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PANAMA CANAL TREATY NEGOTIATIONS 

Q; In view of the Snyder Amendment and approaching elections, do you 
continue to support negotiations and do you plan. to present a treaty 
to the Senate soon? 

A: As you know, we are engaged in an effort to modernize our relation-

ship with Panama over the Canal. There are a number of questions 

which remain at issue between us and the Panamanians. The talks 

are continuing and we believe it will be possible to reach an agree-

ment which would accommodate the interests of both nations. I 

believe it is possible to do this while protecting our basic interests 

in defense and operation of the Canal. Naturally, any such agree· 

ment we may reach will be submitted to the full constitutional 

process, including Senate approval, and we will be consulting closely 

with the Congress as the talks continue -- that I believe is the 

appropriate channel for congressional consideration of the negotiations. 

If pressed: ~ht slauieion has beep ti1'ifil!l o:ith tegafd to Hi~ ~tffthilt" 

o.i,anbaaiilidtnt sf a treat}r to t&e is••h and no such dect:noa will~ 

p~iiliele ~n:t!i:l ova ate l!llitiU' h teaching au agH!efflGa&. As I 

indicated, there are a number of difficult questions remaining to be 

resolved. 

Digitized from Box 27 of The John Marsh Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library
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I July 3, 1975 

M.argy 

l 

called and dictated! the/ following 
I 
I 

I 
In response to questions on he Panama Canal and the status 

of our treaty negotiations y may say the following: 

With regard to the Panama anal treaty negotiations, there are 

a number of questions whic remain at issue between us and the 

Panamanians. The talks a e continuing. No decision has been 

taken with regard to the ti b.g of signature of an agreement 

and its submission to the S~nate, and no such decision is 

possible until we are closel to reaching an agreement. 
j 

['ihe President continues toJbelieve it will 

I 
possible to reach 

an agreement which would ~ccommodate the interests of both 
j 
I 

nations, based on the Statement of Principles signed in February 
I 
I 
! 

# # 

Designed to answer charges that will appear in the story tomorrow. 

per Margy 
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/{}J ~~ The h . f . President as no intent~on o approvLn£ any agreement 
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i1f' ~ 6 that-would not prot~ct'our vital defense interests, with Pana•a 

( .· 

or with any-~ody else. 

The President supports the view of these negotiations stated . \· ,, 
by Secretary Kissinger, in his speech in Houston in February 

1974 when he addressed - the question of our interest in the 

. . 
Panama Canal. - - -"We wiLl~expect · Panama~ta·understand-our per-~:7 

spective -- that the efficient, fair and secure operation of 

the Canal is a vital economic and security interest ·of the 

United States; that a new treaty must provide for the operation 

and defense of the Canal by the United States for an exten~ed .. 

