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The relationship between the United States and Panama had been a precarious power 

struggle from 1821 until the Canal Zone reverted to Panamanian control in 1999.  In 1903, 

the United States aided Panama in seceding from Gran Colombia, and both parties signed 

a treaty allowing the United States to build a canal.  The Panamanians were concerned 

with the sovereignty of the Canal Zone and wanted the Panamanian flag to fly alongside 

the U.S. flag in the Canal Zone.  On January 9, 1964, Panamanian students rebutted by 

marching the Panamanian flag into the Canal Zone and rioting broke out.  This thesis 

explores the impact of this violent occurrence in light of the fact that the U.S. media 

glosses over it, whereas, together with other international events following the riots, it 

prompted the revision of the canal treaty.  Subsequently, a new treaty was signed in 1977, 

becoming effective almost a hundred years after the creation of the Latin American 

country. 
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Introduction 

 As I started thinking about my Honors College Senior Thesis, I thought back to 

the various lessons in Latin American Studies I had learned about in the course of my 

undergraduate work.  Panama stood out as a particularly interesting case because the 

country did not exist as an independent entity until the United States needed it to be a 

separate country in 1903 in order to build an interoceanic canal. Moreover, Panama faces 

specific racial issues which makes it a fascinating case study.  Contrary to other Latin 

American countries, it does not have a significant indigenous population.  Panama, 

however, has a large West Indian population due to the railroad and canal construction.  

Presently, Panama’s population is 70 percent mestizo or mulatto, a mix of European and 

either indigenous or African descent, respectively; 14 percent black, mainly West Indian; 

10 percent white; and 6 percent indigenous (“Panama”). At the offset of the research, it 

became evident that such a large population of non-Spanish speaking, non-Catholic group 

of immigrants reluctant to assimilate would likely cause many problems for a rather 

young country. 

 My research proves that by the mid-twentieth century, Panama was searching for 

ways to unite its people.  Looking for some nugget of information that seemed interesting, 

yet unexplored, I came across two lines in Thomas E. Skidmore and Peter H. Smith’s 

Modern Latin America that seemed to gloss over a larger event: “Tensions and 

consultations continued.  In January 1964 American [U.S.] students at Balboa High 

School [in the Canal Zone] raised a U.S. flag alone, without the accompaniment of a 

Panamanian banner, and large-scale rioting ensued” (329). As with most countries, the 

flag serves as a symbol of nationalism and sovereignty.  Since Modern Latin America is a 
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book designed to provide an overview of salient issues in Latin America, the article 

provided very few details.  It seemed as though there was much more that led up to this 

event.  “Large-scale rioting” is almost always a product of tensions building below the 

surface and boiling over into public and unavoidable terms.  Very often, when an issue is 

ignored long enough, the people become frustrated and begin acting out to ensure their 

voices are heard.  I sought to discover what had caused such high tensions, and, in turn, 

what were the results of the rioting. 

 My search, initially in English, proved to be rather difficult and unfruitful.  

Whereas in Spanish, my research proved much more profitable.  The text printed in the 

United States for the U.S. public had ignored the event.  The rioting made the U.S. 

newspapers for less than a week.  However, Panamanians, who were greatly affected by 

the events preceding, during, and proceeding the rioting, wrote extensively.  It appeared 

to me, that the United States did not want to give attention to the massacre because of the 

potential negative portrayal of its actions.  Instead, the United States texts focused on 

smoothing political relations between the two countries.  The U.S. attitude of superiority 

was evident not only in the way U.S. workers treated Panamanians but also in how 

Panama was, more specifically was not, portrayed in the U.S. media.  Panamanians did 

not want the countrymen who died to be forgotten.  Panamanian writers have dedicated 

many texts to the subject, the road that separated the Canal Zone and Panama has been 

renamed to memorialize those who died, and the day the rioting started, January 9, 1964, 

is now a national holiday in Panama, the Day of the Martyrs. 

 As expected, the reasons underlying the rioting were deeply-rooted issues 

between the United States and Panama that extended back in time prior to Panama being 
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an independent nation.  Starting with the construction of the railroad in 1855, the United 

States had a strong influence on the politics, economy, social structures, and development 

of Panama.  With each step in the further involvement of the United States in Panama, 

Panamanian resentment grew. 

 The texts I found painted an interesting picture of the relationship between the 

United States and Panama.  Texts in both languages, from both sides are heavily biased 

and sometimes include extensive propaganda.  My original goal was to sift through any 

information available and provide an unbiased account of the relationship between the 

United States and Panama.  As I learned more about the situation, I became aware of the 

injustices of the United States against Panama.  The mere observation that a large portion 

of my research was necessarily in Spanish, sparks personal resentment.  The United 

States subjugated the country of Panama starting in the early nineteenth century until the 

canal finally reverted to Panamanian control at the end of the twentieth century.  The 

United States used its power to literally create the country of Panama when the United 

States could not come to an agreement with the Colombian government; Panama became 

a means by which the United States could acquire its canal.  Panama essentially became a 

part of the United States in the eyes of most of the world.  Panama had no room to create 

the independent identity they so desperately sought.  Such a repression of identity added 

to Panamanian frustration and resentment towards the United States. 

 All the while, the U.S. media failed to convey the seriousness of the issues 

between the two countries.  An event that is disastrous enough to warrant a national 

holiday in Panama received less than a week’s worth of newspaper coverage and 

negligible page space in the leading U.S. newspaper, The New York Times.  Throughout 
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the research and writing process, I have been asked in what language I would be writing.  

I have chosen to write in English, specifically because much of the information presented 

on the proceeding pages is not otherwise accessible to those unable to read Spanish. 

 Chapter 1 details the history of U.S.-Panamanian relations, starting with Panama’s 

independence from Spain and alignment with Gran Colombia.  The chapter explains how 

and why the United States had so much influence on Panama.  It also reveals the tensions 

which build in Panama from 1848 until the explosion of rioting in 1964.  Chapter 2 

provides the history and symbolism of the Panamanian flag.  Then it details the events of 

January 9, 1964 from the normal start of the day, through the encounter between 

Panamanian and U.S. students, to the ensuing riots, and ends with the Panamanian 

President breaking political relations with the United States.  Chapter 3 explains the 

political relations between the United States and Panama following the riots until the 

eventual new treaty was ratified in 1978.  It seeks to explain why it took the two countries 

75 years to revise the problematic 1903 treaty, particularly why it took 14 years to agree 

on a new treaty after relations came to a boiling point in 1964. 

 While the events of this thesis may appear to merely relate to the past, the canal 

continues to be an important part of the Panamanian and U.S. economies.  An article that 

was published in both the Los Angeles Times and the Sun-Sentinel reports that on April 

24, 2006, Panamanian President Martin Torrijos, son of former President Omar Torrijos, 

announced a $5.25-billion plan to widen the canal.  This project would increase the width 

of the canal and the length of the locks to accommodate larger ships and double the cargo 

capacity.  These ships would deliver more goods from Asia to the Eastern coast of the 

United States, thereby adding to the U.S. economy (Kraul and White).  While the canal 
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may be under Panamanian rule, its capacity and operations continue to affect the United 

States.  This thesis explores how the relationship between the two countries carries on in 

spite of the change over canal sovereignty. 
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Chapter 1 

“The United States got its canal, but it took the bogus creation of a new republic.” 

Thomas E. Skidmore and Peter H. Smith 

 In 1821, Panama declared its independence from Spain and immediately annexed 

its land to the Confederation of Gran Colombia (Conniff 7).  Gran Colombia consisted of 

modern day Colombia, Panama, Venezuela, and Ecuador (see Map 1 in Appendix 1) 

(“Great Colombia”).  The United States stepped into their history in June 1822 becoming 

the first world-power to recognize Colombia as a nation (Conniff 11).  Latin American 

scholar Michael Conniff states that by recognizing the independence of Colombia, 

Panama was also established as independent from Spain.  In 1824, the United States 

gained most-favored-nation status with Gran Colombia (Conniff 11).  Most-favored-

nation status grants trade benefits, such as lowered tariffs, to the receiving nation (“Most 

Favoured Nation”). 

 Almost immediately, Panama had an unstable relationship with Colombia.  

Panamanians harvested a spirit of autonomy and enacted a series of secessionist revolts.  

In 1822, Panama gained its independence from Colombia for over a month, only to be 

overpowered militarily by Colombia, who quickly regained rule until 1903 (Conniff 13).  

By the 1840s, the United States began looking at Panama as a site for interoceanic 

crossing, mainly for commercial purposes (Conniff 11).  However, the United States 

government did not seriously consider this project until 1848 when it signed the Bidlack-

Mallarino Treaty with Colombia regarding transit over the Isthmus of Panama.  Conniff 

states this treaty “committed the United States to a crossing at Panama because it gave 

the government the right to intervene militarily to protect whatever transit facilities 
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existed” (19).  By 1848, William Aspinwall, a U.S. entrepreneur, had an agreement with 

the Colombian government to build a railroad to span the Isthmus of Panama (Conniff 

25).  As early as 1850, the United States’ involvement in Panama began to change the 

population demographics as the railroad company began bringing in thousands of West 

Indians, Africans, Europeans, North Americans, and Chinese to work as laborers for 

building the railroad (Conniff 26; Watson 28).  The Caribbean port known modernly as 

Colón was known as Yankee Chagres for the large amount of North Americans, Yankees, 

who passed through the town which was situated at the mouth of the Chagres River, the 

first leg of the trip across the Isthmus.  Later, the city was named after the railroad owner, 

Aspinwall, and became a company town.  The U.S. dollar became the main currency, 

phasing out the peso, and English became as predominant as Spanish (Conniff 29).  

According to Joseph L. Schott the railroad became the “newest and largest land pirate on 

the Isthmus” (qtd. in Conniff 31).  Conniff describes the U.S. people living in Panama as 

“arrogant, greedy, demanding, insensitive, and contemptuous toward Panamanians” (36).  

They were racist and impatient with the slow pace of life in Panama.  In short, the 

cultural differences were proving to push the Panamanians and U.S. citizens away from 

each other, rather than fostering international understanding and appreciation (Conniff 

36).  In April 1856, what started as a small scuffle between a drunken New Yorker and a 

Panamanian vendor gave way to the first of 14 armed U.S. interventions in Panama 

before the signing of the 1903 Treaty (Conniff 34, 38). 

 When the railroad was completed in 1855, Panama became a protectorate of the 

U.S. government, a role which Conniff states “often irritated Panamanians” (33).  As a 

protectorate, Panama offered the use of their land and resources to construct and operate 
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the railroad in exchange for protection against outside forces, namely Colombia 

(“Protectorate”).  The U.S. railroad was responsible for keeping peace along the railroad.  

