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REAGAN QUESTIONS ON PANAMA CANAL

ARE YOU IN FAVOR OF THE UNITED STATES BREAKING OFF
NEGOTIATIONS WITH PANAMA?

Yes

Then how do you plan to protect U.S. interests in
the Canal? With troops?

What will be the reaction of other Latin American
countries to such a policy?

What is your overall policy towards Latin America?
Is is essentially a return to "gunboat diplomacy”?

If troops are required to protect U.S. interest in the
Canal, how many will be required?

Are you willing to reinstitute the draft to support
your Panama Canal policy?

3£

No

The President has said that he would use troops if

negotiations failed, so what is the difference
between your position and his?

Specifically, how would you instruct our negotiators?
Do you still believe we have absolute sovereignty over
the Canal?

Can we really believe your answer -- after all, if our
negotiators were saddled with your position, wouldn't
the Panamanians break off the talks?

Waffle

Senator Goldwater said you would support the President's
policy if you understood the facts. Do you know the
facts concerning the U.S. position on the Panama Canal?

In your opinion, what will happen if the current negotia-
tions are not successful?

You state that we shouldn't give up our interests, but
you refuse to be specific on how we should protect
them. Just what is your plan?




Additional Qs

Q. Why do you believe General Omar Torrijos is a "tin
horn dictator"?

Q. In your judgment, what other Latin American leaders
fall into the "tin horn" category?

Q. Are there any Latin American leaders who are not in
the "tin horn" category?

Q. How big of an army do you believe we need? Do you
favor reinstituting the draft?

Q. If you had been in the Senate, would you have voted to
ratify SALT I (ABM treaty)?

Q. When you announced your candidacy, you could not say
how big the defense budget should be. Do you know now?
If not, how can you criticize President Ford?
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REAGAN AND PANAMA CANAL

Would you use U.S. troops to keep the Panama Canal
open?

P ) }
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in the operation and defense/of the Canal. Onfthe ol
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facts could quickly lead to a breakdown in our diplo-
matic efforts which, in turn, could put the United
States in the position of having to use military force
in order to keep the Canal open.

My position, on the other hand, is designed to avoid
putting the United States in a position of having to
choose between committing troops or losing access to
the Canal. I have set a course of action for our
country which deals with the complex facts of this
situation in a realistic manner by undertaking
sensible but tough negotiations to redefine the
United States and Panamanian interests.

I agree with Senator Goldwater's observation that
if former Governor Reagan understood the facts of
the Panamanian situation, he probably would agree
with the current United States position.
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Would you use U.S. troops to keep the Panama Canal
open?
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ence between his approach and mine.

His harsh rhetoric and obvious misstatement of the
facts could quickly lead to a breakdown in our diplo-
matic efforts which, in turn, could put the United
States in the position of having to use military force
in order to keep the Canal open.

My position, on the other hand, is designed to avoid
putting the United States in a position of having to
choose between committing troops or losing access to
the Canal. I have set a course of action for our
country which deals with the complex facts of this
situation in a realistic manner by undertaking

sensible (but toug@énegotiations to redefine the AL iy
United Séates and qnamanian interests. [ ®
\ O ) AD g “( . 1‘" ':

I agree with Senator Goldwater's observation that \ y
if former Governor Reagan understood the facts of Nl
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REAGAN AND PANAMA CANAL

Would you use U.S. troops to keep the Panama Canal
open?

The United States will not surrender its interests
in the operation and defense of the Canal. On the
contrary, we are seeking the best way to preserve

them -- in an atmosphere of partnership rather than T
confrontation. Obviously, we would have to use ,ﬁgvo?O,
military force as a last resort, but my approach is /= e
to use diplomatic means to protect United States ﬁf ;;
interests. \ ¥, {j
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You said (in Fort Wayne) that Reagan's campaign
rhetoric indicates he "might be very rash in how
he uses his power if he were to become President."”
Since you said that the U.S. will protect the U.S.
interests in the Panama Canal, what is the differ-
ence between your position and Reagan's?

