson to withdraw his repeal 
request from Congress.^

Mass meetings were held by those who protested the 
repeal movement. Typical of these meetings was one held 
at New York City's Carnegie Hall in March 3.914-. After a

14-.Review of Reviews, XLIX (March 1914-), 261
15New York Times, March 28, 1914-, p. 5
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series of dramatic orations, resolutions were made which, 
claimed the repeal to be

. . . intolerable to patriotic Americans, that the 
Government has been betrayed and put into a panic by 
cleverly inspired fears and imaginary dangers, that 
the proposed legislation was inspired by snobbish 
subserviency to certain foreign opinion, and that the 
passage of the repeal would mean a surrender by the 
United States of sovereignty over its own canal.

These petitions were distributed and signed by the oppo-
16nents of repeal.

The effect of such meetings on public opinion was 
best summed up in an editorial by the New York Times, en
titled: "Patriotism Goes Wrong.” The Times claimed that
these meetings represented only greedy, snobbish people 
who wanted more benefits and super-patriots who believed 
that the United States was strong enough to impress its 
will upon the rest of the world. Declaring their argu
ments to be false, the editorial concluded: ”If we are 
to refuse to vindicate our own honor, keep our promises, 
and advance our real interest simply because we have prom
ised a foreign nation to do so, we must be a muddle-headed

17and cowardly people.” '

President Wilson's personal request for the repeal 
of the disputed exemption clause had stirred comment 
across the nation. Every section of the country debated 16

16Ibid., March 21, 1914, p. 5.
x^Ibid., March 22, 1914, editorial, p. 14 c
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the merits of the disputed clause and the wisdom of the 
President1s ■plea. Questions involving matters of treaty- 
violation, ship subsidy, national honor, party platforms, 
and surrender to the British were discussed as the people 
formed their opinions. Would any one argument be confined 
to a particular section of the country? Would a certain 
region, such as the upper midwest, base its opinion on one 
argument in particular, or would several be advanced?
What role, if any, would the geographic location and eth
nic background of the region play in shaping public opin
ion?

n



CHAPTER VIII

THE REGION SUPPORTS THE PRESIDENT

"To toll, or not to toll, such is the problem," was 
the way the Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader characterized 
the decision facing Congress in early 1914. This question, 
whether American coasting vessels using the Panama Canal 
should pay tolls, afforded the editors of the upper-mid
western press an excellent opportunity to make their views 
known on foreign affairs. Little mention was made of the 
issue during January and February as the editors waited 
patiently for President Wilson to make his views known of
ficially. A scattering of the metropolitan papers did 
comment on the issue, but, for the most part, editorial 
comment was directed toward the conditions in Mexico. It 
was only after President Wilson addressed the joint ses
sion of Congress on March 5, 1914, that the exemption 
clause issue became a major news item.

The conciseness of the President's address drew much 
comment from the region's press. Nearly all the weekly 
newspapers reprinted the entire text of the Chief Execu
tive's request of Congress. Largely dependent upon the

■^Editorial, Sioux Falls Daily Argus Leader, March
20, 1914, p. 4.
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national wire services for their knowledge of foreign af
fairs, these papers merely published the wire-service 
items (notably from the Associated Press) as they were re
ceived and did not comment on the issue. The Colman Argus 
(S.D.) and the Mitchell Clarion (S.D.) were typical of 
such papers; although printing the wire-service dispatches
intact, these newspapers made no reference to the affair

Pin their editorial columns.
While only a minority of papers failed to mention 

the exemption clause, President Wilson’s unique request 
stirred many editors to revive the issue and awakened the 
concern of others who had not followed the matter during 
the previous two years. Claiming that the speech wa.s a 
near-record for brevity, the Devils Lake Daily Journal 
(N.D.) proclaimed in hold headlines: "IN 4-1? WORDS PRESI
DENT WILSON ASKS CONGRESS TO REPEAL FREE TOLLS." Also re
marking on the shortness of Wilson's address, the Madison 
Daily Leader (S.D.) warned its readers "not to measure
the importance of this subject by the number of senten- 

•5ces. t>y "Too warm praise cannot be lavished upon Presi
dent Wilson," claimed the Mankato Review (Minn.), "for his * 3

^Colman Argus, March 12, 1914-, p. 7; Mitchell Clarion, March" l"2", TOTf’ p. 6. --- ---------
3"Devils Lake Daily Journal, March 6, 1914-, p. 1; 

Madison Daily Leader, March S, 1914-, p. 1.



brief but magnificent message to congress asking that
body to repeal the tolls exemption clause in the Panama 

ncanal act.*'
President Wilson's personal request that Congress 

reverse itself from its stand of two years earlier drew 
widespread support from the upper-midwestern press. Prais
ing his action, the Yankton Press and Dakotan regarded 
the repeal as the proper action and remarked that Wilson 
had chosen "the psychological moment to impress upon con
gress the r e p e a l . T h e  Sioux Falls Daily Press also 
praised the President and claimed that if his request was 
not heeded, "it will mark an ominous turning point in 
our history." In contrast, the Rapid City Daily Journal 
and the Minneapolis Morning Tribune both described the
Chief Executive's action as pleading rather than request- 

6mg,
In what manner Congress would comply with Wilson's 

request stirred the Daily Journal to predict: "If con
gressional ears are deaf to such an appeal, then we have 
come on sorry days indeed."'7 In urging Congress to eom-

^Editorial, Mankato Review, March 10, 1914» P« 2.
^Editorial, Yankton Press and Dakotan, March 7*

1914, p. 2. ~ ~ .......  ~
^Editorial, Sioux Palls Daily Press, March 7 ■» 1914, 

p. 4; Rapid City Daily Journal, March 6, 1914, p. 1; Min
neapolis Morning Tribune,' March 6, 1914, p. 1.