The railroad era brought many foreigners through Panama, creating both economic 

stimuli and increased crime.  Overall, Panama was proud of its transisthmian 

transportation. 

 However, the idea of a canal to connect the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans was very 

present in the politics of not only the United States but France as well (Conniff 41).  

While the United States looked at several options, most notably Nicaragua, France 

favored the Panamanian route delineated by the railroad.  By the 1880s, the French 

government had made arrangements with Colombia and started digging their canal 

through Panama (Conniff 49).  As the French began their work, they hired and relocated 

fifty thousand West Indians to work as manual laborers (Conniff 49).  Latin American 

scholar Sonja Stephenson Watson states the French brought overall more than 84,000 

Jamaicans, to Panama from 1880 to 1889 (28).  The United States did not seem to take 

much interest in what the French were doing, from what can be inferred from available 

sources.  They were more preoccupied with their railroad and digging their own canal. 

 In 1889, the French company was in ruins.  It could not financially support the 

project, and the environmental conditions, including tropical diseases, were killing 

thousands of workers.  The company abandoned the project with shame giving rise to a 

large political scandal in French politics and leaving 13,000 West Indian laborers 

abandoned in Panama, unemployed, and with no means of returning home (Conniff 52). 

 Not all of the French were willing to give up so quickly, however.  Philippe 

Bunau-Varilla had been the managing engineer for the French company contracted to 
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excavate the canal (Conniff 56).  When the French pulled out of the project, Bunau-

Varilla turned to the United States who had been monitoring the French progress.  

Knowing that the United States was also looking to dig a canal in Central America, 

Bunau-Varilla persuaded Congress away from Nicaragua by showing its postage stamps 

bearing volcanoes.  He tried to imply that countries tend to put objects, places, or people 

who bring that country pride on their postage stamps.  By displaying active volcanoes, 

Nicaragua was stating that part of its heritage was unstable because of this natural 

phenomenon and proud of its instability.  Bunau-Varilla also extended the natural 

instability to the political instability of the country.  Needing both natural and political 

stability in order to complete and run a canal, the Unites States began looking at other 

locations: “Bunau-Varilla placed on each senator’s desk a Nicaraguan postage stamp 

depicting a volcanic eruption, and the silent message took hold” (Skidmore and Smith, 

368).  Having an obvious bias for his already started project in Panama, Bunau-Varilla 

persuaded the United States to continue that project (Steigenga 2004). 

 In 1902, the United States approached Colombia with a deal to revive the canal 

project: “The Hay-Herrán Treaty provided for transfer of the French works and 

equipment, a six-mile-wide canal zone,. . . a hundred-year renewable lease, shared 

jurisdiction and civil administration, a $10 million lump-sum payment, and an annuity of 

$250,000 upon competition of the canal” (Conniff 64).  However, the terms of the 

contract allotted too much power and land to the United States with very little financial 

reimbursement for Colombia (Conniff 64).  In May of 1903, the Colombian government 

rejected the meager agreement set out by the United States (Conniff 65). 
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 The Panamanian people seemed rather uneasy with their relationship with 

Colombia from almost the beginning.  Conniff writes that in 1886 “three-quarters of the 

Panamanians would have preferred independence had they possessed the means to secure 

it” (51).  Panamanian scholar Alex Pérez-Venero notes that “many Isthmians felt [Bogotá] 

treated Panama as only a colony instead of as an integral part of the Colombian nation” 

(qtd. in Conniff 60).  As mentioned previously, Panama had gained independence from 

Colombia in 1822 for a month before being forced back into its alliance.  In short, the 

secessionist spirit was readily apparent in Panama.  Panamanians merely lacked the 

means by which to gain and maintain independence, a power which the United States 

possessed. 

 Once negotiations with Colombia proved unfruitful, the United States turned to 

the rebellious state of Panama.  Secretly supported by U.S. business man, William Nelson 

Cromwell, Panamanian Manuel Amador Guerrero began a revolution in Panama that 

would lead to independence and named Manuel Amador Guerrero the first president of 

the Republic of Panama (Conniff 66-67).  U.S. naval ships arrived in Panama days before 

the revolt and stayed to ensure protection of the “fledgling nation.”  Philippe Bunau-

Varilla was appointed minister plenipotentiary of Panama to the United States by the 

Panamanian leader of the revolution, Manuel Amador Guerrero (Conniff 67).  The United 

States government assured Bunau-Varilla of the United States’ open recognition of 

Panama and offered protection to the newly formed country on November 6, 1903 

(Conniff 67).  Conniff states Bunau-Varilla provided the new nation with a “declaration 

of independence, military defense plans, a communications code, and a flag” (67).  

Bunau-Varilla represented his own interests in negotiations with both countries, never 
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seeking the best for Panama.  Rather he sought the best deal for the United States who 

would begin the canal construction anew and serve Bunau-Varilla’s original economic 

interests. 

 The role of the United States was to protect Panama militarily.  However, the 

United States also sought to exploit the young nation.  The United States knew that if it 

could propose a treaty for the canal construction before the country had a chance to 

establish itself, the United States would stand a greater chance at getting all that it wanted.  

Then U.S. Secretary of State, John Hay, and Bunau-Varilla worked to create a new 

agreement, more favorable to the United States than the previous agreement proposed to 

the Colombian government.  Conniff describes the conditions of the new agreement: 

To begin with, the new draft expanded the zone from six to ten miles 

in width, added several offshore islands to it, and authorized the United 

States to take any other land it deemed necessary for the operation and 

defense of the canal.  The United States likewise became the sole protector 

of the canal and its auxiliary installations, rather than a partner as before.  

The concession would last “in perpetuity,” whereas the [previous] treaty 

stipulated a hundred-year renewable lease.  The United States would 

guarantee the independence of Panama. (68) 

The agreement notably left out any sovereign rights of Panama to the Canal Zone, 

leaving them solely to the United States.  Conniff describes the Canal Zone as “in 

effect . . . an exclusive U.S. territory through the heart of Panama” (68).  The agreement 

went so far as to explicitly state that: “Panama grants to the United States all the rights, 

power and authority. . . which the United States would possess and exercise if it were the 
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sovereign of the territory. . . to the entire exclusion of the exercise by the Republic of 

Panama of any such sovereign rights, powers, or authority” (qtd. in Conniff 69).  Conniff 

deems this agreement “effective ownership” (69).  The United States even paid Colombia 

$25 million to resolve the bitter relations established by the secession and new treaty: “it 

was the price of a country that was born so that the United States could have a route 

between two oceans” (Conniff 70, Galeano 108).  This fateful new treaty would become 

known as the 1903 Treaty. 

 As construction on the canal began anew, two new sets of government were 

established: one tending to Panama and one tending to the Canal Zone.  The Panamanian 

government was aided by the United States by allying with and helping to elect 

candidates whom the United States felt most able and willing to carry out U.S. interests; 

however, the Panamanian government supposedly ran autonomously (Conniff 81).  The 

Canal Zone government was established as an extension of the U.S. government being 

run by the U.S. Army under the supervision of the U.S. President.  However, Conniff 

adeptly noted that “no one doubted that the canal officials wielded far more power than 

the Panamanian government” (72).  By the end of 1903, a Panamanian Junta voted to 

ratify the constitution provided by Bunau-Varilla.  Just as with the Cuban constitution, 

the United States ensured a provision for the right to keep peace in Panama by means of 

U.S. occupation, namely Article 136 (Conniff 72).  The Panamanian police were to keep 

order in Panama City and Colón while the Canal Zone police were to oversee the Canal 

Zone.  As the United States was weary of Panama’s ability to ensure peace, the U.S. 

Army called for a disbanding of the Panamanian army and the establishment of the 

National Police or National Guard in 1904 (Conniff 74).  Also in 1904, the Panamanian 
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economy was switched to the U.S. dollar (Méndez 17).  By 1917, the U.S. Navy had 

confiscated the National Police’s rifles and placed a U.S. instructor at the head of the 

National Police as a means of providing guidance to the fledgling force (Conniff 74).  A 

British minister living in Panama at the time noted: “It is really farcical to talk of Panama 

as an independent state.  It is really simply an annex of the Canal Zone” (qtd. in Conniff 

80). 

 Along with a new government, the U.S. also helped to change the cultural make-

up of the country.  As noted previously, many West Indians were brought in to help with 

the railroad and French construction projects.  While Panamanians were willing to work 

in the construction of the canal, the United States needed more manual laborers and, 

again, turned to the West Indies.  The 1903 treaty allowed for the United States to import 

workers freely.  As the black West Indians crowded the terminal cities of Panama City 

and Colón, the Panamanian elite quickly became agitated.  However, the Panamanians 

could do little about the large influx of immigrants (Conniff 77).  Timothy Steigenga, a 

Latin American political scientist, stated that one-fourth of the Panamanian population 

was West Indian Immigrants (Fall 2004).  These new residents were seen as different and 

unwilling to assimilate (Conniff 78).  Watson described the situation: 

The English-speaking West Indians, and not other immigrant workers, 

however, were viewed as a threat to the hispanicized nation.  Comprising a 

majority of the diggers, the Protestant, English-speaking West Indians 

were culturally, ethnically, and linguistically different from the 

Panamanians and were not willing to “assimilate” as many of the Afro-

Hispanics had done centuries before. (29) 
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It is possible the United States preferred these workers to the Panamanians due to the 

common language and the West Indians’ willingness to work for a pittance.  Until 1914, 

black West Indians made up 70% of the work force in the Canal Zone (Méndez 28). 

 The Panamanians were upset by the payment practices of the U.S. companies 

almost immediately.  Approximately 2,000 U.S. workers were placed on the “gold roll,” 

being paid in gold at first and later by gold standards, and given executive and 

supervisory positions.  Meanwhile, 7,600 Panamanians and immigrants were placed on 

the “silver roll,” being paid in equal quantities as U.S. workers, however in silver and not 

gold (Conniff 85).  The gold roll salary was approximately 4.5 times greater than the 

silver roll.  These workers held the majority of all manual labor positions.  Between the 

disparity in payment and positions available, the Panamanians were quickly angered.  To 

further the insult to the host nation, the U.S. companies began enforcing modified Jim 

Crow laws, separate facilities for differences in social status.  Rather than the “colored” 

and “white” labels used in the United States, “silver roll” and “gold roll” labels were used 

to identify status and appropriate usage (Conniff 96, Méndez 39).  The most obvious 

difference between the wages of the two groups was the living conditions.  Both Méndez 

and Conniff note the huge disparity between the large houses with picket fences that 

Zonians occupied and the essential shacks which “housed” the non-Zonians in Panama.  