period of time; and that a new treaty must protect the legitimate 

interests of o~r citizens and property i .n Panama." 
o-

- . -tli< 
The President is concerned by ~action of the 

~k c: c;#c..tv ~~~~Ql c,:.l,"~;-t- D-"-'Y a. c i-to~ ,; ~ 

, 

~~~ •tg t to cut off b· -- *'l: funds for negotiations ~:;;;;;- ;;ll;;iiiM;~;~;~f!;=t-~~ 
U. 1 f £.c I';V + ~~ C <Jifv? t.- fv J. /P ".-t..-1 Q! II Tf.tav•...fV a-? -lt...e 

• r~tS>S,<f/ ... ~ 
.Qa~ Under the Constitution, the President is empowered 

to negotiate, through his representatives, and sign treaties 

- . 
. • · 
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w·ith foreign governments, ·and to submit th.em to the Senate for 

its advice and consent. 

If and when negotiations are concluded to the President's 

\u(:ui!J 
satisfaction; the conclusi.ons ~ be submitted · to the Congress. 

11 \· 
·. . . . .· , .. 

in ~ccorda~ce with Constitution~l - procedures. Th~ ~~esid~nt 

I· 
~ . 

trusts ~hat this H~use action wili ~e remedied before final 
. ' . 

\ 
passage of the legislation • 

. · 

i 
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TO: RON NESSEN 

FROM: KATHLEEN TROIA 

SUBJECT: Panama Canal Guidcn ce . 

The guidance on Panama Canal quertion as signed off on today 
has been scrubbed. State will issyo the following answer in 
response to a. ques:ion which they/ ook at today' s briefing: . 

Q: What is the reaction to #he Snyder amendment 
cutting off funds for the Pahama Canal? 

A: We regret this action. The Senate will consider 
it after the Fourth of July ecess. We are confident 
the Senate will carefully eliberate the far-reaching 
consequences of its move 11 

If you get asked the same ques ion say that State had the question 
this morning and this i~ what t e said (without attributing it 
to the White House). 

' 
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April 25~ 1975 

. 
Oo In view of his Navy League speech emphas ing the need for 
an effective Navy, what is the Presiderfs position on U.S. interests 
in the Panama Canal and its eventual control? 

A. The President supports the negotiations now underway on the 

Canal. As you may recal~ Secretary Kissinger, in his speech 
\ 

in Houston addres~ed the question of our inferest in the Canal. 

11We will expect Panama to understand our perspective -- that 

the efficient, fair and secure operation of the Canal is a vital 

economic and security interest of the United States; that a new 

treaty must provide for the operation and defense of the Canal 

. by the United States for an extended period of time; and that 

a new treaty must protect the legitimate interests of our citizens 

and property in Panama. 

A new treaty based on these principles will make the United 

States and Panama partners in the operation of the Canal, 

protect the essential national interests of both, and provide a -

secure arrangement for the long term. 1
•
1 

' 

In sum, the President has no intention of supporting an 

agreement that would not protect our vital defense interests. 

, 
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Q: 

A: 

.. 

Can you tell us what is the status 'mth our negotiations to turn 
over the Canal to Panama? 

We are engaged in an effort to modernize our relationship 

with Panama over the Canal. Although progress has been made, 

difficult issues remain. Both the Unit'ed States and Panama ., . 
• 

have important interests in the Canal. We believe we can reach 

an agreement which takes into account the interests of both 

countries. In our view it is possible to do this while protecting 

our basic interests in defense and operation of the Canal. 

Of course, any agreement we may reach would be submitted 

to the full constitutional process including Senate approval • 

. 

, 



'. 
'. 

•, 

U.S. and('E.9n.am~~gree on Principles for Negotiation 

of New Pan_ama Canal Treaty · · 
- ~. . . .. . . . . . .. ~ . . . 

I , 

On Februo:rg 7 at Pa:nc.:rna, Secretary Kis-. 
singer and Juan Antonio Ta~k. Minister of 
Foreign. Affairs of Panama.1 initialed a joint 
statement of principles for negotiation. of a 
new Pano.ma Canal treaty. Following is an· 
address made by _Secretary Kissinger at the 
ceremony, together with the text of the joint 
statement. .. 

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY KISSINGER 

We meet here today to embark upon a new 
a. · nture together. Our purpose, is to begin 
re.~:micing an old treaty and to move toward 
a new relationship. 'Wbat we sign today, 
hopefully, marks as well the advent of a new 
era in the history of our hemisphere and 
thus makes a major contribution to the strue-

·ture of world peace. · 
Meeting as we do on this isthmus which 

