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PANAMA CANAL TOLLS

There is little reason for surprise at the action of
Great Britain in requesting the State Department at
Washington to delay the passage of the bill for the
operation of the Panama Canal until a note on the ques-
tion can be presented formerly by the British Ambass:-
dor. The details of the protest are not public at the tim~
of writing, but it is assumed that the question of the
provision in the bill vesting in the president a discretion
to authorize reduced tolls or no tolls for United States
ships passing through the canal, is raised in the British
note.

We fail to see how any but one meaning can be at-
tached to the specific clauses in two treaties governing
this issue. These are the Clayton Bulwer Treaty made in
1850 and the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty made in 1g01. One
clause of the former has a direct bearing on the opera-
tior ~f the Panama Canal. It says :—“It is always under-
stood by the United States and Great Britain that the
parties constructing or owning the same (the Canal) shall
impose no other charges or conditions of traffic thereupon
than the aforesaid governments shall approve of as just
and equitable; and that the same canals or railways,
being open to the citizens and subjects of the United
States and Great Britain on equal terms, shall also be
open on like terms to the citizens and subjects of every
other state which is willing to grant thereto such protec'-
tion as the United States and Great Britain engage to
afford.”’ v

The second treaty referred to, entered into in 1901, ex-
tended the Clayton-Buiwer provisions, as follows —The
Canal shall be free, and open to the vessels of commerce
and of war of all nations observing these rules, on terms

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 other-

wise. Such condifions and charges of traffic shall be
just and equitable.”’
The proposal of the United States to pass its own

coastwise vesse:s free through the Panama Canal and {o
collect tolls from British and foreign ships, is obviously
an evasion of these treaties. They impose a moral obliga-
tion upon the United States Government to treat the
vessels of other countries exactly as those of the neigh-
boring Republic.

The British attitude this weelk was supported at
Washington both by Senator Burton, of Ohio, and
Senator Root, of New York. They declared that Great
Britain had surrendered important rights at Panama held
under the former Clayton-Bulwer Treaty for the pledge
of “equal treatment” to all ships, given by the United
States in the existing Hay-Pauncefote Treaty. The con-
troversy they think hinges on the question of whether the
United States in its pledge to treat the ships of ‘‘all
nations’’ equally, meant to include vessels owned by ‘ts
citizens, a very weak hinge.

Senator Root, formerly secretary of state, declared
that The Hague Court would be called upon to settle the
issue finally if the United States passed the bill
with the free provisions, which he charac?erlzeyt'i as
“‘unjustifiable discrimination against other nations.” A
decision against the United States by The Hague (?ourt,
he said, wou'd undoubtedly involve this country in _the
repayment of millions of dollars to the owners of foreign
ships, which might have been taken in as tolls at the
canal. :

The Monetary Times does not believe that the
average citizen of the United States is in sympathy with
the proposal of its government. A large section of the