Scholars also remark that the high standards of living in the Zone were much plusher that 

the same residents could have afforded in the States.  Houses in the Zone were owned 

and subsidized by the U.S. government and rented to both civil and U.S. employees for a 

pittance (Conniff 97, Méndez 30).  
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 To make matters worse, the Depression in the United States had its effects on the 

Canal Zone.  The companies in the Zone were forced to make huge layoffs which were 

almost entirely aimed at West Indian workers.  Panamanians, already upset with the large 

number of foreigners in their country, were further angered by the unemployed masses.  

The Panamanian government demanded that the United States pay to have unemployed 

immigrants returned to their countries of origin (Conniff 89).  With the huge devaluation 

of the U.S. dollar came a forty percent reduction in the value of the annuity payment the 

United States paid to Panama for use of their land (Conniff 89). 

 Meanwhile, U.S. President Franklin Delano Roosevelt agreed to reexamine the 

1903 treaty with Panama (Conniff 84).  In 1936, a new treaty was proposed which 

favored the Panamanians more than the previous agreement.  Conniff describes the basic 

elements of the new concordance: 

[An] elimination of the protectorate status of Panama, increase in the 

annuity to $430,000, the end of the right to acquire land, promises to limit 

commissary and PX sales to canal personnel, authorization for Panama to 

operate radio stations (banned since World War I), and promises of equal 

treatment of the U.S. and Panamanian employees. (91) 

It took the United States three more years before they finally ratified the agreement which 

had only partially gone into effect in 1936.  However, Conniff notes, “the protectorate 

was formally ended but in fact remained in effect” (84).  Most of the new agreement was 

not much more than lip service to the continuing problems of discrimination against non-

U.S. workers, particularly against Panamanian workers.  The segregation continued, and 

large pay differences perpetuated the growing animosity. 
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 By the late 1940s, a Panamanian union, Local 713, was able to get the gold and 

silver roll labels changed to U.S. rate and local rate.  They were also successful in ending 

the segregation practices.  However, the successes of the unions were short lived.  Soon 

after these small gains the cold war broke out.  The United States charged the 

Panamanian unions with being “too leftist or even communist” and the more conservative 

American Federation of Labor (AFL) was sent to regulate practices.  The AFL had 

always represented the U.S. rate unions, therefore did little to help the Panamanian union 

workers (Conniff 100). 

 The cold war brought the Canal Zone into sharp world view.  Many viewed the 

Canal as a strategic hold for the United States and a glaring target for the Axis powers.  

The United States called for further militarization of the Zone including several outlying 

bases to ensure air security.  The most notable defect in the Canal was the narrow locks.  

They were too narrow for the Navy’s ships and became an even greater target when ships 

necessarily became bottlenecked.  Talks of wider locks were quickly abandoned as they 

increased the bottlenecking effect.  Canal Zone Governor Joseph C. Mehaffey (1944-

1948) suggested a new, sea-level canal posed the only solution to these problems.  

However, such an undertaking would require billions of dollars.  Consequently, the canal 

became condemned to “quasi-obsolescence” (Conniff 101).  Latin American historian 

John Major states that the canal “has been built to serve the purposes of a regional power 

with relatively limited military resources.  Those days were done and the waterway 

increasingly began to seem the relic of a bygone age” (qtd. in Conniff 101).  By 1951, the 

United States had reexamined dealing with Panama in light of the limited functionality of 

the canal.  The three main changes it decided upon were particularly detrimental to the 
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Panamanian economy.  First, the United States canceled all low-cost housing for non-U.S. 

citizens.  This caused massive shortages in housing opportunities and rents soared with 

the heightened demands.  Then, social services for non-U.S. citizens were greatly reduced, 

including requiring full tuition for non-U.S. citizens to attend Zonian schools.  Lastly, 

overall wages and benefits were cut meaning less money in the Panamanian economy 

(Conniff 104).  The Panamanians were becoming further disenchanted with their less 

than good neighbors. 

 Fearful of Communist groups rising in Panama due to its impoverished state, the 

United States proposed another treaty in 1955 to infuse the Zone and surrounding cities 

with money.  Taxation of Zonians, increased annuity to $1.93 million, and equal pay rates 

were among the addenda.  While this benefited the Panamanians, it further subjugated the 

West Indians.  Because they lived in the Zone, their low wages became taxed, and they 

subsequently lost housing and commissary privileges.  As so often occurs, the equality of 

pay was a good theory that never came into fruition for those workers who were at the 

low end of the pay dichotomy (Conniff 108-09).  In 1958, the United States proposed 

single wage legislation anew.  This time, U.S. and Panamanian citizens would receive 

equal pay for equal work.  However, U.S. citizens would receive a 25 percent “overseas 

bonus,” forty vacation days annually, and free social services including schools and 

health care (Conniff 111, Méndez 39). 
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Figure 1 (“National 
Symbols”) 

Chapter 2 

“It all began because there was one vacant flagpole at Balboa High School.” 

Miguel Acoca, Philip Hager, and Maynard Parker 

As with most countries, the Panamanian flag is a symbol of national identity, 

freedom, and sovereignty.  Panama did not exist independently until 1903, neither did its 

flag.  The first attempt to create a flag was by Philippe Bunau-Varilla in 1903.  Along 

with a declaration of independence, military strategies, and communications codes, 

Bunau-Varilla presented a fledgling Panama with a flag he designed and his wife had 

sewn.  The flag closely resembled that of the United States.  It had horizontal stripes; 

however, instead of white, Bunau-Varilla had chosen to use yellow, a predominate color 

in both the Spanish and Colombian flags.  The upper 

left corner was blue but instead of stars, there were 

two, yellow suns connected by a single ray.  These 

suns were supposed to represent the two continents 

which Panama connected.  Feeling as though the 

United States was imposing an identity rather than 

Panama expressing its identity through the flag, Panamanians rejected the flag (see 

Figure 1).  

At the same time, Manuel Amador Guerrero, the first president of Panama, 

commissioned his son to create a flag for the country.  His son, Manuel Encarnación 

Amador Guerrero, was known for his artistic talents, especially for drawing.  He chose to 

use three colors for the flag: red to represent the Liberal political party, blue to represent 

the Conservative political party, and white to represent the peace between the two parties 
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Figure 2 (“National Profile: 
National Symbols”) 

and in the nation.  The two opposing political parties 

were represented on the flag and joined by white to 

represent the peaceful union of the historically 

opposed parties.  Two stars, one red to represent the 

blood shed in the fight for independence and one blue 

to represent the surrounding oceans, occupy the white 

blocks of the flag and represent celestial guidance and progress (see Figure 2).  

President Amador Guerrero’s wife, María Ossa de Amador, sewed the flag.  On 

November 2, 1903, in an unsuspicious house, she and her daughter-in-law, Manuel 

Encarnación Amador Guerrero’s wife, constructed two flags.  Because of the turbulent 

state of the country, the women had to be discreet.  They climbed through a window of 

the house and pulled a manual sewing machine through the window as well.  They sat on 

the floor as they cut the material and sewed the first two national symbols for their 

country.  The next day, when Panama declared its independence, Alejandro de la Guardia 

became the first flag bearer of the country.  However, sources do not indicate why 

Alejandro de la Guardia was chosen or what affiliation he might have had with the 

President. 

The flag created by Manuel Encarnación Amador Guerrero and sewn by María 

Ossa de Amador was “baptized” on December 20, 1903.  It was provisionally adopted by 

the Panamanian National Assembly as part of Law 64 in 1904.  Its adoption was 

permanently ratified by Law 28 in 1941.  However, from the first day it flew, the 

Panamanians accepted the flag and identified it as part of their national identity (“Flag 

Document”).  
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As a part of the growing animosity between Panama and the United States, 

Panamanians began insisting that their flag be flown as well as the U.S. flag in the Canal 

Zone (Ávila 9).  Panamanian President José Antonio Remón (1952-1955) demanded that 

the United States recognize Panamanian sovereignty in the Canal Zone by equally raising 

the Panamanian and U.S. flags (Conniff 108).  In September of 1960, President Dwight D. 

Eisenhower ordered both flags to be flown at the U.S. Canal Zone Building, the embassy, 

and Shaler’s Triangle to provide “‛visual evidence’ of Panamanian ‘titular’ sovereignty” 

(“Panama Blow-up” 1E; Conniff 113).  President John F. Kennedy declared in 1961 that 

both flags should be flown at all public buildings in the Canal Zone (The Carter-Torrijos 

Treaties 10; Acoca 30, Méndez 9).  

The most perceptible evidence that Panamanians were upset about the 

Panamanian flag not being flown in the Zone occurred in May of 1958.  Panamanian 

students acted out “Operation Sovereignty,” placing 59 Panamanian flags in the Canal 

Zone and demanding more scholarships to U.S. schools that had been limited by the 

changes the United States imposed in 1955.  One Panamanian student was killed by U.S. 

forces, while no Zonians were injured (Conniff 111, Méndez 9).  The rioting that 

followed that day was minimal, well understood by the Panamanians, and largely ignored 

by the Zonians.  Again, on November 3, 1958, Panamanian students entered the Canal 

Zone to raise the Panamanian flag during the “March for Sovereignty”.  This time, the 

rioting burned several U.S. businesses and injured many of the demonstrators.  Rioting 

broke out again, one month later, leaving 18 U.S. Zone defenders dead (Conniff 112, 

Méndez 9).  The Panamanians were upset, they wanted the sovereignty that was 
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rightfully theirs, they wanted some amount of equality with the Zonians, and they were 

not going to remain silent about those wishes. 

On July 20, 1962, the Governor of the Canal Zone, Robert J. Flemming1, decreed 

the U.S. flag and the Panamanian flag should be flown in conjunction at 15 locations 

throughout the Zone.  On October 12, 1962, the first set of flags flown together was 

raised above the bridge spanning the canal, known as the Thatcher Ferry Bridge or the 

Bridge of the Americas (Méndez 73).  The main problem with getting the flags to fly 

jointly at all specified locations was a lack of flag poles.  At most sites, only one flag pole 

was originally placed.  This became a bigger problem when it was suggested in 

November 1963 and finally mandated on December 30, 1963 by Governor Flemming that 

all civil locations must fly both the U.S. and Panamanian flags in unison.  The order was 

to be enforced starting on January 2, 1964, with eleven sites already displaying both flags 

(Méndez 75).  The New York Times recognized the mandate and printed it on the second 

page of the paper on January 3, 1963.  However, the article cites that the flags were on 

display at all required locations as of that date, while noting that only seventeen locations 

actually had two flag poles, thus two flags flying.   