99

^Editorial, Devils Lake Daily Journal, March 4,
1914, p. 2.
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ply with the President's request, the Lake Crystal Union 
(Minn.) argued that "none can dispute the wisdom o f the 
President in his demand.” In a similar manner, the Grand 
Porks Herald observed that "most of the strong men of

oboth parties of Congress" supported Wilson's position.
The region's approval of Wilson's request was largely 
echoed across the nation, and all attention was focused 
on the capital as Congress prepared to answer the Presi
dent's request.

The Herald. prior to the President's message, in
formed its readers that the "subject has a very decided 
interest to a good many people, those of our Northwest 
in particular."^ This interest was demonstrated by the 
thorough attention given the actions of the Sixty-third 
Congress. When the Sims bill to repeal the exemption 
clause was debated in the House, the editors of the upper- 
midwestern press followed the proceedings with great at
tention. Discussing the torrid debate, the weekly Vermil
lion Dakota Republican (S.D.) pointed out that "many of 
his /"President Wilson's_J7 best and strongest party lead
ers are protesting against his theory with courage and

^Editorial, Lake Crystal Union, March. 6, 19W) p. 2 ; 
editorial, Grand Porks Herald, March. 6, 1914, p. 4.

"’Editorial, Grand Porks Herald, Peb. 26, 1914, p. 4.
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any amount of eloquence."* 1^ In its coverage of the House 
debate, the Rapid City Daily Journal remarked that in its 
opinion, President Wilson, who had hoped for quick pas
sage of the repeal measure, was annoyed by the continuing 
debate and reported: "Wilson Characterizes Canal Tolls 
Debating as Crowning Insult." According to the Rapid City 
editor, Wilson wished Congress to obey his wishes and not 
waste time with seemingly endless debate.1'*"

Although hotly contested, the repeal measure 
quickly passed the House with the aid of a closure bill 
that limited the amount of time any Representative could 
speak to one hour. While closely following the debate, 
many editors had not had time to express their opinion on 
the issue. The action of the House in reversing itself in 
the matter of canal tolls did, however, stir the editors 
to comment. "Under conditions present, the victory was a 
tremendous one for the administration," exclaimed the Fari
bault Democrat (Minn.), which held President Wilson in the

12highest regard. Voicing its approval of the House pas
sage, the Pierre Daily Capital-Journal pointed out the op

115 Editorial, Daily Republican, March 28, 1914*
P- 4.

11Rapid City Daily Journal, March 31, 1914, p. 4. 
The House debate of the bill to repeal the exemption 
clause is discussed in Chapter VI.

1 ? JEditorial, Faribault Democrat, April 3* 1914,
p. 2.
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position which Wilson had overcome: "President Wilson 
has won the first round in his battle to repeal the Pan
ama canal tolls notwithstanding the opposition of Speaker 
Clark and leader Underwood." The Capital-Journal, al
though a Republican paper, praised President Wilson's de
termination to put justice ahead of mere party plat- 

15forms. ^ In agreement with this position was the Sioux 
Palls Daily Argus Leader, which casually mentioned: "It 
is generally dawning on some people that there is a real 
leader in the white house /_ sic / these days."

The House passage of the measure, which had drawn 
much favorable comment in the upper-midwestern press, 
prompted several of that region's papers to comment on how 
their Representatives had responded to the measure. The 
Aberdeen Daily American (S.D.) expressed its regret that 
two South Dakota Representatives, Burke and Dillon, had 
voted against the measure. The Daily American noted that 
South Dakotans were generally, in its opinion, against 
the exemption clause and urged that the state's Senate 
delegation should comply with the wishes of its constitu
ents. Opposition to the stand of these Representatives 
was also voiced in the Plandreau Moody County Enterprise * 14

^^Editorial, Pierre Daily Capital Journal, March 
51, 1914, p. 2.

14Editorial, Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader,
April 1, 1914, p. 4.



and the Pierre Daily Capital-Journal. The "nay" votes of 
Minnesota's Manahan and Smith (both Republicans) were also 
soundly criticized by the Saint Paul Pioneer Press, the 
Lake Crystal Union, and the Minneapolis Morning Tribune.* 1'*

Less than a month had elapsed between the time 
President Wilson had requested the repeal of the exemption 
clause and House passage of the measure. In these weeks, 
the upper-midwestern press had attempted to keep its read
ers informed of the latest events regarding the issue. Wow 
that the House had passed the measure, interest was focused 
on the Senate. Was repeal the proper course of action?
In the days and weeks that followed, many upper-midwestern 
editors re-examined the various contentions regarding mat
ters of ship subsidy, treaty violation, campaign promises, 
and national honor. In the words of the Devils Lake Daily 
Journal, the exemption clause issue had "sundered party 
relations, set men against each other, created bitterness, 
inspired suspicion and hot accusations."1^

15•'Editorials, Aberdeen Daily American, April 2,
1914-, p. 4-; Moody County Enterprise, April 97 1914-, p. 4; 
Pierre Daily Capital-Journal, April 3» 1914-, p. 4-; Saint 
Paul Pioneer Press, April 1, 1914-, p. 4-; Lake Crystal 
Union, April 8, 1914-, p. 4-; Minneapolis Morning Tribune, 
April 2, 1914-, p. 6.
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1 ftEditorial, Devils Lake Daily Journal, May 4-, 
1914-, p. 2. “ ”
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"A great nation like this is not going to twist a 
treaty to suit a temporary need/* argued the Sioux Falls 
Daily Argus Leader, while the Dell Rapids Times-Iribune 
and the Gregory Times-Advocate insisted that the Hay- 
Pauncefote treaty was a had bargain but should none the 
less be upheld.1"'7 In a series of editorials, the Devils 
Lake Daily Journal claimed: "The weight of argument is 
that the exemption IS a direct violation of the treaty.” 
Arguing that the treaty must be honored, it reminded read
ers of the proposed Bard Amendment of 1901. As this amend
ment, which would have granted free use of the canal to 
American coasting ships, was proposed as an addition to 
the Hay-Pauncefote treaty, the Devils Lake paper declared 
that the present exemption clause was a violation of the 
treaty.17 18

The Grand Porks Herald, which claimed there could 
be no justification for treaty violation, argued that all 
that was involved in the issue was "whether we intend to 
stick to a bargain when once we have made it.^1^ The Man
kato Review (Minn.) also urged the nation to uphold its

17'Editorial, Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader, March 
9, 1914, p. 4; Dell Rapids Times-Tribune,~April S, 1914, 
p. 1; Gregory Times-Advocate, Peb. 12, 1914, p. 4.