links North with South and Atlantic with . 
Pacific, we cannot but. be conscious of history 
·-a history which has profoundly changed 

. the course of human affairs. Four centuries 
· ago the conquistadors landed here bringing 

faith and taking booty. They were represen­
tatives of the traditional style and use of 
power. Seventy years ago, when the Panama 
Canal was begun, strength and influence re­
mained the foundations of world order. 

Today we live in a profoundly transformed 
environment. Among the many revolutions 
of our time none is more significant than the 
change in the nature of world order. 'Power 
has grown so monstrous that it defies calcu­
lation; the quest for justice has become uni­
versal A stable world cannot be imposed by 

Fehnx~ry 25, 1974 

force; it must derive from consensus. Man­
kind can achieve cotD,m\mity only on the basis 
of shared aspirations. '. · .. 

This is why the meeting today between 
representatives of the most powerful nation 
of the Western Hemisphere and one of the_: .. 
smallest holds great significance. In the past 
our negotiation would have been determined . 
by relative strength. Today we have come 
together in an act of conciliation. We recog­
nize that no agreement can endure unless the 
parties to it want to maintain it. Participa­
tion in partnership is far preferable to reluc­
tant acquiescence. 

'Wbat we do here today contains a messag~ 
as well, for our colleagues in the Western 
Hemisphere who, in their recent meeting in 
Bogota, gave impetus to this negotiation. The 
method of solution and the spirit of partner­
ship between Panama and the United States 
as embodied in this agreement are an example 
of what we mean by the spirit of community 
in the Western Hemisphere; it can be the 
first step toward a new era which we believe 
will be given fresh- hope and purpose when 
we meet again with the Foreign Ministers of 
all the hemisphere in two weeks' time. 

. .,. 
I 

The United States and Panama 

The relationship between Panama and the 
United States is rooted in extraordinary hu­
man accomplishment--the Panama Canal, a 
monument to man's'-energy and creative 
genius. But as is so often the case, man's 
technological triumph outstripped his politi­
cal imagination: 

-For 60 years the safe, efficient, and equi­
table operation of ·the· canal has given to 

181 
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Panama, to the United States, and to all • 
nations benefits beyond calculation. 

-Yet the canal still operates under the 
terms of a treaty signed in 1903, when the 
realities of international affairs were still 
shaped by traditional precepts of power. 

-The tensions generated by these contra­
dictions~ the endless debates over the costs 
and benefits of the convention of 1903, have· 
jeopardized the ability of our two countries 
not only to work together to meet future de­
mands upon the canal but a1so to develop a 
constructive relationship as friends. 

·we must assess the document-we have just 
signed against this background. Above all, we 
must judge it in the context of what it means 
for the peoples of the United States and 
Panama and what it can mean for the people 
of the ~Nestern Hemisphere. 

The eight principles in this agreement 
constitute, as General Torrijos (Brig. Gen. 
Omar Torrijos, Head of Government of Pan· 
ama] has said, a .. philosophy of understand­
ing." Sacrificing neither interest nor self­
respect, Panama and the United States have 
made a choice for partnership. Meeting in 
dignity and negotiating with fairness, we 
have acknowledged that cooperation is im· 
posed on us by our mutual need and by our 
mutual recognition of the necessity for a 
cooperative world order. Foreign :Minister 
Tack and Ambassador Bunker [Ambassador 
at Large Ellsworth Bunker, U.S. chief nego­
tiator for the Panama Canal treaty] have 
shown that Panama's sovereignty and the 
vital interests of the United States in the 
Panama Canal can be made compatible. They 
have engaged in an act of statesmanship im­
pelled by the conviction that we are part of a 
larger community in the Americas and in 
the world.· 

In that spirit of partnership the United 
States and Panama have met as equals and 
have determined that a just solution must 
recognize: 

-First, that Panama and the United 
States have a mutual stake in the isthmus: 
Panama in its greatest natnral resource., and 
the United States in the use and defense of 
the canal. 

182 

-Second, that the arrangement which may 
have been suitable 70 years ago to both the 
United States and Panama must be adjusted 
to meet the realities of the contemporary 
world. 

-Third, that a new treaty is required 
which will strengthen the relationship be­