 All schools in the Canal Zone were to fly both flags (Méndez 76); this included 

Balboa High School, located at the far Southeast corner of the Canal Zone, near Panama 

City, the capital of Panama (see Map 3 in Appendix 1).  Balboa High School was, like 

most schools in the Zone, constructed to educate the U.S. children whose parents were 

working in the Canal Zone.  The classes were taught according to U.S. standards, in 

English, and by U.S. teachers.  While the schools were intended for the U.S. students 

who received a free education just as they would at any public school in the States, the 
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schools were also open to students of other nationalities, provided they paid tuition 

(Méndez 33).  In 1951, 600 foreign students were enrolled in the school system and 

paying tuition.  Of those, the majority were Panamanian (Comité de Relaciones 

Extranjeras de la Cámara de Representantes qtd. in Méndez 33).  Because the U.S. school 

system in the Canal Zone was shut down, the numbers on total matriculation are 

unobtainable.  However, it should be interpreted that 600 foreign students paled in 

comparison to the total number of students. 

Roberto Méndez adds that U.S. students returned to school on January 2, 1964 

following winter break2 (76).  There is no indication as to when the Panamanian students 

returned to school, although Three Kings Day or the Feast of the Epiphany, celebrated by 

Catholics, would have been celebrated as a national holiday in Catholic Panama on 

January 6th.  As a result of the previous mandate for both flags to be displayed and 

Balboa High School only having one flag pole on which to raise a single flag, Governor 

Flemming stated that no flag should be raised in locations unable to comply with the dual 

flags mandate.   

On January 3rd, Jim Jenkins, a senior at Balboa High School, sent around a 

petition, gaining 500+ signatures, requesting that U.S. President Lyndon B. Johnson 

(1963-1969) intervene and allow the U.S. flag to be flown outside the school (Méndez 76; 

Acoca 30).  Students protested the rest of the week, announcing the following Monday, 

January 6th, that they, the students, would be raising the U.S. flag the following morning 

with or without permission.  The New York Times says the students were fueled by 

“strong feelings of their parents and many Americans in the zone” (Frankel 4A).  

Although The Carter-Torrijos Treaties maintain that the students acted “of their own 
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will” (10).  In an interview with Life, Jim Jenkins claimed it was his idea to raise the flag 

(Acoca 30).  At 6:00 am, January 7th, Jenkins and twenty-five Balboa students gathered 

around the flag pole, raising the U.S. flag (Méndez 76; Acoca 30; Jorden 35).    Two 

police officers were present “to maintain order and prevent damage to government 

property” (Méndez 76).  Jorden states these men met with the principal of Balboa High 

School; the three men lowered the flag during the first period of classes (35).  The New 

York Times agrees with the information that the principal of Balboa High School lowered 

the U.S. flag (“Panama Blow-up” 1E).    Méndez claims students remained by the flag 

pole throughout the day despite missing classes; however Jorden asserts “students . . . 

drifted off to their classes” (Méndez 77; Jorden 25).  During breaks between classes, 

more students would gather around the flagpole to recite the U.S. Pledge of Allegiance 

(Méndez 77).  During the first break, students produced a smaller flag and ran it to the 

top of the flagpole before saying the U.S. Pledge of Allegiance and returning to class 

(Jorden 35). The principal then spoke with the students, but the flag remained flying 

(“Panama Blow-up” 1E).  Around midday, the students took down the flag only to 

replace it with a larger U.S. flag (Méndez 78; Jorden 35).  According to Méndez’s biased 

writing, not a single authority ever did or said anything to the students to dissuade them 

or stop their actions.  Jenkins claims this is because “they knew we’d walk out [of 

school]” (Acoca 30).  When the students raised another U.S. flag, the principal spoke 

with the students; the flag remained flying (“Panama Blow-up” 1E).   The school day 

ended and many students remained on the grounds until 6:00 in the evening (Méndez 78).  

Wednesday, January 8th, saw much of the same behavior.  The New York Times printed a 

picture of the students raising the flag at Balboa High School on January 8th on the fourth 
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Figure 3 
(“U.S. Students Demonstrate”) 

page of the January 11th edition (see Figure 3) (“U.S. Students Demonstrate”).  

Panamanian author, Virgilio Araúz, says that Balboa was one of eight schools that were 

not following the Governor’s orders (La gesta, 8). 

January 9, 1964 began much as 

the previous two days had.  Balboa 

High School let out around 2:45 p.m.  

Just on the other side of The 4th of 

July Avenue, the border between the 

Canal Zone and Panama City, the 

National Institute ended classes 

around 4:00 p.m.  The National 

Institute was the nearest high school 

for Panamanian students.  Along with 

their fellow countrymen, the students 

in the high school were growing ever 

more frustrated with the U.S. presence 

and disregard for the Panamanian 

people and their customs.  Ávila 

directly states the students were led by the teachers at their school: “los estudiantes 

panameños [estaban] encabezados por los institutores” (11).  The students were aware of 

the order for both flags to be flown and were also acutely aware of the activities 

occurring in the Canal Zone because of their close proximity to the Canal Zone and the 

frustrated and angry sentiment of their fellow countrymen.  The students also wanted to 
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take advantage of the fact that the Canal Zone governor was away (Conniff 120).  A 

group of students approached their director, requesting a Panamanian flag.  They 

explained that they wished to carry the flag into the Zone and display it.  Professor 

Dídimo Ríos gave the students a silk flag that had twice previously been used in student 

demonstrations in 1947, 1958, and 1959.  Méndez describes the flag as being well worn 

at the top with various blood stains.  By 4:50 p.m., 45 Panamanian High School students 

dressed in their school uniforms were on their way toward the Canal Zone bearing their 

national emblem (Méndez 84).  César Villarreal, Luis Vergara, Inocencio García, and 

Alcibíades Picota carried the Panamanian flag; Eligio Carranza carried the school banner; 

and other students carried miniature flags and signs displaying their contempt: “Panamá 

es soberana en la zona del canal,” [Panama is sovereign in the Canal Zone (my 

translation)]; “Flemming Go Home;” and “Panamá no es un protectorado: es libre y 

soberana,” [Panama is not a protectorate: it is free and sovereign (my translation)] 

(Méndez 85). 

Marching through the Canal Zone to Balboa High School, the group stopped in 

front of the Gorgas Hospital, the official residence of the Canal Zone Governor, and the 

Administration Building (Méndez 85).  By 5:30 p.m., the small group of students had 

grown to more than 200 Panamanians as they approached the U.S. high school.  The New 

York Times puts the number of Panamanians at only 150 (Frankel 4A).  However, the 

grounds of Balboa High School were not unoccupied.  When the students first arrived at 

the school, 50 people were present at the school.  In a matter of minutes, that number 

swelled to over 500 people.  The Canal Zone police used their bodies to create a physical 

barrier between the Panamanians and the protesting Zonians.  Captain Wall, Chief of the 
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Canal Zone Police, used the help of an interpreter to begin discussing the Panamanian 

students’ intentions.  Sources do not clarify the nationality and/or political goals of this 

interpreter.  His initial attempts to talk with the students ended with the students speaking 

at once, trying to be heard over each other.  Amidst the confusion, Captain Wall pulled 

aside two of the Panamanian teenagers, Franciso Díaz and Guillermo Guevara Paz, in 

order to speak rationally (Méndez 86). 

Guevara Paz stated that the Panamanian students wanted to raise their flag to join 

the U.S. flag, and sing the Panamanian national anthem, which alludes to the glory and 

pride of being an independent nation.  Captain Wall cited there was only one flagpole on 

the property and any attempt to raise the Panamanian flag would “cause an incident.”  

Instead, Captain Wall suggested four students could go to the base of the flagpole, hold 

the flag high in their hands, and lead the crowd in singing the Panamanian national 

anthem.  After much discussion, both Captain Wall and the two Panamanians agreed to 

this arrangement (Méndez 86). 

Back in the group, the students began a heated discussion that lasted for 45 

minutes.  Many students were unprepared to accept the offer of Captain Wall.  However, 

many recognized Captain Wall’s offer as the only option.  The students convinced 

Captain Wall to allow six rather than the originally agreed upon four students to approach 

the flagpole.   Captain Wall assured the students that they would have his personal 

protection as well as that of the Canal Zone Police.  At 6:35 p.m., the four students who 

had originally carried the flag during the march to the school, César Villarreal, Luis 

Vergara, Inocencio García, and Alcibíades Picota, Eligio Carranza, who had carried the 
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school banner, and student Napoleón de Bernard began to carry the Panamanian flag 

towards the flagpole at Balboa High School (Méndez 87). 

The U.S. crowd immediately irrupted into shouts of disapproval and contempt for 

the Panamanians and their actions.  Captain Wall, fearful of the unrest, called for the 

students to stop where they were, hold up the flag, and sing without going any further.  At 

that point, it became apparent that not all of the students had originally understood the 

arrangement as they began to question the interpreter.  The students wanted to know why 

they were being prevented from raising their flag on the flagpole as there were two sets of 

ropes on the flagpole.  The interpreter could only respond that Captain Wall said they 

simply could not raise the Panamanian flag.  Méndez quotes student Luis Vergara in an 

interview about the event: “Entonces recuerdo que me alteré y les grité a todos: ‘Ustedes 

están acostumbrados a decir ante el Mundo una cosa, pero cuando llega la hora de actuar 

con las minorías se comportan de manera diferente’”  [“Then I remember that I got upset 

and shouted at everyone: ‘You are used to saying one thing in front of the World, but 

when it comes time to work with minorities, you behave in a different manner’” (my 

translation)] (90). 

The frightened students finally had no choice but to comply with Captain Wall’s 

insistence that they raise the flag where they stood.  As they attempted to sing Panama’s 

national anthem, the U.S. citizens present began singing their own national anthem.  The 

Panamanians waited until the U.S. national anthem had fallen silent to sing their own.  

Méndez states a young Panamanian attempted to raise the Panamanian flag but was 

detained by police (90). 
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Because of the extremely heated situation, Captain Wall canceled the 

demonstration and ordered the Panamanians out of the Canal Zone (Méndez 91).  

According to Méndez, the Panamanians did not want to leave and were being forced 

away from the school by the Canal Zone Police at gunpoint (90).  He quotes students 

Carranza and De Bernard: “Uno de los policías golpeó la bandera con su porra en ese 

instante y la rompió.  Yo respondí entonces y le dí [sic] un puñetazo al policía y le rompí 

la boca”  [“One of the police officers hit the flag with his club and it tore.  Then I reacted 

and punched the police officer and smashed his face” (my translation)] (91).  Two other 

students who were holding the flag, García and Picota, were forced to the ground causing 

the flag to further rip in half (Méndez 90).  From that point, the two sides erupted into 

uncontrollable violence.  Sources agree the Panamanians believed the Zonians had ripped 

their flag, and that the Zonians insist the tear was due to the Panamanians (“Fury”; 

Méndez 90; Jorden 41).  Jorden claims an impartial investigation was preformed by three 

foreign legal scholars which revealed no conclusive evidence about which side ripped the 

flag (41).  Concurring with Méndez’s description of the flag, the scholars concluded the 

rip was due to the fragile silk and older nature of the flag which “was not able to resist 

the stress and strain of the occasion” (84; Jorden 41). 