18Editorial, Devils Lake Daily Journal, Feb. 28, 
1914, p. 2; March 1, 1914, p. 2; March 3, '1915, p. 3;
March 14, 1914, p. 2.

^Editorial, Grand Forks Herald, Feb. 22, 1914,
p. 4; March 13 > 1914, p. 4.
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solemnly pledged treaty word: ,rWe can make no treaty for 
any purpose while for our own gain tear up the treaty be
fore the day has come to fulfill its pledge."20 On the 
other hand, the Vale Call to Action (S.D.), a semi
monthly paper devoted "to a discussion of economic ques
tions," while advocating repeal, held that "no generation 
is morally bound by the acts of a preceding generation.
We are not forced today, by a treaty made yesterday, else
• P Iif we were projjress would be at a standstill."

As the region’s press discussed the issue of treaty 
violation, area residents began expressing opinions regard
ing the Eay-Pauncefote treaty and its relation to the ex
emption clause. In letters written to the Saint Paul Pio
neer Press, John Kelly, a federal court judge, raised a 
point of international law. It was his contention that 
"the negotiators of the treaty could not give away the 
rights of U.S. citizens to use the canal as they saw fit." 
According to Judge Kelly, who opposed the exemption clause
on economic grounds, the Hay-Pauncefote treaty was not be-

22m g  violated in this matter.
In a letter to the Bismarck Daily Iribune, Charles

20Editorial, Mankato Review, March 10, 1914, p. 2. 
21Editorial, Vale Call To Action, March 21, 1914,

p. 2.
22Letter to the editor, Saint Paul Pioneer Press,

April 11, 1914, p. 4; May 6, 1914, p. 57 Kellyks Irish"
background must not be forgotten.



106

M. Greene asked, the following question:
In relation to the Panama Canal tolls question, 

will you kindly tell us just what the Hay-Pauncefote 
treaty was, and why it was made? We agree to that 
treaty and the only honorable course now is to follow 
it, but many of us would like to know just why we had 
to consult England, or anybody else, in regard to constructing the canal.

In answer to Greene's query, the Daily Tribune, which ac
corded the issue only limited coverage, explained the diplo
matic history of the canal and agreed with Greene that the 
only honorable course of action was to uphold the treaty.^

The argument that the nation's honor was at stake 
in the matter of canal tolls was also emphasized by upper- 
midwest editors. "The controversy over the Panama canal 
tolls will be settled right, because common honesty will 
not permit it to be otherwise," alleged the Rapid City 
Daily Journal, whereas the Sioux Palls Daily Press con
curred that the nation's honor should be vindicated, claim-

24ing that "we are big enough to do that." In calling for 
repeal, the Cooperstown Griggs County Sentinel Courier 
(N.D.) stated: "President Wilson realizes that Democracy 
is on trial and wants to impress the fact on the minds of 
all." The Fargo Porum asked: "Does any patriotic American 
want this government to break its word?" In supporting the

27)̂Editorial, Bismarck Daily Tribune, March 27,
1914, p. 4.

24Editorial, Rapid City Daily Journal, April 22, 
1914, p. 4; editorial, Sioux Palls Daily Press, May 14,
1914, p. 4.
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actions of the Chief Executive, the Forum believed that 
“the honor of the Nation is at stake in the passage of this 
repeal of the tolls exemption clause.”^

“Our good faith has been brought under suspicion,” 
commented the Bismarck Daily Tribune. which hoped that “we 
clear our honor at any cost.” North Dakota's leading 
Democratic newspaper, the Devils Lake Daily Journal, a 
strong supporter of repeal, praised Wilson's actions: “No
thing in the president's career becomes him better than 
this stand for national honor." ' Also requesting the re
peal measure to uphold the nation's honor, the Republican 
Grand Forks Herald insisted: “The standards of a great na
tion in relation to the carrying out of its contracts ought 
to be at least as high as those which are commonly insisted

poon when two men trade horses."
The Republican Luverne Rock County Herald (Minn.) 

questioned the President's claim that national honor de
manded the repeal of the exemption clause. In its opinion, 
the question of the nation's honor should be settled by in-

25̂Editorial, Griggs County Sentinel-Courier, June 
19, 1914* p. 1; editorial, Fargo Forum, Feb. 24, 1914, p. 4; April 1, 1914, p. 2.

O f .Editorial, Bismarck Daily Tribune, Feb. 17, 1914,
p. 4.

27Editorial, Devils Lake Daily Journal, March 51, 
1914, p. 4.

^Editorial, Grand Forks Herald, March 7, 1914,
p. 4.
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ternational law experts rather than by Congressional action. 
Pointing out that "men possessing far more ability than 
President Wilson in the matter of international law sup
ported the exemption clause,” the Herald warned that the
matter should be carefully studied before any action was 

29taken. 7 A somewhat similar view was expressed in a letter
to the Saint Paul Pioneer Press from Gerstave Orean Ohlsson:

I fail, after a careful study of both sides of the ques
tion, to see in what matter our national honor is in
volved, and further, cannot understand how it was dis
covered so suddenly that it was a question of national 
honor. 30

Disregarding this small scattering of opposition,
the majority of the region’s editors requested the honor of
the nation be upheld by repealing the disputed clause in
the Panama bill. "It is only a question of common honesty,”
reminded the Minneapolis Journal, while the weekly Lake
Crystal Union viewed the issue as a battle between "the in-

31terests of the shipping trust as against national honor.” 
hoitfever, upholding the nation’s honor was not the only rea
son advanced in the upper-midwestern press for repealing 
the disputed clause.