If the campaign rhetoric being used by former Governor
Reagan accurately reflects his substantive position

on the Canal issue, there is obviously a major differ-
ence between his approach and mine.

His harsh rhetoric and obvious misstatement of the
facts could quickly lead to a breakdown in our diplo-
matic efforts which, in turn, could put the United
States in the position of having to use military
force in order to keep the Canal open.

My position, on the other hand, is designed to avoid
putting the United States in a position of having to
choose between committing troops or losing access to
the Canal. I have set a course of action for our
country which deals with the complex facts of this
situation in a realistic manner by undertaking
sensible but tough negotiations to redefine the
United States and Panamanian interests.

I agree with Senator Goldwater's observation that
if former Governor Reagan understood the facts of
the Panamanian situation, he probably would agree
with the current United States position.




REAGAN QUESTIONS ON PANAMA CANAL

Q. ARE YOU IN FAVOR OF THE UNITED STATES BREAKING OFF
NEGOTIATIONS WITH PANAMA?
If Yes

Q. Then how do you plan to protect U.S. interests in
the Canal? With troops?

0. What will be the reaction of other lLatin American
countries to such a policy?

Q. What is your overall policy towards Latin America?
Is is essentially a return to "gunboat diplomacy"?

Q. If troops are required to protect U.S. interest in the
Canal, how many will be required?

Q. Are you willing to reinstitute the draft to support
your Panama Canal policy?

If No

Q. The President has said that he would use troops if

negotiations failed, so what is the difference
between your position and his?

Q. Specifically, how would you instruct our negotiators?
Do you still believe we have absolute sovereignty over
the Canal?

Q. Can we really believe your answer -- after all, if our

negotiators were saddled with your position, wouldn't
the Panamanians break off the talks?

If waffle

9 Senator Goldwater said you would support the President's
policy if you understood the facts. Do you know the
facts concerning the U.S. position on the Panama Canal?

5 18 In your opinion, what will happen if the current negotia-
tions are not successful?

Q. You state that we shouldn't give up our interests, but
you refuse to be specific on how we should protect
them. Just what is your plan?




Additional Qs

Q. Why do you believe General Omar Torrijos is a "tin
horn dictator"?

Q. In your judgment, what other Latin American leaders
fall into the "tin horn" category?

Q. Are there any Latin American leaders who are not in
the "tin horn" category?

Q. @How big of an army do you believe we need? Do you
favor reinstituting the draft?

Q. If you had been in the Senate, would you have voted to
ratify SALT I (ABM treaty)?

Q. When you announced your candidacy, you could not say
how big the defense budget should be. Do you know now?
If not, how can you criticize President Ford?
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PANAMA CANAL NEGOTIATIONS

In Dallas the President said that the United States would never

give up its control of the defense or operation of the Panama Canal.
But Ambassador Bunker has testified that the President instructed
him to negotiate giving up both the Canal and the Caral Zone.
Would you comment on this contradiction and what is the Adminis-,r;f" 0R o™\
tration's position on the negotiations? /s :
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This is an important issue and I would like to review for you“*{"’b
B

what these negotiations with Panama are all about.

The original Panama Canal Treaty has been revised a number
of times to accommodate to changing conditions. The United States
interest has been, and remains, assuring safe passage of ships
through the Canal. A series of developments, culminating in the
deadly riots of 1964, convinced President Johnson that the present
treaty was no longer adequate to preserve US interests in the Canal
and in Latin America. He undertook negotiatipns in 1964 and they
have been continuing with a few interruptions since then. The
President's interest in negotiating a new treaty, then, is to provide
a basis that will assure our interest in the operation and defense
of the Canal.

The issue involves not just Panama. All of Latin America feels
strongly and fully supports Panama on this issue. They consider
these negotiations a test of American willingness to deal with

Latin America on a basis of equality and respect.