tween us while protecting what is essential to 
each. A new agreement must restore Pan­
ama's territorial sovereignty while preserv­
ing the interests of the United States and its 
participation in what is for us an indispensa­
ble international waterway. 

While we nave taken a great stride for­
ward, w~ mu~· still travel a diffic~tlt distance 
to our goal. There is oppositio~ in both our 
countries to a reasonable resolu,tion of our 
differences. Old slogans are oftenmore com­
forting than changes that reflect new reali­
ties. It is the essence of revolutions that to 
their contemporaries they appear as irritat­
ing interruptions in the course of a comforta.. · 
ble normalcy. But it is equally true that those 
who fail to understand new currents are 
inevitably engulfed by them. 

We are determined to shape our own 
destiny. Our negotiators will require wisdom~ 
purposefuln~ss, tenacity. They will meet ob­
stacles and disagreements. Yet they will suc­
ceed-for our relations and our commitments 
to a new community among us and in this 
hemisphere demand it. 

In the President's name, I hereby commit 
the United States to complete this negotiation 
successfully and as quickly as possible. 

The Western Hemisphere Community 

We are here today not just as two sov­
ereign nations, but as representatives of our 
hemisphe~e. We meet at the place where 
Simon Bolivar enunciated the concept .of an 
inter-American system. We meet at a point 
of time between meetings of Foreign Min­
isters in Bogota and Mexico City which can 
mark a historic turning point in making 
Bolivar's vision come true. 

I know that many of my count.rYs south­
ern neighbors believe they have been the sub­
ject of too many surveys and too few policies. 

Department af State Bullenrt 
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The United States is accused of being better · 
at finding slogans for its Latin American 
policy than at finding answers to the prob-
lems that iace us all.. , 

Some of these criticisms are justified. At 
times rhetoric has exceeded performance. · 
But the United States has been torn by many 
problems; only from afar does it appear as 
if all choices are eqJJally open to us. We have 
not been willfully neglectful. And in any case, 
we have recognized that the .time for a new 
approach is overdue. 

I have come here today to tell you on behalf 
of our President that we are fully committed · 
to a major effort to build ·a vital Western 
Hemisphere community. \Ve understand our 
own needs: · · · ~ 

"-To live in a hemisphere lifted by prog­
ress, not torn by hatreds; 

-To insure that the millions of people 
south of us will lead lives of fulfillment not 
embittered by frustration and despair; and 

-Above all, to recognize that in the great 
dialogue between the developed and the less 
developed nations, w~ cannot find answers 
anywhere if we do not find them here in the 
Western Hemisphere .. 

. . 
It is in this spirit that I shall meet my col­

leagues in Mexico City later this month to 
. deal with the issues posed by them in their 
Bogota meeting. We attach particular sig­
nificance to the fact that the meeting in Mexi­
co City..::..its substance and its impetus-is 
the product of Latin American initiative. It 
is a response to the necessities of the times 
such as the United States had hoped to 
achieve with partners elsewhere in the world. 

The United States will not come to Mexico 
City with a program that presumes to have 
all the answers. Nor will we pretend that our 
lost opportunities can be remedied by yet 
another freshly packaged prQgram labeled 
"Made in the U.S.A." But we shall come with 
an open mind and, perhaps more importantly, 
with an open heart. \Ve are at·a moment of 
truth, and we shall speak the truth. 

We know that our neighbors are worried 
about the blackmail of the strong. We want 
them to know that we are sympathetic to this 
concern. At the same time, blackmail is no 

... -. ~. . 

more acceptable from any other source. \Ve 
need each other. So let us all seek solutions 
free of pressure and confrontation, based on 
reciprocity and mutual· respect. In Mexico 
City we can but lay the foundations for the 
future. But building upon what we achieve in 
Mexico City we ca~ over the months and 
years ahead, erect an edifice of true partner­
ship, real trust, and fruitful collaboration. 

Thus we approach the meeting in Mexico 
with but sme prejudice: a profound belief 
that the Americas, too, have arrived at a 
moment of basic choice, a time of decision 
between fulfillment together and frustration 
apart. Our choice will be found in the an­
swers we give to these critical questions: 

-Can we make our diversity a source of 