^Editorial, Rock County Herald, April 10, 1914,
p. 6.

^Letter to the editor, Saint Paul Pioneer Press, 
April 24, 1914, p. 4.

^Editorial, Minneapolis Journal, Peb. 19, 1914, 
p. 4; Feb. 24, 1914, p. 4; editorial. Lake Crystal Union,
May 13, 1914, p. 4.
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"Do you want a situation that will require an annual 
appropriation by congress to keep the canal going?" asked 
the Mankato Review, The Delano Eagle (Minn.) pointed out 
that "if free tolls were allowed to stand Uncle Sam would 
be making a present of about $7*000,000 a year to the New 
York shipping trust for which the people would derive no 
adequate benefit. The feelings against ship subsidy and
the granting of special privileges to coastwise shipping, 
which was by 1aw reserved for American ships only, provided 
another reason for supporting the repeal that President Wil
son had requested. According to the Fairmont Daily Senti
nel (Minn.), the upper midwest was "against ship subsidies 
and graft of all descriptions," and urged the nation to 
"stand up for the president.

The Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader viewed the ex
emption clause as merely "a ship subsidy in a dress suit 
with tango slippers," and explained: "Free passes do not 
sound as well as "free tolls', but they are thp same 
t h i n g . A g r e e i n g  with the Argus Leader's views, the Hal-

^Editorial, Mankato Review, May 12, 1914, p. 4; 
editorial, Delano Eagle, re-printed in Minneapolis Morning 
Tribune, May 6, 1914, p. 6.

•^Editorial, Fairmont Daily Sentinel, April 1,1914, p. 2. '
34-Editorial, Sioux Falls Daily Argus Leader,

April 13, 1914, p. 4; April ?, 1914, p. 4.
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lock Weekly News (Minn.) argued that a "direct subsidy to 
it l_ coastwise shipping_7 would be hissed off the stage of 
congress, as the disguised subsidy . . .  is going to be 
hissed off now that it has been s t r i p p e d . E c h o i n g  this 
sentiment was the weekly Elk Point Leader-Courier (S.D.) 
and the Sell Rapids Times-Tribune (S.D.), which argued that 
there was no reason why the ships of a few men should enjoy 
the benefits of using the canal without paying tolls while 
the American public paid the bills for construction and 
operation of the canal.

She Canton News (S.D.) regarded the exemption 
clause as "another one of those concessions to special 
privileges with which this country has been so long and so 
disastrously affected." Urging the repeal of the disputed 
passage, the Hews voiced the hope that Congress would not 
form a "cloven-footed alliance with special privileges 
which are opposing the repeal." ' Also urging repeal, 
the Grand Forks Herald placed the blame for the creation 
of the exemption clause on lobbyists sent to Washington 
by "specially interested groups". Declaring that these

^Editorial, Iiallock Weekly News, April 25, 1914,
p. 4.

^Editorial, Elk Point Leader-Courier, May 21,
1914, p. 4; editorial, Dell Rapids Times-Drihune, May 23, 
1914, p. 4.

^Editorial, Canton News, March 30, 1914, p. 4.
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privilege seekers had. ’’carried. Congress off its feet in 
1912,” the Herald expressed the hope that this would not 
he the case in 1914- and that Congressmen would recognize 
the exemption clause for what it was, a hidden ship sub
sidy.^8

The debate on the matter of ship subsidy and econ
omic advantage stirred E. A. Humphrey of Minneapolis to ex
press his views. In a letter to the Journal, Humphrey ex
plained:

The claim that the free use of the canal by the people 
of the United States for domestic commerce is of the 
nature of a “ship subsidy” and in favor of a "shipping 
monopoly" is manifestly intended to hoodwink the peo
ple. The free use of the canal by our people for do
mestic commerce is clearly in opposition to capitalis
tic monopoly.39

In commenting about the monopoly that reserved 
coastwise trade for American vessels, the Aberdeen Daily 
American claimed that the exemption clause would only 
“foster and breed the only remaining monopoly which has

40the strength to fight openly to control our government."
While Republican papers such as the Journal and the 

Daily American regarded the disputed clause as a ship sub
sidy, A. J. Roberts of Hawley, Minnesota, in a letter to

^Editorial, Grand Forks Herald, Feb. 12, 1914,
P- 4.

59^'Letter to the editor, Minneapolis Journal, March 
3, 1914, p. 4.

40Editorial, Aberdeen Daily American, April 14,
1914, p. 7.
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the Fargo Forum, supported the measure as it stood:
It would seem that the great benefits that for

eign shippers would gain by a shorter route through 
the Panama canal would leave the United States free 
to gain what advantage that would accrue by handling 
its coastwise shipping with its own ships as it deems 
best in the interests of the nation. . . . The gen
eral reader may not be up on shipping, but it is not 
difficult to ascertain what is patriotic and sound 
principle in x'egard to the operation of the canal in the interests of the United States.41

In like manner, Minnesota's Governor Eberhard claimed that
42"free tolls would be a good thing for American ships."

In addition to the questions of treaty obligations, 
national honor, and ship subsidy, commitment to party plat
form planks was also involved. It will be recalled that 
the Democratic and the Progressive platforms had endorsed 
the clause while the Republican platform had made no men
tion of the issue. Elected on a platform that favored the 
provision, President's Wilson's request that this plank be 
repudiated produced a variety of opinion. "President Wil
son says ''fell /"sic 7 with the platform. I am in favor 
of what's right,' and the American people honor him all the 
more for his decision," announced the Houston (Minn.) Hous
ton County Chief^  which strongly lauded the President's

^Letter to editor, Fargo Forum, Feb. 24, 1914,
p. 4.