The United States will not surrender its interests in the
operation and defense of the Canal--but rather is seeking the
best way to preserve them--in an atmosphere of partnership

rather than confrontation.

The outlines of the instructions to our negotiators are no
secret--they are based on the Principles signed by Secretary
Kissinger and Panamanian Foreign Minister Tack in February 1974
and have been public and available ever since. Any agreement
negotiated will be submitted to the Congress for its approval and the
Administration continues to consult closely with the Congress as

negotiations proceed.

But the Principles state that Panama will assume operational
responsibility for the Canal on the expiration of the Treaty.
Aren't we negotiating to give it up?

The President's instructions are to negotiate a treaty which
will preserve United States interests in the operation and defense
of the Canal during the Treaty's lifetime--which will be a substan-
tial period of time. Exactly what the arrangement will be after that

is impossible to tell because that is one of the subjects still being

worked out.




How about the argument that the Canal is ours, we paid for it,
built it, and it is no different from Alaska or Louisiana?

This is a complicated legal subject which simply cannot be
dealt with on the basis of catch phrases or oversimplifications.
To say it is the same as Alaska or Louisiana is simply not true.
There are very real differences. The US was ceded those territories
outright by the Russians and French. While we have a continuing
relationship with Panama based on treaty. We continue to pay
Panama for the rights we exercise there. Our laws and our courts
recognize the special status of the Canal Zone. For example,
children born in the Canal Zone are not American citizens unless
they have American parents. But the ownership and sovereignty
questions are complicated and should not be dealt with lightly.
The central point is that we are involved in these negotiations
because they are the best way to protect our national interest in

this important Canal.

In Houston the President said that we preserve the usability
of the Panama Canal ad infinitum. What did he mean by that?
Does that mean "'in perpetuity''?

I believe the President said that what we were trying to

do was maintain free passage through the Canal for the

United States and all other parties. The President's interests
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in negotiating a new treaty is to provide a basis that will
assure our interest in the operation and defense of the

Canal.
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PANAMA CANAL NEGOTIATIONS

o

In Dallas you said that the United States would never give up its
control of the defense or operation of the Panama Canal,  But
Ambassador Bunker has testificd that you instructed him to
ncegotiate giving up both the Canal and the Canal Zone. Can you
cx]'ﬂ;xin this contradiction? :

Let me explain what the Panama negotiations are all about,

The original Panama Canal Treaty has been revised a number
of times to accommodate to changing conditions. The Unifted States
interest has been, and remains, assuri.ng;safe passage of ships
through the Canal., A series of dcvc]qprnen(:s, culminating in the
deadly riots of 1964, convinced President Johnson that the present
treaty was no longer adequate to preserve U.S. interests in the
Canal and in Lat.hm America, He undertook ncgotiations in 1964
and they have .bc»,en continuing with a few interruptions ever since,

The is-sue involves not just Panama, All of Latin America
fcels strongly on this issue, They co‘nsider these negotiations
a test of American willingness to deal with I.atin Amecerica on a
basis of equality and respect,

. Our objectives are clear -~ to achicvc.an agrcement in which

our interests in the defense of the'Canal and in its operation arc
fully safe-guarded but which will avoid a situation in which all

Latin America will be united against us on that narrow issue.




Such a trcaty arrangement may not be possible. And we

will defend our interests in the Panama Canal against all of

Latin Amevrica if we must,. DBut we owe it to oursclves and to

-
N

our rclations with our neighbors to the south to try to achieve our

objectives in a cooperative manner, That is my policy and I

.
’

intend to stick with 1L

L ipom The United States will not surrender its interests in the

operation and defense of the Canal, We are instead sceking the

best way to preserve them -- in an atmosphere.of partnership

rather than conf{rontation. Any agreement negotiated will be

submitted to the Congress for its approval and we continue to

consult closely with the Congress as negotiations proceed,
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PANAMA CANAL NEGOTIATIONS

How about Governor Reagan's claim that the Canal is ours, we
paid for it, built it, and it's no different from Alaska or Louisiana?