strength, drawing on the richness of our 
material and moral heritage? · 

-In short, can the countries of Latin 
America, the Caribbean, and the United 
States, each conscious of 'its own identity, 
fashion a common vision of the world and of 

· this hemisphere---not just as they are, but as 
they are becoming and as we feel they should 
be--so that we can move togetlier toward the 
achievement of common goals? · 

\Ve will conduct the broader dialogue we 
have all set for ourselves in Me.xico City with 
the same commitment to reciprocity, the 
same consideration of each other's interests, 
that marked the negotiations between the 
United States and Panama. 

For centuries men everywhere have seen 
t:3is hemisphere as offering mankind the 
chance to break with their eternal tragedies 
and to achieve their eternal hopes. That was 
what WaS new about the New 'Vorld. It was 
the drama of men choosing their own desti. 
nies. 

An American poet has written: 
We .. _ shall not cease from exploration 
And the end of all our exploring 
Will be to arrh·e where ..,..e started. 
And know the place for the first time. 

Panama and the United States have now 
begun this exploration. Our sister republics 
can make the same choice. Our creativity, 
our energy, and our sense of community will 
be on trial. But if we are equal to the oppor-
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tunity, we will indeed arrive where we 
started-a hemisphere which again inspires 
the world with hops by its example. Then we 
shall indeed know the place for the first time, 
because for the first time we shall truly have 
fulfilled its promise. 

TEXT OF JOINT STATEMENT 

JOINT STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE HENRY 
A. KISSING~ SECRETARY OF STATE OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF A!{ERICA, AND 
HIS EXCELLENCY JUAN ANTONIO TACK, 
MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF THE 

REPUBLIC OF PANAM~ 0~ FEBRUARY 7, 
1974 AT PANAMA . 

The United States of America and the 
Republic of Panama have been engaged in 
negotiations to cQnclude · an entirely new 
treaty respecting the Panama Canal, negotia­
tions which were made possible by the Joint 
Declaration between the two countries of 
April 3, 1964, agreed to under the auspices 
of the Permanent Council of the Organiz.a. 
tion of American States ~cting provisionally 
as the Organ of Consultation.1 The new 
treaty would abrogate the treaty existing 
since 1903 and· its subsequent amendments, 
establishing the necessary conditions for a 
modern relationship between the two coun­
tries based on the most profound mutual 
respect. 

Since the end of last November, the au­
thorized representatives of the two govern. 
ments have been holding important conver­
sations which have permitted agreement to 
be reached on a set of fundamental principles 
which will serve to guide the negotiators in 
the effort to conclude a just and equitable 
treaty eliminating, once and for all, the 
causes of conflict between the two countries. 

The principles to which we have agreed. on 
behalf of our respective governments, are a.s 
follows: 

1. The treaty of 1903 and its amendments 
will be abrogated by the-conclusion of an­
entirely new interoceanic canal treaty. 

'For text of the joint deelaration, - BtrU.li:TIN 
of Apr. 27, 1964, p. 656. 

184 

2. The concept of perpetuity will be elimi­
nated. The new treaty concerning the Iock 
canal shall have a fixed termination date. 

3. Termination of United States jurisdic~ 
tion over Panamanian territory shall take 
place promptly in accordance with terll13 
specified in the treaty. 

4. The Panamanian territory in which the 
canal is situated shall be returned to the 
jurisdiction of the Republic of Panama. The 
Republic of Panama, in its capacity as terri· 
torial sovereign, shall grant to the United 
States of America, for the duration of the 
new inter~eahic canal treaty and in accord- · 
ance with what' that treaty state~ the right 
to use the lands, waters and airspace which 
may be necessary for the operation. mainte­
nance, protection and defense of-the canal 
and the transit of ships. . . . . 

5. The Republic of Panama. shall have a 
just and equitable share of the benefits de­
rived from the operation of the canal in its 
territory. It is recognized that the geographic 
position of its territory constitutes the prin­
cipal resource of the Republic of Panama. 

6. The Republic of Panama shall partici­
pate in the administration of the canal, in 
accordance with a procedure to be agreed 
upon in the treaty. The treaty shall also 
provide that Panama will assume total re­
sponsibility for the operation of the canal 