42Saint Paul Pioneer Press, April 14, 1914, p. 6. 
^Editorial, Houston County Chief, April 25, 1914,

p . 6
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position. Echoing this praise, the Minneapolis Morning 
Tribune explained: "Planks in a party platform have 
hardly attained the sanctity of oaths of office. If that 
was the case, party bandwagons would get a punctured tire 
because of broken and abandoned pledges strewn in the 
road." "Framers of a party platform cannot be any more 
sure about how every paragraph will work out than framers 
of a treaty," announced the Bismarck Daily Tribune, which 
held the opinion that "the free tolls plank of the Balti
more platform was a Joker, and was slipped in."^

Discussing the role of the campaign promises in the 
fight for repeal, the Bowman (N.D.) Bowman County Pioneer 
reported: "The discussion of this repeal bill is making an
awful ruction in the Democratic party, and the action of 
the president shows that he is willing to rip up and throw

Il O,in the scrap heap this free tolls plank." The Slayton 
Murray County Herald (Minn.) regarded the fight to repeal 
the disputed passage as a contest as to whether "the Demo
cratic party platform or the President of the United States 
is the real master of the Job." ^ On the other hand, the 

!\ /\Editorial, Minneapolis Morning Tribune, June 6, 1914, p. 20.
^Editorial, Bismarck Daily Tribune, Feb. 14, 1914,

p . 4.
46Editorial, Bowman County Pioneer, April 16, 1914,

^ Murray County Herald, April 3, 1914, p. 4.
p. 4.
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Hallock Weekly News (Minn.) and the Luverne Sock County 
Herald attacked Wilson's actions, demanding that he honor 
the platform on which he was elected and withdraw his re
quest for repeal.^

"Secretary Bryan says that the Democratic party 
was misled in the Baltimore statement on the tolls ques
tions," reported the Albert Lea Tribune (Minn.), which was 
in agreement with the Faribault Democrat (Minn.) which had 
alleged that the disputed provision was "slipped into the 
Democratic platform without the knowledge of the majority
of the resolution committee or convention and it is pro-

49nounced heretical as Democratic doctrine." Also contend
ing that the majority at the Democratic convention of 1912 
had not endorsed the exemption clause was the Devils Lake 
Daily Journal, which reported on a recent poll of the con
vention delegates that produced the following results:
682 favored repeal, 125 were opposed to repeal, and 58 were 
uncommitted. The Daily Journal regarded this poll as "a 
conclusive answer to those who in spite of the plank 
against subsidies regard the free tolls plank as binding 
on the party."5°

^Editorial, Hallock Weekly News, March 25, 1914, 
p. 4; editorial, Rock County Herald, March 15, 1914, p. 4.

^Editorial, Albert Lea Tribune, April 18, 1914, 
p. 8; editorial, Faribault Democrat, Feb. 15, 1914, p. 2.

^Editorial, Devils Lake Daily Journal, May 25,1914, p. 2.
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The Democratic party was not, however, the only 
party to support the exemption clause in 1912. In its 
first political contest, the Progressive, or Bull Moose, 
party had also supported the controversial clause. In re
porting on the House passage of the repeal measure, the 
Devils Lake Daily Journal noted that all hut two Bull Moose 
Representatives had voted against the proposal. Charging 
that the Progressives were trying to discredit the Wilson 
administration, the Devils Lake paper criticized the new 
party's actions: "A third party politician plays the same 
kind of stupid political game as other kinds of party poli
ticians."^1 Also critical of the course taken by the Bull 
Moose party, "the Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader expressed 
the hope that Progressive Senators would support the Presi
dent, a position endorsed also by the Minneapolis Journal, 
which praised the actions of Hugh T. Halbert, Minnesota 
Progressive party chairman. Halbert had declined an in
vitation to become a member of the national committee be-

52ing formed to oppose the repeal measure."^
There was, nonetheless, some opposition to repeal 

voiced in the upper-midwestern press. Anglophobia, which 
had caused several editors to attack the British protest

-^Editorial, Devils Lake Daily Journal, April 18, 
1914, p. 2.

^“Editorial, Sioux Falls Daily Argus Leader, April 
25l, 1914, p. 4; editorial, Minneapolis Journal, April 9» 
1914, p. 1?.



of July 15, 1912, caused a minority of papers to condemn 
President Wilson’s request and fight against repeal. To 
the Vermillion Dakota Republican (S.D.) it seemed that 
"philanthropic faddists at Washington" were attempting to 
force the United States to pay the expense of construction 
and operation of the canal and then let the entire world 
share the benefits. "It is neither politics nor patriotic 
to surrender every right we have," argued the Republican, 
which asked: "Wonder if, in the event of Woodrow Wilson's 
toll repeal, it will be necessary to get a permit from Eng
land for an American vessel of any description to navigate 
the canal? A somewhat similar view was expressed by the 
Breckenridge Wilkin County Gazette (Minn.), which stated 
that it had "opposed Great Britain in principle since the 
Boston Tea Party," and argued that the canal should be used 
solely to aid American shipping.^

"Let Great Britain sulk if she wishes," pronounced 
the arch-enemy of the British, the Irish Standard of Min
neapolis, which generally opposed the foreign policy of 
the Wilson Administration. "She now wants us to kiss the 
hand that smote us!" cried its editor, who had campaigned

55-^Editorial, Vermillion Dakota Republican, April 
9, 1914-, supplement; April 16, l9T4, p. 4; May 7,’ 1914, 
p . 4.