This is a complicated }egal subject which simply can't be dealt
with on the basis of catch phrases or oversimplifications, To
say it is thé same as Alaska or Louisiana is just not true.

We were ceded those territories outright by the Russians and
French whichk retained no further interest. We have a con-
tinuing relationship with Panama based on treaty. We continue
to pay it for the rights we exerci’se -there. Our laws and our
courts recognize the special stafgs of the Canal Zone, To take
an example, children born there aren't even Americans unless
they have American parents, So it's certainly not the same as
the states carved fr§m the Louisiana Purchase or Alaska,

But the ownership and sovereignty questions are complicated,
there are decisions and laws on bothsides. It shouldn't be
dealt with lightly., The central point is that' we are involved

in these negotiations because they are the best way to protect

our national interest in this very important Canal.
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THE SOVEREIGNTY ISSUE «=- FACT SHEET

This is a complicated legal issue. US courts, including the Supreme
Court, have determined that the Zone is US territory for some pur-
poses and foreign territory for others, US law considers it US
territory for some purposes and not for others, The US Government
position has been to recognize the Zone as the territory of Panama
and deny that the United States has full and complete sovereignty
there, However, it is certainly clear that the US is not sovereign

in the Zone in the same way it is in the Louisiana Purchase states
and Alaska.

The arguments usually advanced in support of US sovereignty are the
following:

Arguments Supporting US Sovereignty

Argument Response
_1. Panama ceded us the Canal in The word '"cede' or "cessi.on” does
perpetuity in the Treaty 01903, not-appear in the treaty, We were

granted the ''rights, power, and
authority' the US would have had 'if
it were the sovereign of the territory',

2, We bought the Canal and The treaty specifically states that the

it is ours, ‘US was to pay ten million dollars and
an annual fee for the rights it was
granted '"for the life of this convention'',
We continue to pay annually for those

rights,
3. The Supreme Court decision That case decided that for purposes of
of 1907 (Wilson vs. Shaw) confirms expenditure of funds the Canal could
US sovereignty and ownership. be considered US territory.

There are other cases in which the
Supreme Court has found that the Zone
or parts of it are foreign territory for
~:,;\ certain purposes, like the case of

» Luckenbach S,S. Company vs, the

\';/' US in 1930, (See 3 below.)
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4, The grant of rights in Nevertheless, the distinction was

perpetuity is the same thing as consciously made in the treaties and
sovereignty, Any distinction the US recognizes Panama's '"titular
is artificial and legalistic. sovereignty' in the Zone as did such

legal authorities as Secretary of War
William Howard Taft in a letter to
President Roosevelt in 1905,

Arguments Demonstrating Absence of
US Sovereignty in the Canal Zone

1. The Treaty of 1903 grants the US the rights it would have had "if it
were sovereign'', clearly implying it is not sovereign,

2, Examples of US law treating the Zone as foreign territory:

a, Children born in the Canal Zone are not US nationals unless
one of their parents is American,

b. US statutues define the Canal Zone as foreign territory for the
purposes of applying US customs duties.,

3. The Supreme Court has found the Canal Zone foreign territory for some
purposes and US territory for others, In the case of Luckenbach S, S.
Company vs, the US; the ports of the Zone were considered to be foreign
territory.

4, The 1936 Treaty with Panama limits the category of US citizen who
may live in the Zone to employees of the government or businesses
resident there and their families, Other Americans are not permitted
to live there.

5. The acquisition of other areas by the US, like the Louisiana and Alaska
purchases, involved outright cessions of territory with no rights retained
by the former owner., Not only do we continue to pay Panama, but we
have an elaborate treaty relationship with it governing the Zone.

The issue of who is sovereign or whe owns the Canal Zone is not central
to the basic US interest in the Panama Canal. We are engaged in negotia-
tions for a new treaty because the present treaty has proven inadequate

to protect our interests for long~term access to the Canal, It has become
clear that negotiating a new treaty is the best means of assuring ourselves
of such access. This would be true regardless of the facts on sovereignty.
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PANAMA CANAL

How about Governor Reagan's claim that the Canal is ours, we paid
for it, built it and its no different from Alaska or Louisiana?