upon the termination of the treaty. The Re­
public of Panama· shall grant to the United 
States of America the rights necessary to 
regulate the transit of ships through the 
canal and operate, maintain, protect and de­
fend the· canal, and to underta"ke any other 
specific activity related, to those ends, as may 
be agreed upon in the treaty. 

7. Th~ Republic of Panama shall partici­
pate with the United States of America in 
the protection and de~ense of the canal in 
accordance with what is agreed upon in the 
new treaty. . . 

8. Tha. United States of America and the 
Republic of Panama, recognizing the impor­
tant services rendered by the interoceanic 
Panama Canal to international maritime 
traffic, and bearing in mind .the possibility 
that the present canal could become inade­
quate for said traffic, shaH agree bilaterally 

. ··-
Department of Stat• Bvlletjrt 
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on prov1s1ons for new projects which will 
enlarge canal capacity. Such provisions will 
be incorporated in the new treaty in accord 
with the concepts established in principle 2. 

. . 

Soviet .Foreign Minister Gromyko 

Visits Washington 

FoUowing is the text of a communique 
issued em FebJ'"'ItaMJ 5 at the conclusioit. of a 

· visit to Washington by Andrei A. G1·omyko, 
.Minister of Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R. 

White H- p,..... "''"""'" aW F..,_17 I 

At the invitation of the United States Gov. 
ernment, Andrei A. Gromyko, member of the 
Politburo of the CPSU [Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union] Central Committee ~nd 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, 
visited Washington, D.C., from February 3 
to February 5, 1974. During his visit he held 
talks with President Nixon and Secretary of 
State Henry Kissinger. 

Also taking part in the talks were: 

On the American side: 

Under Secretary-designate for Political 
Affairs Joseph Sisco; Counselor of the De­
partment of State Helmut Sonnenfeldt; 
Assistant Secretary for European Affairs 
Arthur Hartman; Ambassador-designate to 
the USSR Walter Stoessel. 

On the Soviet sifk: 

Ambassador to the United States, A. F. 
Dobrynin; Member of the Collegium of the 
Foreign Ministry of the USSR G. M. Korni­
yenko; Assistant to the Foreign Minister of 
the USSR V. G. Makarov; andY. M. Voront­
sov, :Minister-Counsellor of the Soviet Em­
bassy. 

In accordance with the understandings 

February 25, 1974 

~--~----~~~-~----~-------~-~---

:reached in :May 1972 and June 1973 that the 
practice of consultations between the two 
countries should continue, an exchange oi 
views took place on a number of subjects of 
mutual interest. 

Both sides reaffirmed their determination 
to continue developing their relations along 
the Jines established during President Nix­
on·s visit to the Soviet Union in 1972 and 
General Secretary Brezhnev's visit to the 
United States in 1973 and reflected in the 
agreements cancluded on those occasions. 

In reviewing tlieir bilateral relations, the 
two Sides discussed questions relating to the 
further limitation of strategic arms and 
prospects for the development of trade and 
economic relations between the two countries, 
as well as other pertinent matters. They ex­
pressed their agreement on the desirability of 
achieving progiess in these and other areas. 

The two Sides also held discussions on a 
number of current international topics. 

Special attention was devoted to the Mid­
dle East. Both Sides attached particular im· 
portance to their special role at the Geneva 
conference, the need for a peaceful ·Middle 
East settlement and for progress toward that 
end within the framework of the Geneva 
Peace Conference. 

In exchanging views on the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe, both 
Sides agreed that the Conference should· 
reach a successful conclusion as soon as pos­
sible. The question of mutual force reduction 
in Central Europe was touched on. 

The exchange of ·v-iews was conducted in a 
businesslike and constructive manner and 
was considered useful by both Sides. 

It was agreed' that Secretary Kissinger 
will visit Moscow in the second half of March 
1974 in connection with preparations for the 
visit to the Soviet Union of President N"IXon, 
which will take plaea this year in accordance 
With the agreement reached in June 1973. 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

TO: 

FROM: 

September 8, 1975 

JACK MARSH 

LESJANKA¥ 

May I have your comments and 
concurrence on the attached draft 
Presidential response. Thanks. 
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Dear Strom: 

I wanted to respond to your letter of July 24 regarding press 