Thomas E. Skidmore and Peter H. Smith simply state that large scale rioting 

followed the actions of the Balboa students (329).  They quote Ellsworth Bunker, the U.S. 

ambassador to the Organization of American States, as saying the Canal Zone was 

“infiltrated and led by extremists, including persons trained in Communist countries” 

(329).  Méndez agrees that the illegal communist party in Panama did participate in the 

rioting; however, the group was not the leading nor majority of the participants in the 
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rioting (171-74).  The rioting made front page news in the New York Times on January 10, 

1964.  One article describes the events of January 9 as hostile action by the Panamanians 

requiring the Canal Zone Police to open fire on the crowds “in self-protection.”  The 

same article quotes the Pentagon statement about the events: 

 At 4 P.M. today, Jan. 9, a group of Panamanian students entered the 

Canal Zone carrying Panamanian flags.  The students proceeded to the 

Balboa High School grounds and mingled with North American students 

near the flagpole.  Five Panama students with Canal Zone police 

protection planted the flag of Panama beside the American flag.  The 

Canal Zone police maintained control and directed the students back to 

Panama. (“Police Fired…”) 

The article continues on to describe how the Panamanians began to destroy property and 

riot as they left the Canal Zone (“Police Fired…”).  However, on January 11, 1964, the 

New York Times ran an article by Max Frankel in which he states that the Panamanian 

students entered the Canal Zone, “stayed for two hours without incident and moved back 

toward the border with Panama City” (4A).  Frankel goes on to say that it was the 

Panamanians waiting at the border, not the students, who began to throw homemade 

grenades and opened “snipers’ rifle fire” on the U.S. troops accompanying the students 

(4A).  One U.S. source subjectively stated, “A few hours later when the Panamanians 

returned, it was no student demonstration.  It was a mob—out for blood” (Acoca 30).  A 

Life article supports the innocence of the U.S. Army: “The man [located 300 yards from 

the Canal Zone, shot while trying to enter] was not shot by U.S. troops.  American 

soldiers had a strict routine for handling the mob” (“Fury”).  The article cites the various 
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techniques mentioned in other resources, such as tear gas and shooting above the crowd, 

to maintain control, however asserts no shots were fired into the crowd.  Araúz says that 

many small, unarmed groups of Panamanians attempted to enter the Canal Zone 

throughout the days prior to January 9, 1964 with the purpose of raising the Panamanian 

flag in various locations where it should have been flying but was not.  He claims that the 

U.S. troops, using automatic weapons, opened fire on the Panamanians in Panama City, 

outside of the Canal Zone (La gesta 13).  Various articles published in Life suggest Fidel 

Castro’s agents played a role in instigating and perpetuating the rioting (“Fury”; “Inside”; 

“Let’s Act”). 

 Regardless of which side turned the hostilities from verbal to physical first, full-

blown rioting engulfed the Canal Zone and Panama City.  The news and aggression from 

the rioting spread like rapid fire down the length of the Canal Zone and enveloped the 

city of Colón, located at the far East end of the canal (See Map 3 in Appendix 1) before 

the end of January 9, 1964 (Araúz 15).  The rioting paralyzed the country for several days, 

finally ending January 12, 1964 (The Carter-Torrijos Treaties 10).  While perhaps 

slightly different in their exact numbers, most sources agree that the number of injured 

and dead Panamanians greatly outnumbered those of the injured and dead U.S. citizens.  

The New York Times listed over 200 Panamanians injured, 17 Panamanians dead, and 3 

U.S. citizens dead as early as January 11, 1964 (Frankel 4A).  Méndez quotes Aquilino 

Boyd, Panamanian ambassador to the O.A.S., saying 20 Panamanians were killed while 

over 300 were injured (147).  Other sources put the numbers at 23 Panamanians and 4 

U.S. Soldiers dead (Nettleton; “Inside an Ugly Fight”). 
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 Panamanian President Roberto Chiari broke diplomatic relations with the United 

States at 12:40 a.m., January 10, 1964 by stating, “la sangre de los mártires que han 

perecido hoy, no será derramada en vano” [“the blood of the martyrs who have perished 

today will not be spilled in vain” (my translation)]  (qtd. in Méndez 119; Conniff 120). 

 Tensions had reached the point of explosion.  Rioting filled the streets 

surrounding the Canal Zone.  The Panamanian president had broken political relations.  

Despite the deaths suffered and diplomatic relations being severed, it would take another 

fourteen years for the United States and Panama to ratify a new treaty that would be fair 

to both countries and quell the overt tensions between the two countries.  
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Chapter 3 

“The day is not far distant when three Stars and Stripes at three equidistant points will 

mark our territory: one at the North Pole, another at the Panama Canal, and the third at 

the South Pole.  The whole hemisphere will be ours in fact as, by virtue of our superiority 

of race, it already is ours morally.” 

President William H. Taft (qtd. in Galeano 107) 

 The United States wanted a canal through Central America.  Under the cloak of 

Manifest Destiny3, the United States proceeded to coerce Colombia into signing a treaty 

that would allow the United States to build a canal through the Isthmus of Panama.  

When the Colombian government refused to sign a treaty that did not benefit its country, 

the United States changed its tactics.  Turning to a province full of secessionist ideas, the 

United States provided the physical strength and military ability Panama desperately 

needed to gain its independence.  Once free from Colombia’s jurisdiction, Panama’s only 

hope of maintaining its freedom rested in the powerful protection the United States 

provided.  However, instead of seeking to help Panama in its plight for independence, the 

United States sought to pursue its own interests.  Taking advantage of its precarious state, 

the United States essentially forced Panama into signing an unfavorable agreement which 

insured Panama’s protection in exchange for its most valuable resource: a ten mile stretch 

on either side of the narrowest portion of Central America.  The United States threatened 

to withdraw support and fortification from the fledgling country should it refuse to sign 

the 1903 treaty. 

 Throughout the decades, Panama stayed below the U.S. media’s radar, most 

notably when tensions came to a boiling point in January 1964.  The rioting and relations 
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made its way into U.S. newspapers for less than a week before slipping back out again.  

Books published in the United States give little space to the events that became a national 

holiday known as the Day of the Martyrs in Panama.  Most U.S. sources ignore the 

incident all together.  Perhaps the greatest U.S./English resource which explains the 

events in detail, Panama Odyssey by William Jorden, is now out of print.  However, the 

plethora of Panamanian sources which mention and discuss January 9, 1964 seems 

unending, including entire books dedicated to the subject.  Based on my research, it 

appears that the United States did not want the general population concerned with the 

dealings of what was seen as an insignificant nation.  The U.S. government and U.S. 

entrepreneurs paid little attention to the needs of Panama outside of its own desires, 

ignoring social and racial issues, inequalities, and a lack of Panamanian sovereignty.  

 So how exactly did the United States manage to accomplish all of this without the 

knowledge of the general population of the country?  Perhaps the answer is best seen in 

what was occupying U.S. media and U.S. citizens’ minds during the twentieth century. 

 While negotiations for the Panama Canal began, the United States had just won 

the Spanish-American War, securing the Philippines, Puerto Rico, and Cuba as 

protectorates of the United States.  Although independent from Spain, Cuba was forced, 

by the United States, to include the Platt Amendment in its new constitution.  This 

allowed the United States to militarily intervene in Cuban politics at will.  Tomás Estrada 

Palma, Cuba’s first president who served from 1902-06, sought annexation by the United 

States (Skidmore 298).  However, many Cubans favored the outright independence that 

so many had idealized and fought for, including Cuban poet-lawyer José Martí (Skidmore 

298).  Meanwhile, the United States took Puerto Rico as a colony, and in 1917 Puerto 
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Ricans were granted citizenship to the United States.  In 1947, Puerto Ricans were 

allowed to elect their governor for the first time; the governor had previously been 

appointed by the United States.  By 1952, the status of the island’s relationship with the 

United States remained unclear, teetering between a colony and a state, thus Congress 

conferred it a commonwealth, or Estado Libre Asociado (ELA) as it is commonly known 

on the island (Skidmore 348-49).  Other countries in Latin America also had to deal with 

U.S. control.  Nicaragua, Haiti, and the Dominican Republic saw decades-long 

occupations by U.S. forces, while Cuba, Mexico, Panama, and various other Latin 

American countries (McPherson, Yankee No! 15).  Guatemala saw the United States 

develop a democratic government only to overthrow it when the democratically-elected 

president did not align with the economic exploitations of the United Fruit Company in 

1954 (Schlesinger and Kinzer). 

 However, Latin America as a whole was not satisfied with the turn of events.  

After gaining independence from Spain in the late nineteenth century, most countries 

were seeking an identity just as the United States began asserting its power in the region.  

Cuban writer, José Martí, wrote many pieces including “Nuestra América” (“Our 

America”), 1891, which called for the countries of Latin America, namely Cuba, to create 

a social and political identity separate from Spain and the United States.  He pressed the 

countries to examine the unique pasts and social makeups each country possessed, then to 

create a system of government that would best compliment each individual country.  

Martí felt that while the United States citizens claimed to be Americans, almost anyone 

occupying the Western Hemisphere could be considered American, each one with his or 

her own unique history and cultural identification.  He wanted Latin Americans to be as 



35 

predominant as U.S. Americans were in international politics and as culturally important 

(Martí). 

 José Martí was not the only author to speak out about the injustices between Latin 

America and the United States through his writing.  Uruguayan author José Enrique Rodó 

wrote Ariel in 1900.  The essay speaks to the youth of Uruguay and to the youth of all of 

Latin America.  It encourages the youth of find their own identities and to establish the 

identity of their homelands, as well.  While Rodó recognizes that a democratic form of 

government is beneficial to most countries, he implores his students to be weary of 

simply adopting a system of government from another government without taking care to 

adjust it to the needs of their country.  Rodó condemns the United States’ intervention 

and oppression in Latin America. 

 Also frustrated with Latin American- U.S. relations, Nicaraguan writer Rubén 

Darío wrote a poem dedicated to President Theodore Roosevelt, “A Roosevelt” in 1906.  

In the poem, Darío claims the leader of the United States, President Roosevelt, acts as 

though he is God, empowered with the well being of the world.  In the poem, Roosevelt 

embodies the United States: 

 Eres los Estados Unidos, eres el futuro invasor 

de la América ingenua que tiene sangre indígena, 

que aún reza a Jesucristo y aún habla en español. 