This is a complicated legal subject which simply can't be dealt
with on the basis of catch phrases or oversimplifications. To say
it is the same as Alaska or Louisiana is totally wrong. We were
ceded those territories outright by the Russians and French, who
retained no further interest. We have a céntinuing relationship with
Panama based on treaty in which, Ior.exan}ple, we continue to pay
for the rights we exercise there. OurA laws and our courts recognize
the special status of the Canal Zone. To take an example, children
born there are not Americans unless they have American parentes.
So it is certainly not the same as the states ‘carved from the Louisiana
Purchase or Alaska. But the ownership and sovereignty questions
are complicated, there are decisionsAand laws on both sides. It
shouldn't be dealt with E.ightiy. The central point is that we are
involved in these negotiatioﬁs because they are the best way to protect’
our national interest in this very important Canal, not because of

anything that was worked out 73 years ago.
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PANAMA CANAL NEGOTIATIONS

In Dallas you said that the United States would never give up its
control of the defense or operation of the Panama Canal. But
Ambassador Bunker has testified that you instructed him to
negotiate giving up both the Canal and the Canal Zone. Can you
explain this contradiction?

Let me explain what the Panama negotiations are all about.

The original Panama Canal Treaty has been revised a number
of times to accommodate to changing conditions. The United States
interest has been, and remains, assuring safe passage of ships
through the Canal. A series of developments, culminating in the
deadly riots of 1964, convinced Presiaént bemson that the present
treaty was no longer adequate to preserve U.S. interests in the
Canal and in Latin America. He undertook negotiations in 1964 and
they have been continuing ever since. |

Our negotiations are not just with Panama about the Canal.
All of Latin America feels strongly on this issue. They consider
these negotiations-a test of American willingness to deal with Latin
America on a basis of equality and r.espect.

Our objectives are clear -- to achievé an agreement in which
our interests in the defense of the Canal and in its operation are fully

safe-guarded but which will avoid a situation in which all Latin America

will be united against us on that narrow issue.




Such a treaty arrangement may not be possible. And we will
defend our interests in the Pa}na;ma Canal against all of Latin America
if we must. But we owe it to ourselves-and to our relations wi.th our
neighbors to the south to try to achieve our objectives in a cooperative
manner. That is my policy and I intend to stick with it.

The United States will not surrender its interests in the operation
and defense of the Canal. We are instead seeking the best ‘way to pre-
serve them -- in an atmosphere of partne;c'ship rather than confrontation.
Any agreement negotiated will be subrx';it.fed:lto the Congress for its
.approval and we continue to consult closely with the Congress as

~

negotiations proceed.




President Ford Committee 2
1828 L STREET, N.W., SUITE 250, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 (202) 457-6400 Q}

May 7, 1976
- MEMORANDUM FOR: PFC LEADERSHIP
FROM: FRED SLIGHM
SUBJECT: Senator Goldwater's Remarks

on the Panama Canal

Senator Barry Goldwater this week voiced his concern over
Ronald Reagan's Panama Canal position. Because the Senator's
remarks so succinctly point up the dangers of Reagan's warlike
statements, I am attaching a transcript of his comments.

Reagan's dangerous rhetoric stands in sharp contrast to
President Ford's position of negotiating from strength to
assure American interests in the Canal Zone and elsewhere.
Actually, the Panama Canal is only one example of Reagan's
sabre rattling in recent years. Here are some others:

"It's time to straighten up and eyeball it with
Russia, and the time to start is in Angola....

we should say, 'Hey fellas, out...let them fight
it out among themselves. If not you will have us

to face.'"
: : Los Angeles Times report

of New Hampshire speech

1/6/76
"The crew of the Pueblc was there in our behalf, e
and suddenly they were prisoners of the North AR
Koreans, I say the only defensible action, the N -
only moral action, was to move our Seventh Fleet \ 2
into position outside the harbor and then say to : i ~,/
the North Koreans: 'Send our ship and our men out : 4

of that harbor within six hours or we're coming in by
to get them, and we'll use plenes, guns, torpedoes,
-whatever it takes.'"