^Editorial, Wilkin County Gazette, Jan. 14,
1914, p. 6. " ' — -
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against the British protest since mid-1912. However, re
garding the tolls question as "the rock upon which Wil
sonian Democracy is sure to flounder," this paper, v/hich 
had constantly mentioned the issue in 1912, made little 
editorial comment in 1914. After House passage of the re
peal measure, the tolls question nearly disappeared from 
this paper's pages. It chose to ignore the matter and cru
saded for home rule for Ireland.^5

In a letter to the Sioux Falls Daily Press, Charles 
E. DeLand (a Republican lawyer of Pierre, South Dakota, and 
author of several historical articles) supported the pres
ent exemption clause. Because the United States had built 
the canal and the coastwise trade of the United States was 
reserved for American ships, he could see no basis for the 
British protest. In closing, he claimed that more capital 
was going into coastwise trading as a result of the clause, 
and, in his opinion, this would benefit South Dakota.^ 
DeLand's Anglophobia was similar to that expressed in a 
letter which appeared in the Egan Express (S.D.). Signed 
simply, "A Reader", this letter asked:

^Editorial, Irish Standard, March 28, 1914-? p. 4; June 6, 1914-, p. 4-.
^Letter to the editor, Sioux Palls Daily Press, 

April 16, 1914-, p. 4.
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Just why, please, do you take the position that 
the United States must knuckle down to foreign coun
tries in the matter of canal tolls? Why cannot this 
nation admit its own merchant vessels toll free ^  
through a canal it built and which it will operate?"7'

These isolated cases of Anglophobia prompted the 
Yankton Press and Dakotan to attack the "jingoists who'd 
like to cut off the British lion's tail with a meat-ax just 
because we're going to be decent at Panama." The Breckin
ridge Telegram (Minn.) agreed with the Yankton paper and 
argued: "This thing of insulting England and other for
eign countries just to show how brave we are is about played 
out with thinking people." "The time has gone when the Eng
lish bugaboo can be made to cut much figure with the people," 
agreed the Republican Daily Argus Leader, which considered 
matters of ship subsidy and treaty violation to be more im-

COportant than mere party politics or Anglophobia.
As the upper-midwestern press mulled over the vari

ous aspects of the exemption clause, the Senate had taken 
up the fight to comply with President Wilson's request. 
"Administration leaders in the senate buckled on their armor 
. . . and plunged in the Panama canal tolls fight to repeal 
the measure," announced the R apid City Daily Journal. In

^Editorial, Egan Express, April 10, 1914, p. 4.
-^Editorial, Yankton Press and Dakotan, April 25, 

1914, p. 2; editorial, Breckinridge Telegram, May 25, 1914, 
p. 2; editorial, Sioux Palls Daily Argus £eader, May 1,
1914, p. 4. “  — —

)
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agreement was the Daily Argus Leader, which termed the 
Congressional debate to be: "TOLLS FIGHT LIKE *76 DAYS.”59 
The Minneapolis Journal predicted that the repeal measure 
would be extensively debated and alleged: "The Senate is 
going to take its time to decide whether this nation shall 
break its word or not."^9

In voicing its support of the repeal measure, the 
weekly Pipestone Farmer's Leader (Minn.) commented on the 
Senate Canal Committee's favorable report of the repeal 
measure:

Credit for this administration victory goes largely 
to Senator Crawford, Republican, of South Dakota, who 
was reckoned an uncertain quantity when the committee 
deliberations opened. His vote for repeal enabled the 
administration supporters to carry the day by a vote of 8 to 6.61

On the other hand, the George Washington Branch of the 
American Continental League (located in Minneapolis) pe
titioned the Senate Committee not to sanction the repeal 
measure.^

"It is thought the U.S. Senate will use up three 
weeks of time in talking over the tolls repeal topic," re

-^Kapid City Daily Journal, April 3, 1914, p. 1; 
Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader, March 27, 1914, p. 1.

Editorial, Minneapolis Journal, April 6, 1914,
p . 14.

61Editorial, Pipestone Parmer's Leader, May 7i 1914, p. 4.
62U.S. Congress, Senate, 63rd Cong., 2nd sess., 

March 28, 1914, Congressional Record, Appendix, p. 357*



ported the V ermillion Dakota Republican, an opponent of 
the m e a s u r e . ^  In the Senate deba/te, one of the strong
est supporters of the President's position was North Da
kota's [Republican Senator Porter . J. McCumber. When on 
April 7, 1914, McCumber made a stirring speech supporting 
the repeal measure, he was widely acclaimed in the upper- 
midwestern px*ess. “McCumber Stirs Senate," blazed head
lines in the Fairmont Daily Sentinel (Minn.), while the
Bllendale Dickey County Leader (N.D.) termed his speech as

64"ringing and lengthy," and praised him for his position. 
"The days of partisan politics are passing," observed the 
Devils Lake Daily Journal. The Sioux Falls Daily Press, 
also impressed with the Senator's speech, commented: "In
the course of time no doubt Mr. McCumber will discover

65that Taft was wrong oh the other issues also." Support
ing the position of McCumber, the Williston Herald (N.D.) 
offered this advice: "If the senator follows up this sort 
of course he may be hard to beat two years hence £ when 
McCumber came up for re-election_7» L.B.H. Louis B.

^Editorial, Dakota Republican, April 9, 1914,
p. 3.

^ Fairmont Daily Sentinel, April 7? 1914, p. 1; 
Dickey County "[Leader, April 9, 1914, p. 1.

^ E d i t o r i a l , Devils Lake Daily Journal, April 9, 
1914, p. 2; editorial, Sioux Falls Daily Argus Leader, 
April 8, 1914, p. 4. McCumber had been a loyal supporter 
of the conservative Taft.
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Hanna_7 please take note."^
Another upper-midwestern Senator who created 

stir among the region's editors was South Dakota's Repub
lican Senator fx*om Vermillion, Thomas Sterling. "I have 
always been and am now for the repeal of the exemption 
clause," Sterling was quoted as saying in the Sioux Falls 
Daily Press. "Senator Sterling has accurately voiced the 
sentiment of his state in his speech favoring the repeal 
of the exemption clause in the Panama canal bill. There 
has been but one opinion among the majority of South Dako
tans," reported the Aberdeen Daily American. Other papers 
which heralded Sterling's position were the Redfield Jour
nal-Observer, the Pierre Daily Capital-Journal, and the 
Sioux Palls Daily Argus Leader, which explained: "We feel
quite sure that Senator Sterling has reached the right con-

67elusion in the matter of Panama canal tolls." '

When the Senate complied with President Wilson's 
request and passed the repeal measure, the Daily Argus 
Leader, a strong supporter of repeal, asked: "Was there 
really the need for those weeks and weeks of debate on the

66
p. 4.