reports of statements by several of our Ambassadors concerning our 

policies with respect to the Panama Canal negotiations and OAS sanctions 

against Cuba, 

The remarks attributed to Ambassador Mailliard in the Washington 

Post, and to which you referred, were in keeping with the position 

which the United States adopted on the question of Organization of 

American States sanctions against Cuba at the recent San Jose 

Conference. The U.S. position on the resolution which permits each 

Rio Treaty member freedom to determine its bilateral relations with 

Cuba in accordance with its own national interests was based on 

considerations relating to our overall interests in the Western 

Hemisphere, including the importance of maintaining the Rio Treaty as 

an effective instrument in our Hemispheric security arrangements. 

Passage of that resolution, however, does not terminate United States 

bilateral sanctions against Cuba, which remain in effect. 

The San Jose,.Conference esented the culmination .r:>f 

over a y/L by the 0 to dra~raft 
ProtocQY of Azendm nt to the Rio Treaty. process we had 

~.med wi~t: e overwhelming majority of T:t' aty members in agreeing ///. 
~ ~ /' 

to /0d1fying the voting ing to the lifting of san_ct!"' 

in general. Experience has sho n that when extraor~asures 
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which have been imposed lose majority support among the members 1 

they cease to be effective in~tr~:. and their m/~gainst 
the will of the majori~y~tes divisiveness wb.ic~ weakens the entire 

/ ~ ·••"' r / 

system and the/,integrity of the Rio TreaJ itself. Our vote o~,.,.the 
// / / 

Cuba sa~ thus was consisten,>/\:vith the more gener?-l'''position 

w~,{..Jier adopted with r~d to voting pr~ for 

l<;.l""inatlon of sanctions/ 

You also inquired about the position on Panama. As you know 1 

negotiations with Panama regarding the Canal were initiated during the 

Administration of President Johnson' and have continued under every 

Administration since then. They are proceeding with the goal of 

reaching an agreement which would accommodate the needs of both 

nations while protecting our basic interests in the defense and 

operation of the Canal. I certainly share your view that the vital 

United States interests in the Canal must be protected, and I assure 

you I have no intention of proposing to Congress any agreement with 

Panama which in my judgment would not do so. There are difficult 

questions remaining to be discussed. Any treaty which may be 

agreed upon will, of course, be submitted to the Senate where you 

and the other members will have full opportunity to review it under 

the advice and consent procedures. 

I appreciate knowing of your concerns on these important 

· matters. 

The Honorable Strom Thurmond 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

. 

Sincerely, 
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The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

COMMITTEE ON ARM EO SERVICES 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20510 

July 24, 1975 

I would like to bring to your attention recent news reports concerning 
efforts made by United States Ambassadors to prarote a conception of 

]foreign policy in instances when such a conception does not necessarily 
appear to be official policy. · 

I ,. .,. -

Specifically, I refer to a San Francisco Chronicle article of June 19, 1975, 
entitled 11Mailliard Urges u.s. to Cede Panama. Canal. 11 Furthenrore, a report 
of nore recent date can be found in a Washington Post article of July 17, 1975, 
nOAS Session Opens, With u.s. Changing Stance on CUba," and a brief para-
graph in the Periscope section of the July 28, 1975, Newsweek magazine 
entitled "Panai!lC'l Hassle." 

A brief perusal of these refX)rts reveals that otir Ambassadors, whose job 
j it is to implement our G:>vernrrent' s tx>licies, are in fact advocating 
tx>licies which have not been stated as such. 

I have two thoughts I wish to convey to you on this. 

First, such advocacy, when done publicly, as it has been, creates certain 
~ctations in the countries involved. Should these policies not be 
implemented, and the expectations not be fulfilled, a climate of frustration 
and friction between our nation and the· other nations involved may occur .. 
Clearly, it makes little sense to set in notion this probable chain of 

l events. Therefore, these Ambassadors should cease publicly advocating 
policies representing a particular viewpoint unless such policies are 
official. 

1 Furthenrore, a number of Congressional actions regarding the· Panai!lC'l Canal 
illustrate that a national policy has by no means been arrived at. The 