Ronald Reagan's Call to Action

p. 46, March, 1976

"If Congress fails to pass the extended limit, however,
and the 12 mile limit continues to be the international
standard, the U.S. govermment should send along a
destroyer with the tuna boats to cruise, say, 13 miles
off the shore of Ecuador in an updated version of -

The President Ford Committee, Rogers C. B. Morton, Chairman, Robert C. Moot, Treasurer. A copy of our Report is filed with
the Federal Election Commission and is available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C. 20463.
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Teddy Roosevelt's dictum to 'talk softly, but carry a

big stick,' Ecuadorian aggressiveness might rapidly
melt under such circumstances."

Ronald Reagan Column

Copley News Service
3/3/75
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EONORABLE BARRY GOLDWATER
PRESS CONFERENCE
WASHINGTON, D.C.
May 4, 1976

I understand my old friend Ron Reagan says I am confused
in connection with my comments on his Panama Canal position.

It happens that I do know the facts concerning the Panama
Canal. Based on my understanding of this highly complex
matter, I fully support the policies of the Ford Administration.
I know that Ronald Reagan's public statement concerning the
Panama Canal contained gross factual errors.

" I also know his statements on the Panama issue could needlessly
lead this country into open military conflict. My position,
which is completely consistent with the announced policy of
President Ford, is that we should utilize diplomatic means to
avoid having to choose between access to the Canal or the use
of troops to protect this interest. We are seeking to main-
tain good relations with our Latin-American allies while at

the same time protecting our rights to operate, use and defend
the Panama Canal. The United States will not surrender its
interest in the Canal.

On the contrary, through the process of negotiation, we have
embarked on the best course of action to preserve them. Now,
obviously, we would be prepared to use military force as a
last resort. But, the whole point of President Ford's policy
is to avoid such a last resort alternative.

I must assume that Ron's attacks are the result of a lack of
understanding of the facts involving the Panama Canal. Either
that or else they reflect a surprisingly dangerous state of mind
which is that he will not seek alternatives to a military solu-
tion when dealing with complex foreign policy issues. I believe
he has a solemn responsibility if he expects to be taken serious-
ly as a candidate for the Republican nomination to state speci-
fically what his position is concerning the Canal. Would he have
the United States break off negotiations with Panama on the Canal
issue, would he change the instructions we have given our nego-
tiators, how would he defend the Canal militarily if he rejects
meaningful negotiations? If he changes the United States' posi-
tion, would that precipitate a break-off in the negotiations on
the part of the Panamanians?

These and other specific questions should be directed at Governor
Reagan. He has clearly represented himself in an irresponsible
manner on an issue which could affect the nation's security. 1
must conclude that if, as Ron says, I am confused, though, knowing
the clear, hard fact, that he's got to have a position based on
ignorance.




Some items in this folder were not digitized because it contains copyrighted
materials. Please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library for access to
these materials.



President Ford Committee

1828 L STREET, N.W., SUITE 250, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 (202) 457-6400

May 7, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR: - PFC LEADERSHIP
FROM: FRED SLIGHT

Attached are several news articles which I thought would
be of interest to you.

Let me call your particular attention to the Washington
Post article on Californians who are supporting the
President as well as the Chicago Tribune story on the
most recent Harris Survey which shows President Ford
running well-ahead of Ronald Reagan in the most recent

trial heat against Jimmy Carter. The Harris figures
show the following:

"Suppose for President in November, it

were between Gerald Ford (Ronald Reagan)

for the Republicans and Jimmy Carter for

the Democrats. If you had to make up o
your mind right now, would you vote for Sl
Ford (Reagan), the Republican, or for

Carter, the Democrat?"