'Editorial, Williston Herald, April 12, 1914,

67 cSioux: Palls Daily Press, April 10, 1914, p. 4; 
the views of Senator Sterling are discussed in Chapter V; 
editorial, Aberdeen Daily American, June 4, 1914, p. 4; 
Redfield Journal-Observer, June 4, 1914, p. 2; Sioux P alls 
Daily Argus Leader, April 10, 1914, p. 4.
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tolls?” Lauding the passage of the repeal measure, head
lines in the Fairmont Daily Sentinel (Minn.) proclaimed: 
"TOLLS REPEAL IS ANOTHER VICTORY FOR PRES. WILSON," a vic
tory, which in the opinion of the Daily Sentinel, was "an

fZ Qexpensive one for the Democratic party.” Other newspa
pers voicing their approval of the Senate’s action were 
the Flandreau Moody County Enterprise (S.D.) and the Greg
ory Times-Advocate.

Although nearly 100 per cent of the upper-midwest- 
ern press approved the repeal of the exemption clause, one 
die-hard opponent, the Aberdeen Weekly News (S.D.) closed 
its coverage with a note of protest:

The canal tolls repeal bill has passed the senate 
in an amended form, and the house, of course, which 
for more than a year has shown pathetic eagerness to 
obey its master's voice, and an equal eagerness to 
avoid the crack of the schoolmaster's whip, hastened 
to pass the measure in its amended form.69

After the repeal of the disputed exemption clause, 
the matter of canal tolls quickly disappeared from the up
per-midwestern press. The Grand Forks Herald stated with 
finality: "The passage of the tolls exemption repeal bill
. . . closes that subject.”̂  The repeal had satisfied

^Editorial, Sioux Falls Pail:/ Argus Leader, June 
15, 1914, p. 1; Fairmont Daily Sentinel, June 1914,
p. 1.

^Editorial, Aberdeen Weekly News, June 18, 1914,p. 2.
^Editorial, Grand Forks Herald, June 16, 1914,

p. 4.
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President Wilson's request, honored the British protest, 
and, as gauged by the editorial comment of the region's 
press, was warmly received by the majority of the people. 
Once repealed, the issue of canal tolls was quickly forgot
ten as the events taking place in Mexico and Europe now en
gaged the attention of the press. What was once a highly 
controversial question was now history.



CHAPTER IX

CONCLUSION

In retrospect, it may be concluded that the upper 
midwest was largely in agreement with the action taken by 
Congress to reverse itself. Prom the evidence presented, 
it may be assumed that matters of ship subsidy, treaty ob
ligations, and national honor were more important to the 
citizen of this region than any supposed surrender to 
Great Britain or to the promise of politicians during the 
1912 campaign to support the exemption clause. Contrary 
to the widely held belief that this region was the heart 
of uninformed isolationism in the United States, it is 
fairly evident that the people of the upper midwest were 
both informed on and interested in the issue of the canal 
tolls. Although not as extensively debated there as in 
other sections of the country, the exemption clause did 
stir people to comment on the course the United States 
should follow and produced an abundance of differing opin
ions .

In the predominantly Republican upper midwest, 
only a scattering of Congressional support could be mus
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tered for the exemption clause. To the region's members
in Congress (17 Republicans and 1 Democi'at) the clause ap
peared to be, in the final analysis, merely an advantage 
to the coastal states for which the interior, including 
their constituents, would be taxed. When the exemption 
clause, which had been debated along economic lines, passed 
Congress in 1912, only three upper midwesterners voted with 
the majority. Although passed by a Republican administra
tion, fifteen upper-midwestern Republicans registered 
their opposition to the measure (including the entire four- 
man North Dakota delegation). Only Republican Senators Coe 
I. Crawford (S.D.) and Moses E. Clapp (Minn.) supported 
President Taft, as did Senator Winfield S. Hammond (Minn.), 
the lone Democrat from the region.

This Congressional opposition to the exemption 
clause carried over into 1914-. When President Wilson re
quested the repeal of the exemption clause, the Republican 
upper-midwest delegation eagerly supported him. When the 
House of Representatives passed the Sims bill to repeal 
the exemption clause (March 31» 1914-)> the region's Rep
resentatives supported the measure by a three-to-one ma
jority. Only four of the upper midwest's delegates op
posed the measure: Republicans P. D. Norton and G. M. 
Young of N0rth Dakota, and Minnesota's Republicans, James
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Manahan and George R. Smith, all new members, having been 
elected in November, 1912.

When the Sims bill reached the Senate floor, Por
ter J. McCumber (N.D.) and Dean Sterling (S.D.) praised 
Wilson's actions, although both were Republicans, and urged 
their colleagues to repeal the disputed clause. Another 
Republican, Frederick Stevens (Minn.), who was opposed to 
this hidden ship subsidy, was also counted among the mem
bers who crossed party lines and supported the President, 
as did North Dakota's junior Senator, Asle J. Gronna.
When the measure passed after a lengthy debate, only one 
dissenting vote was cast by the six-member, all-Republican 
upper-midwestern delegation. Moses E. Clapp (Minn.), who 
had favored the clause in 1912, refused to change his po
sition, whereas Coe I. Crawford (S.D.) voted for the repeal 
although he had also favored the exemption clause in 1912.1 
But what of the people of the region? Did the Congres
sional delegation reflect their opinion?