(Darío, verses 5-7) 

 [You are the United States, you are the future invader 

of the naive America that has indigenous blood, 

that still pray to Jesus Christ and still speak Spanish. (my translation)] 
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Because Roosevelt was an avid hunter and Roosevelt becomes the symbol of the United 

States, the poem condemns the United States for being a nation of hunters, ready to take 

over any weaker country or ethnic group at any given opportunity.  Although the United 

States looks down on Latin America, the poem points to many great accomplishments of 

the region, such as great poets, leaders, and faith.  Above all, the poem claims that the 

United States acts and is without God.  Darío takes great care to elaborate the many 

qualities that make Latin America unique and wonderful.  Darío speaks to the prejudices 

that the United States has about Latin America and demonstrates a positive identity of 

Latin America. 

 Nobel Prize winning Chilean Pablo Neruda wrote about a plethora of issues Latin 

America faced.  In one of his poems, “Los abogados del dólar” (“The Dollar’s Lawyers”), 

he writes about the perception of the United States, implied by the use of the dollar, of 

the workers in Latin America.  The lawyers to whom he refers are Latin Americans who 

are on the U.S. payroll and sell out their countrymen when negotiating with the United 

States: 

No es necesario pagar tanto  

a estos nativos, sería 

torpe, señores, elevar 

estos salarios.  No conviene. 

Estos rotos, estos cholitos 

no sabrían sino embriagarse 

con tanta plata.  No, por Dios. 

Son primitivos, poco más 
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que bestias, los conozco mucho. 

No vayan a pegarles tanto. (Neruda, “Los abogados del dólar” 591) 

 

[You don’t have to pay 

these natives so much, 

it’s imprudent to raise 

their salaries.  It’s ill-advised. 

These wastrels, these half-breeds 

would only get drunk 

with so much money.  God forbid. 

They’re primitives, little more 

than beasts, I know them well. 

Don’t pay them so much. (Neruda, “The Dollar’s Lawyers” 171)] 

Neruda replicates the stereotypes that the United States not only have of Latin Americans, 

but that Latin Americans perceive that the United States have.  The majority of Latin 

Americans are workers, laborers.  They work hard despite the lazy stereotypes.  Neruda’s 

tongue-in-cheek description of relations between employers and employees provides 

insight into how Latin Americans might perceive their role in relation to the United States. 

 The list of Latin American authors who have written about the injustices 

perpetrated by the United States against Latin America contains names from many 

different countries, names of scholars, names of writers with prestigious awards.  While 

each message differs, the underlying theme is frustration with the United States and its 

treatment of the countries to its south.  The countries of Latin America are not alone in 
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their feelings, and because of media such as literature, their commonality becomes more 

salient.  Panamanians could easily turn to their fellow Latin Americans to see that others 

were also being oppressed.  With that, Panama could also observe how other countries 

either handled such situations, or rectified those situations.  Panama was not a singular 

case of discrimination, not was it a single case of retaliation. 

 Meanwhile, the construction of the canal was completed in 1914, only to be 

closed the following year due to landslides.  It did not formally open until 1920 due to 

other world events preoccupying minds in the U.S. and throughout the world (“Panama 

Canal”).  Not only did 1914 bring the first ship through the canal, but it also saw the start 

of the Great War, later to be known as World War I.  The war raged for four years, 

turning the entire world’s attention to the battles being fought in the trenches in Europe 

(“World War I”).  When tensions ceased, the United States was able to spare attention for 

the Canal Zone as it officially opened in 1920.  With things running “smoothly” for the 

United States in the Canal Zone and in world politics, in general, there was little need for 

the U.S. public to be concerned with the canal’s operations. 

 However, smooth sailing did not last for long.  The 1920s saw the beginning of 

the Industrial Revolution with families abandoning farm land and moving into crowded 

cities.  The traditional ways of life in the United States began changing as the population 

began clustering around available jobs in factories.  The economy seemed to be doing 

well and no one seemed to notice what was going on outside of their nuclear unit 

(“Industrial Revolution”).  Black Thursday, October 24, 1929, brought the stock market 

crashing down and sent the U.S. people into a panic (“Wall Street Crash of 1929”).  The 

Great Depression ensued and kept the U.S. population focused on providing for their 
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families.  With businesses failing, the job market became increasingly narrow.  The U.S. 

people faced ten years of economic crisis.  Dealings with other countries seemed of little 

concern unless it brought economic stimulus to the U.S. economy.  The U.S. turned 

inward, seeking to help its own people and pull itself out of the economic devastation that 

was plaguing its people (“Great Depression”). 

 World War II brought the end of the Great Depression as troops headed out to 

fight the great Axis powers.  The social atrocities in Germany engaged the world as the 

more powerful countries began to fight with the less commanding aligned with either side, 

seeking protection from the greater forces (“World War II”).  The Panama Canal Zone 

came into sharp view as most of the world began aligning with one side or the other.  

With its geographic proximity to and control by the United States, the United States 

began to fear the canal would become a Soviet target. 

 The end of World War II in 1945 did not take the Canal Zone out of speculative 

worry as the Cold War between the Democratic United States and the Communist Soviet 

Union silently began (“Cold War”).  However, the Zone remained out of the U.S. press.  

This could be seen as a political strategy to downplay its importance to the United States 

thereby lessening the Soviet Union’s desire to attack or take control of the canal.  The 

United States became concerned with keeping Communism out of its Sphere of Influence, 

specifically the Western Hemisphere. 

 In the midst of the Cold War, Cuba was being controlled by Fulgencio Batista 

(1952-1959)4.  Batista allowed U.S. businesses to operate in Cuba.  However, Batista was 

a ruthless dictator.  A young man by the name of Fidel Alejandro Castro Ruz manifested 

many countrymen’s frustrations with the government and began spreading his 



40 

revolutionary ideas through the Cuban country side.  Among his many ideas, Castro was 

concerned with Cuban Nationalism and removing the U.S. businesses from the country.  

He proposed that by nationalizing businesses, the United States would lose its political 

and economic control of Cuba.  In order to gain support for his guerrilla movement 

without being noticed by Batista’s regime, Castro took to the mountainous regions of 

Cuba.  With popular support from Cubans, Fidel Castro overthrew Batista on New Year’s 

Eve, 1959.  Castro’s political party, the Communist Party of Cuba, seized power of Cuba 

and began nationalizing the businesses on the island (“Fidel Castro”). 

 Having a Communist country within the Western Hemisphere frightened the 

United States.  Not only did it give a foothold for the Soviets merely 90 miles from the 

United States, it also proved to be an example for other Latin American countries.  Fidel 

Castro overthrew a dictator and nationalized his country, a dream of many Latin 

American nations.  Castro also promised to help other countries follow his revolution.  

The United States feared this kind of behavior would spread like fire through the nations.  

Of particular concern was Panama.  By 1959, tensions were already high between the 

native Panamanians and the U.S. occupants of the Canal Zone.  The United States feared 

Panama would look to the successful, Communist leader in Cuba and attempt to replicate 

his actions. 

 The United States was so concerned with the Communist country so close to its 

border that it planned to overthrow Fidel Castro.  Under U.S. President Dwight D. 

Eisenhower, plans for the Bay of Pigs attack began.  However, U.S. President John F. 

Kennedy took office on January 20, 1961, three months before the planned attack.  The 

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) recruited and trained Cuban exiles living in the United 
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States to help with the attack.  On April 17, 1961, the United States launched its attack on 

Cuba in hopes of ousting Fidel Castro from power.  However, Castro anticipated the 

attack, and President Kennedy changed many important details and withdrew his support 

of the attack at the last moment.  Only the trained Cuban exiles participated in the ground 

fighting.  The operation ended unsuccessfully with over two thousand Cuban soldiers 

dead and extreme embarrassment for the United States (“Bay of Pigs Invasion”). 

 Tensions with Cuba came to another boiling point just over a year later from 

October 16-October 18, 1962.  The United States became aware that the Soviet Union 

was building nine offensive missile launch sites in Cuba.  The United States instated a 

blockade of Cuba while negotiating with the Soviet Union.  Tensions in all three 

countries ran high as the Cold War bordered on becoming a nuclear war between the 

United States and the Soviet Union.  The Soviets eventually backed down and the United 

States lifted the blockade.  The United States was victorious in forcing the Soviet missiles 

out of Cuba, but had failed in keeping them out of the Western Hemisphere in the first 

place.  Although previously aligned with the Soviet Union, Cuba became disenchanted 

with the country after what Cuba perceived as betrayal in the Soviets pulling out 

protection.  However the Soviets maintained an economic relationship as it continued to 

subsidize the Cuban economy (“Cuban Missile Crisis”). 

 The United States was worried about having such strong Communist influence so 

close to its borders.  Cuba was also of particular concern to the United States because it 

successfully converted to Communism and aligned with a country as equally powerful as 

the United States.  Latin American countries often look to successes in other countries to 

model their own actions.  The United States was particularly concerned that the mounting 
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Figure 4—“Two more about to blow” 
(McPherson, Yankee, No! 69) 

tensions in Panama would manifest 

themselves in an attempt to oust the 

United States and align with the 

Soviet Union.  The United States 

also had a significant amount at 

stake with the canal in Panama.  

Also, should another country 

successfully follow Cuba’s example, 

the United States was afraid an 

overwhelming domino effect would 

consume Latin America and turn it 

against the United States rather than 

being dominated by the United 

States.  Cuba had shaken the strong grasp of the United States.  “Who would be next and 

how many would it be?” was the concern on many U.S. politicians’ minds.  Figure 4 is a 

political cartoon printed in 1959 by Bill Mauldin.  The cartoon represents the view the 

U.S. media portrayed of the possible spread of “anti-Americanism” throughout Latin 

America.  Not only would the sentiment spread, but it would be a destructive explosion 

that would cause other countries to explode as well.  This sort of propaganda was used to 

express the need for the United States to maintain its suppressive control of Latin 

America.  Latin America was seen as a problem on the verge of erupting into an even 

larger problem if not handled with care.  Cuba had already blown up in the face of the 

United States.  Panamanian resentment was building to the point of rupture.  The United 
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States needed to quell tensions, or merely further suppress them, in Panama in order to 

prevent a snowball effect from enveloping all of Latin America and turning it against the 

United States. 

 Meanwhile, starting in 1957, the United States turned its attention to Vietnam.  

News from the war in Vietnam occupied the minds of U.S. citizens until 1975.  

Information about the war was pumped into people’s homes by the new addition of the 

television.  Never before had U.S. citizens had such access to news about the war.  The 

battle was long and bloody.  Young men in the United States were subject to being 

drafted into the military and into combat.  Almost 60,000 U.S. soldiers were killed and 

over 150,000 were injured during nearly twenty years of combat (“Vietnam War”). 

