WICHITA STATE
UNIVERSITY

UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES

Letter to John G. Walker from
Maurice Hutin, 1901 November 2

ltem Type Letters;Text
Authors Hutin, Maurice
Publisher Wichita State University Libraries, Special Collections and

University Archives, http://specialcollections.wichita.edu

Rights Images are in the public domain or protected under U.S.

copyright law (Title 17, U.S. Code), and may be used for research,
instruction, and private study. Publication, commercial use, or
reproduction, in print or digital format, of a copyrighted image

or the accompanying data in accordance with Fair Use (sec.

107) requires users to provide prior written permission from

the copyright holder. All images are to be cited as "Courtesy

of Wichita State University Libraries, Special Collections and
University Archives™ and users are to let us know the intended use
at specialcollections@wichita.edu.

Download date 2026-08-19 11:16:47

Link to Item https://hdl.handle.net/10057/53264



https://hdl.handle.net/10057/53264

prise when I realized, during the conferences which took place
after handing you saild letter of October 4th, that there ex-
isted, now, between us, with regard to the method of discus-
sion I had proposed to you on May 15th, a disapgreement which,
heretofore, you had not made known to me, either verbally or
in writing. In your letter of October 18, 1901, you confirm-
ed this disagreement. You call my attention to the fact that,
when you wrote me on May 16th, you did not reply to my sugges-
tions concerning the manner in which was to be established the
value of our properties,--as if such silence on your part
could constitute a rejection of my suggestions,--and you add
}hat vou did not inquire of me which would be the basls and
conditions of arbitration, when I had, already, suggested to
you that suech arbitration was to be made in the usual form.
The only point, in your letter of Octoeber 18, 1901,
upon which I wish to dwell, at present, is the fact that you
discuss, therein, for the first time, the propositions of ny
letter of May 15th last. It is my duty to reply to your
ocbjections, wvhich are summed up in the two following para-
graphs of your letter of October 18th: "Tn cur recent con-
"Pferences vou have proposed that there should be an apgreement
"hatween ourselves as to the velue of the rights and property
"of the Panama Canal Company, and an arbitration to conclude
"the matter in case of a disagreement; but the law under
"which the Commission is acting confers no power on it to en-

"tor into any apreement that would bind the United States