\ o/
J iy

Ford Carter Reagan Carter
TOTAL 437% 47% 34% 53%

Clearly, the President offers the Republican Party the
best opportunity for retaining the White House.

Attachments

The President Ford Committee, Rogers C. B. Morton, Chairman, Robert C. Moot, Treasurer. A copy of our Report is filed with
the Federal Election Commission and is available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C. 20463.
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Havris Survey

Carterruirs
ahead of
Reagan

By Louis Harns
i¥ THE ELECTION had been held last
manth, former Georgia Gov. Jimmy
Carter would have beaten former Gov,

-

THE CHICAGO TRIBUNE

May 6, 1976

@ Among independents. who can be
pivotal in any close eleclion. Ford and
Carter run a dead-heat of 45-45 per cent.
In contrast, Carter wins over Heagan
among those who are not affiliated with
either major party by 52-34 per cent.

It is apparent that Reagan has lost
ground among the more affluent, better
educated, more independent, and les:
ideological groups. Thus, his strategy 1
appealing to conservative areas and
groups has cut him off from the main-
stream of the voting public, which he
will need so badly in November if h¢
should be nominated.

IN THE MIDDLE of last month, a
cross-section of 1,072 registered and like-

ly voters was asked:

“Suppose for President in November,
it were between Ronald Reagan for the

e L A . WA~ R i (T



THE WASHINGTON POST

Tuesday, April 20,

1976

60 Reagan Allies Back Ford

By Lou Cannon
Wacnington Fost Stulf Writer
SACRAMENTO, C(alif—
At least 69 former appoint-
ees or key political support-
ers cf ex-California Gov.
Ronald Reagan have turned
against him and are backing
President Ford against their
onetmw ohtlcal hexo

oy

“A Jot of people have
tried to say it is the staff
around Reagan.” says Nor-
man (Skip) Watts, who
served as statewide coordi-
nator for the Reagan cam-
paign in 1870. “It's not the
staff. It's Reagan. 1 don't
think that Reagan should be
President because vou can't
have a 9to-5 President. It
would be dangerous to the

msatesndoeesr

Same of the big political
givers in California Republi-
can politics are resentful,
though not for attribution,
of the pre-eminence given
by Reagan to Los Angeles
automobhile dealer Holmes
Tutiie, the former gover-
nor's premier and loyal fund
raiser.

These fund raicers say that
Tuttle was the onlv malor

Reazan is likely to carry in
the June| primary, now sup-
port the President.

Reagan’'s most politically
minded former staffers, in-
cluding Paul Haerle, the
Feagan appointments secre-
tary who became Mr. Ford's
California campaign coordi-
nator, long ago signed on
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California Poll - e

Ford Again® -
- Leads Reagan

By Mervin D. Field

President Ford has regained the lead over
former Governor Ronald Reagan in the contest
for this state’s 167 delegates 10 the Republican

. presidential nominating convention.

" This latest measurement of public opinian
by the California Poll was taken from March 20
to March 31. It shows vet another. shift in the
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The larger issue that has been raised by recent
statements on Panama concerns the use of American military

forces around the world.

For most of our history -- and certainly since the
development of nuclear weapons -- we have always thought that
we should resort to military force only after diplomacy has
failed. We must not be scared of using force when it is
necessary, but our policy is to achieve our goals through

diplomacy, not bloodshed.

Now, however, this long-standing tradition is being
called into question by those who talk so freely of imposing
a military solution in Panama, of going "eyeball-to-eyeball"
with the Soviet Union in Africa, and in taking a more belligeriht

stand in hot spots around the world.

The American people know that today the United States
is at peace because we are strong and because we are dedicated
to preserving our freedoms. I don't think they are ready to
wreck the foundations of peace by adopting more bellicose,

warlike policies toward the rest of the world.
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I understand that Ronald Reagan has described me as
being "confused" in connection with my comments on his
Panama Canal position.