 When the rioting broke out in Panama in 1964, the United States was busy with 

the full-blown war overseas.  By this point, countless troops had fallen and public 

resentment of the war was wide spread.  The United States had little time to deal with the 

rioting surrounding the Canal Zone.  Further, the U.S. government had no need for its 

citizens to become alarmed with political dealings elsewhere in the world as they were 

already fully engaged in the Vietnam War.  The U.S. media gave lip service to the events 

in Panama for the few days while the rioting was wide spread, but quickly dropped 

Panama from the presses shortly thereafter.  Why allow citizens to become concerned 

with civil unrest in the small country to the South while so many U.S. soldiers were 

losing their lives in Vietnam?  The United States was losing ground in the war against 

Communism overseas, it did not want the media presenting the possibility of the United 

States losing more control in the Western Hemisphere, so close to “home.” 
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 After an embarrassing defeat, the U.S. government pulled its troops out of 

Vietnam in 1975.  The United States turned its attention to Panama once again following 

the war and following dealings between Panamanian President Omar Efraín Torrijos 

Herrera (1968-1981) and Cuban leader Fidel Castro in 1971 (Conniff 132).  The threat of 

a permanent alliance with Cuba led the United States to discuss more seriously a new 

canal treaty.  The most notable element of the debate was ownership and operation of the 

canal.  The canal proved to provide little economically for the United States and even less 

militarily, as the United States had gained means by which to move goods and people 

across the continent quickly and efficiently, and the United States had developed a two-

ocean Navy.  Further, most of the Naval ships the United States were using were too 

large to fit through the locks of the canal.  U.S. President Jimmy Carter attempted to turn 

public attention to the treaty talks in 1977; however, Conniff states that “it was easier to 

convince people to retain the status quo than to persuade them of the intangible benefits 

of complicated new legal and defense arrangements in Central America” (134-35).  The 

U.S. public had little knowledge or concern for dealings in Panama. 

 U.S. Senator (1967-1975), and would be President (1981-1989), Ronald Regan 

changed the tides of public opinion by showing the underhanded means by which the 

United States gained the rights for the Panama Canal.  It was during this time period that 

Senator S.I. Hayakawa, in reference to the canal, infamously remarked, “we stole it fair 

and square” (Conniff 135).   

 President Torrijos conducted a nation-wide vote on October 23, 1977 which 

gained a two-thirds majority support for the new plan which would include Panamanian 

control of the canal starting January 1, 2000, and which would disband the Canal Zone 



45 

starting in 1979.  It was March 1978 when the United States ratified the new agreement 

in the House of Representatives by a 68 to 32 vote.  The new agreement, still in place, 

included a provision whereby the United States could intervene in Panama in order to 

protect or maintain canal operations should the United States see fit.  This is essentially 

the same condition the United States wrote into the Cuban constitution under the Platt 

amendment.  It took the U.S. Senate another month of debate before it also voted for the 

treaty, again 68 to 32 (Conniff 136).  The treaties went into effect on October 1, 1979.  

Gradually, U.S. workers left the Canal Zone, returning to the United States.  By 1990, 

Panamanians occupied 88 percent of the canal jobs (Conniff 142).  December 31, 1999 

brought an end to U.S. control of the canal and decreased, once again, Panama’s 

importance in the U.S. media and the minds of U.S. populous. 
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Conclusion 

 The United States used its political and military power to help the small country 

secede from Colombia, and then forced it to sign a treaty that greatly benefited the United 

States.  The 1903 treaty provided little to Panama, though giving almost limitless 

freedoms to the United States.  The Panamanians were understandably upset by the 

unfavorable situation.  From economics, to politics the United States controlled the 

majority of the dealings in Panama.  The influx of non-Panamanians, be it U.S. workers 

or West Indians, upset the social balance and created racial tensions.  Large disparities in 

wages added to the ever building fire of resentment.  The Panamanians felt they had lost 

control of their country, down to the sovereignty of their greatest asset, the canal.  In an 

attempt to visibly secure its sovereignty, Panamanian students marched into the Canal 

Zone to display their flag alongside the U.S. flag, as it should have been according to an 

agreement between the Panamanian president and the Canal Zone governor.  

 Panama had difficulty establishing an identity for itself independent of Colombia, 

and the United States until the United States withdrew the majority of its forces in 

December 1999.  Because the country went directly from being a part of Colombia to 

essential rule by the United States, its identity was quashed.  The inability to express 

themselves led the citizens of Panama to become increasingly frustrated with the 

relationship with the United States until tensions exploded into rioting. 

 The rioting served as a catalyst to reanalyze the 1903 treaty.  Sixty years of 

injustices passed before Panama erupted into violence spurred by its dissatisfaction.  

However, events in Latin America and around the world would continue to prevent a new 

agreement from being ratified for another fourteen years, in 1978. 
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 The U.S. media kept the events in Panama out of the public realm.  This was 

partially due to larger events occupying the minds of U.S. citizens.  However, it appears 

to be more of an attempt to keep the situation in Panama out of the public sphere.  The 

United States, it seems, would prefer that the events that tragically devastated Panama 

remain unexplored.  Texts in English merely mention the incident while Panamanian 

texts expound details of the events leading up to, during, and after the rioting that 

occurred on January 9, 1964.  U.S. texts ignore the impact the rioting had on the small 

isthmian country, ignoring the national holiday that began to memorialize those 

Panamanians who lost their lives.  January 9, 1964 is now known as the Day of the 

Martyrs in Panama.  It is a day to remember the tragedy in Panama brought about by U.S. 

hands.  
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Notes 

1. The leader of the Canal Zone was a governor, appointed by the Secretary of 

the U.S. Army (“Panama Canal”).  On January 4, 1962, Robert J. Flemming, 

an engineer for the U.S. Army, was appointed Governor of the Canal Zone by 

the Secretary of the U.S. Army, Elvis Jacob Stahr Jr. (“Robert J. Flemming” 

and Bell).  Flemming held the position until he retired on January 31, 1967 

(“Robert J. Flemming”).   

2. Though most sources say U.S. students returned to school January 2, 1964, 

William Jorden states that U.S. students did not return to school until January 

6, 1964 (35).  Based on the multiple of sources and the sequence of events 

from January 2 through January 9, it can be assumed U.S. students did return 

to school on January 2, 1964. 

3. Manifest Destiny was the concept by which the United States justified its 

expansion in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  It is the belief in 

the God-given objective to expand the United States’ borders and implement 

democracy across the North American Continent, throughout the Western 

Hemisphere, and as far into the rest of the world as possible (Smith 40-44).  In 

Thomas Jefferson’s second inaugural address in 1805, he said, “We are firmly 

convinced, and we act on that conviction, that with nations, as with individual, 

our interest soundly calculated, will ever be found inseparable from our moral 

duties” (Jefferson). 

4. The details presented are a summarization of the events that occurred in Cuba 

during this time period. 
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Appendix 1 

Map 1 

 

(“Grand Colombia”) 

Map 2 

 

(“Panama Map”) 
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Map 3 

 

(“The Panama Canal Zone”) 



51 

Works Consulted 

Acoca, Miguel, Philip Hager, and Maynard Parker. “’I Guess I Started This Whole 

Thing.”’ Life 56.4 (24 Jan. 1964): 30-31. 

Anquizola, Gustave. Philippe Bunau-Varilla: The Man behind the Panama Canal.  

Chicago: Nelson-Hall, 1980.   

Araúz, Virgilio. La gesta de enero de 1964.  Panama, n.p.: 1988. 

---. El canal y los tratados en la crisis actual. Panama, n.p.: 1988. 

---. A quién beneficia el canal: por qué lucharon los Mártires. 5th ed. Panama, n.p.: 1998. 

“Assassination of President Kennedy.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006  

<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Assassination_of_President_Kennedy>. 

Avila, Víctor.  La gesta del 9 de enero. El Dorado, Panama: La Imprenta Universitaria, 

1989. 

Baldwin, Hanson. “Panama’s Defenses.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 6A. 

“Bay of Pigs Invasion.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006 

<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bay_of_Pigs_Invasion>. 

Bell, William Gardner. “Elvis Jacob Stahr, Jr.” Secretaries of War and Secretaries of the 

Army: Portraits and Biographical Sketches. 12 Mar. 2001. 12 Jan. 2006 

<http://www.army.mil/cmh-pg/books/sw-sa/Stahr.htm>. 

Brewer, Sam Pope.  “U.N. Council Asks 2 Sides in Panama to Set Cease-Fire.”  New 

York Times 11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 1A+. 

Burnham, Alexander.  “Isthmus an East-West Link since 16th Century.” New York Times 

11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 6A.   



52 

“Canal Called Not Vital to Navy, but Zone Is a U.S. Military Hub.” New York Times 11 

Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 6A. 

Canal de Panamá: ¿Canal Zone?. La Habana, Cuba: Editorial de Ciencias Sociales, 1979. 

38-47.   

“Canal, Opened in 1914, Brought Dream of Pacific Link to Reality.”  New York Times 10 

Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 10A. 

“Canal Zone Nearly Surrounds City of Panama, Scene of Riots.” New York Times 11 Jan. 

1964, late city ed.: 6A.   

The Carter-Torrijos Treaties: Panama, the Last Stronghold of Dignity and Sovereignty.  

Panama City, Panama, n.p.: 1988. 

Castro H., Guillermo.  Afterword: Knowing Ourselves.  Emperors in the Jungle: The 

Hidden History of the U.S. in Panama.  Durham: Duke UP, 2003. 207-10. 

Chasteen, John Charles, and Joseph S. Tulchin, eds.  Problems in Modern Latin 

American History: A Reader. Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources, 1994. 

“Chiari’s Policies Are Aimed at Aiding Nation’s Poor.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, 

late city ed.: 5A. 

Chidsey, Donald Barr.  The Panama Canal: An Informal History.  New York: Crown, 

1970. 

“Cold War.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006 <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cold_War>. 

Conniff, Michael L. Panama and the United States: The Forced Alliance. 2nd ed. Athens, 

GA: U of Georgia P, 2001. 

“Cuban Missile Crisis.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006 

<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cuban_Missle_Crisis>. 



53 

Darío, Rubén. “A Roosevelt.”  Voces de Hispanoamérica: antología literaria.  3rd ed.  

Ed. Raquel Chang-Rodríguez and Malva E.  Filer.  Boston: Heinle, 2004.  250. 

Diaz Espino, Ovidio. How Wall Street Created a Nation: J. P. Morgan, Teddy Roosevelt, 

and the Panama Canal. New York: Four Walls Eight Windows, 2001. 

Falcoff, Mark. Panama’s Canal: What Happens When the United States Gives a Small 

Country What It Wants. Washington, D.C.: AEI P, 1998. 

“Fidel Castro.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006 <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fidel_Castro>. 

“First Panama Riot Report Named Wrong Government.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, 

late city ed.: 4A. 