From the random sample of newspaper comment exam
ined, it would appear that the upper midwest was opposed

"*"In the House of Representatives, only 25 of the 
116 Republican members voted with the Democratic majority: 
one-third of these were from the upper-midwest (8 of the 
region's 15 Republicans voted for repeal). A similar situ
ation prevailed in the Senate where only one-third of all 
Republicans (15 out of 56) supported the repeal measure.
The upper-midwestern delegations provided over one-third 
of the favorable votes as five of the region's six Repub
lican Senators supported President Wilson.
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to the exemption clause in 1912 and strongly in favor of 
. . 2its repeal in 1914. To the editors of this region, it 
was simply a matter of economic advantage and/or disadvan
tage and the fact that Great Britain had protested the ex
emption clause appeared to be of only secondary importance. 
It is interesting to note that very little Anglophobia was 
evident in the upper midwest, a region that supposedly har
bored a deep-seated dislike for the British.

The upper midwest was settled largely by immigrants 
from Russia, Scandinavia, and Germany, all rivals of Great 
Britain, and all of whom, it is alleged, were anxious to 
twist the lion's tail. However, the resentment of Great 
Britain is said to have deeper roots than mere hostility 
toward the British. Largely dependent on agriculture for 
their livelihood, upper-midwestern residents found them
selves at the mercy of the Liverpool, England, grain market. 
As the price of grain, particularly wheat, was extremely

2As might be expected, the daily press coverage of 
the issue was far more complete than that of the region's 
weekly papers. Largely dependent on the national news 
bureaus and the wire services (particularly the Associated 
Press) for their information, these weekly papers often 
simply reprinted news bureau stories and made no editorial 
comment concerning the question of canal tolls. However, 
a few of the region's weekly newspapers, notably the 
Cooperstown (N.D.) Griggs County Sentinel (Democrat), the 
Osnabrook Independent (N.D.— Progressive), the Aberdeen 
Weekly hews (S.D.— Republican), the Henning Advocate 
"(Minn.— Populist), and the Mankato Review (Minn.— Demo
crat) gave considerable attention to the issue and ex
pressed their opinions of the exemption clause.
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low at this time, this economic factor should have cre
ated a dislike for the British. However, only The Irish 
Standard (Minneapolis), the Aberdeen Daily American (S.D.), 
the Yankton Press and Dakotan (S.D .), the Vermillion Da
kota Republican (S.D.), and the Breckinridge (Minn.) Wilkin 
County Gazette voiced resentment of Great Britain. These 
newspapers, all organs of the Republican party with the ex
ception of The Irish Standard, contended that this was an 
American domestic matter in which the British had no right 
to interfere. They demanded that the United States stand 
up for its rights and disallow the British protest. Mat
ters of economics and common decency do not appear to have 
concerned such papers.

That the exemption clause amounted to a hidden, or 
disguised, ship subsidy was the argument most commonly em
ployed against the disputed clause in the upper-midwestern 
press. While the questions of treaty violations and na
tional honor were discussed, the largest volume of comment 
on the issue dealt with this matter of economic advantage. 
To the region's editors, there was no reason why all peo
ple should bear the cost of building the canal while a 
privileged few reaped the benefits. For the Fargo Forum 
(N.D.— Republican), the Fairmont Daily Sentinel (Minn.—  
Democrat), the Hallock Weekly Hews (Minn.— Republican),
the Canton Hews (S.D.— Republican), and the Elk Point
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Leader-Courier (S.D.— Democrat) it was a case of the re
gion being discriminated against; its people were to be 
taxed to suppoi?t the canal in the profits of which they did 
not share.

The effect of the exemption clause on transconti
nental railroad rates in the region was another argument 
advanced against the disputed measure. Long the dominant 
interest in the upper midwest, the transcontinental x*ail- 
roads were opposed to the exemption clause. If coastwise 
shipping, the bitter rival of the railroads, were allowed 
to use the Panama Canal without paying tolls, these rail
roads would lose nearly all of their transcontinental traf
fic. Should this happen, the railroads would be forced to 
increase the rates they charged for short hauls, rather 
than reduce them as the Hibbing Daily Tribune (Minn.) and 
the Dell Rapids Times-Tribune (S.D.) had concluded. Mid
western farmers, who were at the mercy of the railroads to 
carry their grain to the Minneapolis market, were opposed 
to any measure that would increase the already onerous 
transportation charges. In the matter of canal tolls, up
per— midwesterners found it to their advantage to agree with, 
rather than oppose as was usually the case, the point of 
view of the bitterly disliked railroad interests.

Prom the foregoing, it may be assumed that, as a 
region, the upper midwest was opposed to the exemption
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clause from its introduction. The question, however, 
arises: Does editorial comment reflect the sentiment of
the area (public opinion) or merely the view of the editors 
(published opinion)? Can an editor influence the way peo
ple think and the opinions they form? The Lake Crystal 
Union (Minn.— Republican) exemplifies the method in which 
an editor can use his newspaper to present a certain point 
of view. George Washington Gaff, founder of the paper and 
a pronounced Anglophobe, strongly resented the British pro
test and supported the exemption clause throughout 1912 and
1913. On the other hand, when Gaff's son Paul became edi
tor in 1914, he used the editorial columns to demand the re
peal of the disputed clause. A similar change occurred in 
the position of the Aberdeen Daily American (S.D.). In 
1912, when its editor v/as P. C. Preston, it was an outspoken 
critic of Great Britain; but in 1914- when J. H. McKeever be
came editor, it strongly supported President Wilson's posi
tion. As the citizens of the region were wholly dependent 
on their newspapers for information and opinions on issues 
such as canal tolls, it is easy to see how one person's 
prejudices could be spread throughout an entire community.

It is safe to conclude that the people of the upper 
midwest opposed the exemption clause, since the battle over 
canal tolls was fought along geographic lines. The coastal
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states were in favor of the measure while the interior 
of the nation made up the opposition. To the people of 
Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota, repeal foiled 
the. attempt to gain a special privilege for "the inter
ests", preserved the nation's honor, and answered the 
President's personal request. Satisfied with the outcome 
of this two-year dispute, upper midwesterners turned their 
attention toward Europe and the storm brewing there.
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