I know the facts concerning the Panama Canal and,
based on my understanding of this highly complex matter,

I fully support the policies being followed by the Ford
Administration.

I know that Ronald Reagan's public statement concerning
the Panama Canal contained gross factual errors. I also
know that his statements on the Panama issue could needlessly
lead this country into open military conflict.

My position, which is completely consistent with the
announced policy of President Ford, is that we should utilize
diplomatic means to avoid having to choose between access to
the Canal or the use of troops to protect this interest. We
are seeking to maintain good relations with our Latin American
allies while at the same time protecting our rights to operate,
use and defend the Panama Canal.

The United States will not surrender its interest in
the Canal; on the contrary, through the process of negotiation,
wéﬁg%barkdbn the best course of action to preserve them

) M
Obviously, we would be prepared to use military force as a
4last resort, but the whole point of President Ford's policy

is to avoid such a last resort alternative.
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Ronald Reagan's attacks mkxkkmx are the result of
either an irresponsible lack of understanding concerning
the facts and issues involving the Panama Canal, or it
reflects an extraordinary dangerous state of mind, which
is, that he apgzézzfgiliz;g—ée—aueéd seek®my alternatives

/khxézgk a military solution when dealing with complex
foreign policy issues.
former

I believe that kkz/Governor Reagan has a solemn responsi-
bility if he expects to be taken serious;y as a candidate for
the Republican nomination for President, to state specifically
what his position is concerning the Canai.

Would he have the United States break off negotiation
with Panama on the Canal issue? Would he change the instructions
we have given our negotiators? HOw would he defend the Canal
militarily if he rejects meaningful negotiations? If he
changes the United States position, would that precipitate
a breakoff in the negotiations on the part of the Panamanians?
These and other specific questions should be directed at
Governor Reagan because he has clearly presented himself in

an irresponsible manner on an issue which could affect the

Nation's security.
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| ¢ The Blg Flap Over the Canal

By ROBERT KEATLEY

WASHINGTON —When it comes to Pan-
ama, Ronald Reagan knows exactly where
he stands.

He stands foursquare against diplo-
matic talks with the government of Gen-
eral Cmar Torrijos to revise terms by
which the United States controls the Pan-
ama Canal

e e S i S < S8

of a chunk of Panamanian territory *‘in .
perpetulty,’’ and there has been no Amerl-
can violation of its clauses. Though many
Panamanians ever since 1903 have thought
they were swindled by that treaty, Wash-
ington could tough it out rather than agree
te change.

But State Department officlals and
maeany others who have studled the problem

aaamasdhoo o B Al o o o ol ARe o SR o ddel o e s an A o

a major waterway. The canal is declining
in importance because many new commer-
cial and military ships can't fit through its
locks, and because trade patlerns are
changing.

Panamanians would be drawn during
this period into management and military
matters, and they would assume overall
reuponslbmty when lhe trealy expires The
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| THE WHITE HOUSE
. WASHINGTON

TO: MIKE DUVAL

FROM: JOHN O.

For Diréct Re




THE WHITE HOUSE M
WASHINGTON ! ’ W

May 25, 1976

Dear Jeff:

Thank you very much for your letter of
May 5 offering to assist in developing
themes to be used in connection with the
Panama Canal negotiations. I appreciate
the spirit in which it was made and can
assure you that the President welcomes
your support on this issue.

With kindest personal regards, I am

Sincerely,

A~

Joh . Marsh, Jr.
Cao ellor to the President

Mr. Godfrey Harris

Harris /Ragan Management
Corporation

9200 Sunset Boulevard

L.os Angeles, California 90069
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VORANDUM

NATIONAL ‘SECURITY COUNCIL

- CONFIDENTIAL - May 21, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JACK MARSH

w(l'
FROM: V\JEANNE W. DAVIS
SUBJECT:

Reply to Godfrey Harris Concerniﬁg
Panama Canal

Attached at Tab A is a suggeste<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>