“Flag Document.” Panamanian Embassy in Washington, D.C. n.p. 3 Feb. 2006. 

 “Flags of U.S. and Panama Fly Side by Side at Canal.” New York Times 3 Jan. 1964, late 

city ed.: 2A.   

Flattery, Tom. “A Gas Grenade in the Face; A Sniper’s Bullet in the Arm.” Life 56.4 (24 

Jan. 1964): 25. 

Frankel, Max.  “Johnson Phones Chiari and Meets Officials in Air of Crisis.”  New York 

Times  11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.:1A+.   

“Fury of the Rioting Mobs Reaches Its Height in the Capital City.” Life 56.4 (24 Jan. 

1964): 28-29. 

Galeano, Eduardo.  Open Veins of Latin America: Five Centuries of the Pillage of a 

Continent. New York: Monthly Review P, 1997.  107-08. 

“Grand Colombia.” 28 Mar. 2006 

<http://www.zum.de/whkmla/histatlas/samerica/grcolombia.gif>. 



54 

“Great Colombia.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006  

<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Republic_of_Gran_Colombia>. 

“Great Depression.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006  

<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Great_Depression>. 

Green, Segdwick W. “Applicability of American Laws to Overseas Areas Controlled by 

the United States.” Harvard Law Review 68.5 (1955): 781-812. 

Hunt, George P. “Covering the Riot-ridden Canal.” Life 56.4 (24 Jan. 1964): 3. 

 “Industrial Revolution.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006  

<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Industrial_revolution>. 

“Inside an Ugly Fight.” Life 56.4 (24 Jan. 1964): 22-31. 

International Commission of Jurists.  Report on the Events in Panama, January 9-12, 

1964. Prepared by the Investigating Committee Appointed by the International 

Commission of Jurists. Geneva, Switzerland: International Commission of Jurists, 

1964. 

“Issues in Panama Crisis.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 5A.   

“’I Took Panama,’ T.R. Said—And There the Trouble Began.” Life 56.4 (24 Jan. 1964): 

26-27. 

Jefferson, Thomas. “Second Inaugural Address.” Yale Law School 4 Mar. 1805. 20 Feb. 

2006 <http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/presiden/inaug/jefinau2.htm >. 

Jones, Kenneth.  Tiempos de agonía: expulsando el dictador de Panamá. El Dorado, 

Panama: Focus Publications, 1990. 18-23. 

Jorden, William J. Panama Odyssey. Austin: U of Texas P, 1984.   



55 

“Joseph C. Mehaffey.” Panama Canal Authority. 2005. 25 Mar. 2006 

<http://www.pancanal.com/eng/history/biographies/mehaffey.html>. 

Kenworthy, E. W. New York Times  11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 1A, 4A.   

Kraul, Chris, and Ronald D. White. “Panama is Preparing to Beef Up the Canal.” Los 

Angeles Times.com 25 Apr. 2006. 26 Apr. 2006 

<http://www.latimes.com/business/la-fi-canal25apr25,1,3791995,full.story>. 

---. “Panama is Preparing to Beef Up the Canal.” Sun-Sentinel.com 25 Apr. 2006. 26 Apr. 

2006 <http://www.sun-sentinel.com/news/local/caribbean/la-fi-

canal25apr25,0,859140.story>. 

LaFeber, Walter. The Panama Canal: The Crisis in Historical Perspective. Updated ed. 

New York: Oxford UP, 1989.   

LaRosa, Michael, and Germán R. Mejía, eds. The United States Discovers Panama: The 

Writings of Soldiers, Scholars, Scientists, and Scoundrels, 1850-1905. Lanham: 

Rowman, 2004.   

“Let’s Act Our Age in Panama.” Life 56.4 (24 Jan. 1964): 4. 

Lindsay-Poland, John.  Emperors in the Jungle: The Hidden History of the U.S. in 

Panama.  Durham: Duke UP, 2003.   

Martí, José.  “Nuestra América.”  BitBlioteca. 22 Apr. 2006 

<http://www.analitica.com/bitBlioteca/jmarti/nuestra_america.asp> 

McCullough, David.  The Path between the Seas: The Creation of the Panama Canal, 

1870-1914.  New York: Simon, 1977.  

McPherson, Alan. “From ‘Punks’ to Geopoliticians: U.S. and Panamanian Teenagers and 

the 1964 Canal Zone Riots.” The Americas 58.3 (2002): 395-418. 



56 

---. Yankee no!: Anti-Americanism in U.S.-Latin American relations. Cambridge, 

Massachusetts: Harvard UP, 2003. 

Méndez, Roberto N. Panamá, 9 de enero de 1964: “qué pasó y por qué.” Panama, 

Panama City: Imprenta de la Universidad de Panamá, 1999.  

Mercer, Tate D. “The Proposed New Treaties for the Panama Canal.” International 

Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-) 45.2 (1969): 269-78. 

Miller, Hugh Gordon. The Isthmian Highway: A Review of the Problems of the 

Caribbean. New York: Macmillan, 1929.   

Minter, John Easter.  The Chagres: River of Westward Passage.  New York: Rinehart, 

1948.   

“Most Favoured Nation.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006 

<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Most_Favored_Nation>. 

“National Profile: National Symbols.” Panama. Jan. 2006. 31 Jan. 2006.  

 <http://www.embassy-avenue.jp/panama/index.html>. 

“National Symbols.” Viva Panama Organization. 28 Mar. 2006   

 < http://vivapanama.org/NationalSymbols.htm>. 

Neruda, Pablo. “Los abogados del dólar.”  Obras completas I:  de “Crepusculario” a 

“Las uvas y el viento” 1923-1954.  Ed. Hernán Loyola. Barcelona:  Galaxia 

Gutenberg Círculo de Lectores, 1999.  590-93. 

---. “The Dollar’s Lawyers.” Canto General. Trans. Jack Schmitt. Berkeley: U of 

California P, 1991. 170-72. 



57 

Nettleton, Steve. “Panamanians See Canal’s Return as a Mixed Blessing.” CNN.com. 

2001. Cable News Network. 8 Oct. 2005 

<http://www.cnn.com/SPECIALS/1999/panama.canal/stories/government/>. 

“1956 Suez Crisis Ended Long Rule.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 6A.   

“O.A.S. Inquiry Asked on Student Clashes in 2-Flag Dispute.” New York Times 10 Jan. 

1964, late city ed.: 1A+.   

“Panama.” Microsoft Encarta Online Encyclopedia. 2005. 4 Jan. 2005 

<http://encarta.msn.com/encyclopedia_761577478_3/Panama.html>. 

 “Panama Blow-up.” New York Times 12 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: E1. 

“Panama Canal.” Microsoft Encarta Online Encyclopedia. 2005. 4 Jan. 2005 

<http://encarta.msn.com/encyclopedia_761559188_2/Panama_Canal.html>. 

“The Panama Canal Zone.” 20 Feb. 2006 

<http://wps.ablongman.com/wps/media/objects/31/32716/figures/DIVI502.jpg>. 

“Panama Map.” 20 Feb. 2006 

<http://www.exportinfo.org/worldfactbook/maps/panama_map.gif>. 

Pan American Union. Flags and Coats-of-arms of the American Republics. Washington: 

Pan American Union, 1955. 

Pastor, Robert A. Exiting the Whirlpool: U.S. Foreign Policy Toward Latin America and 

the Caribbean. Boulder, CO: West View P, 2001. 

“Police Fired to Deter ‘Disorderly Mobs,’ Pentagon Says.” New York Times 10 Jan. 1964, 

late city ed.: 1A+. 

“Protectorate.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006  <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Protectorate>. 



58 

Raymont, Henry. “O.A.S. Peace Body Takes up Dispute.”  New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, 

late city ed.: 1A+. 

“Relations Severed till Pacts Are Altered, Chiari Asserts.”  New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, 

late city ed.: 1A+.   

“Rioting Causes Airlines to Cancel Panama Stops.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, late 

city ed.: 4A. 

“Robert J. Flemming.” Panama Canal Authority. 2005. 4 Jan. 2006 

<http://www.pancanal.com/eng/history/biographies/fleming.html>. 

Rodó, José Enrique. Ariel. Trans. Margaret Sayers Peden. Austin: U of Texas P, 1988. 

Schlesinger, Stephen, and Stephen Kinzer. Bitter Fruit: The Story of the American Coup 

in Guatemala. Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1999. 

Simon, Maron J. The Panama Affair. New York: Scribner’s, 1971.  

Síntesis geográfica. Map. Panama: Instituto Geográfico Nacional, 1991. 

Skidmore, Thomas E., and Peter H. Smith.  “Panama: A Nation and a Zone.”  Modern 

Latin America. 5th ed.  New York: Oxford UP, 2001. 237-331. 

Smith, Peter H. Talons of the Eagle: Dynamics of U.S.-Latin American Relations. 2nd ed. 

New York: Oxford UP, 2000.  

Steigenga, Timothy. Class Lecture. “Exporting Democracy to Latin America.” Harriet L. 

Wilkes Honors College of FAU, Jupiter, FL. Fall 2004. 

 “Text of Panama’s Note on Severing Ties.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 

4A. 

“Texts of Washington’s Communiques [sic] on Violence in Canal Zone.” New York 

Times 11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 5A.  



59 

“36,000 U.S. Personnel in Panama Canal Zone.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, late city 

ed.: 4A.   

“Tragedy in Panama.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 22A.   

“25 U.S. Families Reach Costa Rica from Panama.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, late 

city ed.: 4A. 

“Two of U.S. Soldiers Slain at Panama Are Identified.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, 

late city ed.: 4A. 

“U.S. Secretary of the Army.” NNDB. 2005. 11 Jan. 2006 <http://www.nndb.com/gov/>. 

“U.S. Students Demonstrate.” New York Times 11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 4A.   

“U.S. Students in Zone Commended by Truman.”  New York Times  11 Jan. 1964, late 

city ed.: 4A.   

 “Vast Profits Are Charged—Latins Express Concern over ‘Grave Tragedy.’” New York 

Times 11 Jan. 1964, late city ed.: 6A.  

“Vietnam War.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006  <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vietnam_War>. 

 “Wall Street Crash of 1929.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006  

<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wall_Street_Crash_of_1929>. 

Watson, Stephenson Sonja. “The Use of Language in Melva Lowe de Goodin’s De/From 

Barbados a/to Panamá: A Construction of Panamanian West Indian Identity.” The 

College Language Association Journal 49.1 (2005): 28-44. 

 “World War I.” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006  <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/World_War_I>. 

“World War II” Wikipedia. 28 Mar. 2006  <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/WWII>. 

Yankee, Go Home!! Balboa, Canal Zone, Panama: Canal Zone Committee for U.S. 

Retention of the Panama Canal, 1959. 