House of Representatives has voted to deny funding to the u.s. negotiating 
team on the Panama Canal. Senate Resolution 97, sponsored by myself and 
co-sponsored by 37 other Senators would, if passed, express the Senate's 
refusal to accept any change 1n the territOrial status of the Canal Zone. 
As you know, I feel that any such change would be profoundly adverse to 
the interest of our Nation. 
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secondly, I am curious as to the 1\drn.i.ni.stration's"position with regard to 
our National policy concerning both the Panama canal Zone and the ending 
of the OAS embargo on Cuba. If Ambassador Mailliard and Ambassador Jorden 

I 
are acting on your behalf, I would appreciate being informed of these 
awa,rent changes in AdministratiOn policy. In my opinion, these actions 
represent an urmecessar.y provocation and do little to further the cause 
of international peace and stability. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Respectfully, 

Stran Thurmond 

ST/yt 
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JOM/dl 
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eassuring a Wary Canal 'Zone 
t~eer·s Greet U.S. Aide's Expl~_n,ation of Panama Talks 
5p•cl•l to lhe. Washin;to:t Po~t 

BALBOA, Panama Canal 
Zone-"It's kind of like 
watching a -hawk 'in a cage 
with a canary," an Ameri­
can resident of the Canal 
Zone. obs~rved one night 
last week after a raucous 
~athering .in the Balboa 
Hi~h School auditorium. 

1 n this case, ·the canary 
was an official of. the U.S. 
embassy in Panama, and the 
hawks, hundreds of them, 
were irate fellow citizens 
who frequently jeered at his 
<"xplanations of the U.S; 
policY to negotiate a new 
canal treaty with' Pana:ffia. 

U.S. officials are striving, 
through statements and pub;- . 
lie appearances, to calm the 
fP.ars of many Zo~ans abou~ 
1l1eh-. future under . a · new· 
treaty. Their efforts have 
heen met with skepticism, 
ami recently, with open hos­
tility. 

The United States anrl 
Panama have agreed in 
principle to replace the 
open-ended 1903 treaty wit~ 
;mother of fixed duration 
that would lead eventually 
to full Panamanian ·jurisdic­
tirm over the ill-year·old At~ 
lanth.:-Pacific waterway and 
the ~urrounding. 550-:;;quare­
rnilP- Canal- Zone. 

Ne;?;otiators still must re­
l!olve major differences, 
however, and both govern­
mPntll face nublic relations 
tasks of ass'uring their re­
spective peoples that yital 
interests are not being sold 
out. 

Among the more difficult 
tn persuade are the Ameri­
can Zonians. There are es­
timated to be 39,200 of them. 
l\lany are second or thirrl 
generation Zonians. There 
a.re about 9,800 civilian em­
ployees and dependents at­
tached t.o canal . agencies, 
900 other civilians and 28,500 
military· related people in­
ducting 1U.l77 in uniform. 

It is no't difficult to itn­
derstand why many. are. uri~ 
('!asy. Driving · through Bal· 
boa. the Zone's main resl· 
dential and commercial area. 
one can see a slice of small-

.. tow.n .-\merica' transplanted 
to foreign soil but to a great 
degrt-e insulate~ from the 
culture, customs and laws 
of the host country. 

It is a c.:ompcwy town. The 
T'aiiama CaJW~l .Co., a u.s. 
qovernment agen.cy, oper­
ates thP. canal. overseeing 
more than 14,000 ship pas­
sages a year, and runs virtu, 
ally everything that affects 
the lives of the Zonians. lt 

··operates police and fire de­
partments, post office, thea-
1 en;, stores, schools, hous­
ing, a hospital. a leprosar­
ium and a 50-mile railroad 
across the· isthmus. 

The contrast to adjacent 
slums of Panama City is evi­
dent to Zonians and Pan'a­
rnanians alike, althoug.t} the 
capital of the country has 
its a ffluc nt area~. too. 

"1 admit we have mani­
cut·ecl lawns. but. that's het­
IP.r t.han·having weed!!;" says 

"We still know about as 
little as we knew \hree 
years ago, said Douglas C. 
Schmidt, presiden~ of the 
Pacific Civic Council, which 
has 6,200 constituents in th~ 
zone. "~lr. Bunke~ contin\ll's 
to claim that our best.r i.n· 
terest is being.k~pt ~~eart. 
But what that best./nterest 
is, he fails to say/' 

Bunker recenyY designat­
ed John Bla~en, the em~ 

Frank A. Baldwin; the Pan- bassy's ·coun~lor. for politi­
ama Canal information offi- cal affairs, as his liaison 

with the ~ne. Blacken has 
cer, who was born in the appearecLISeven times before 
Zone. "Some American ~ews- various ~one organizations. 1 

pap!!rs refer to manicured Last ~ek he addressed a 
gene~l Zone audience for 

lawns as if it were a sin." the llrst time. · 
. What seems to worry the ~out 600 zonians crowd-
Zoni~ns most is the prospect et/into the .lligh school audi- · 
of P~nama taki g jurisdic- ~rium to hear him. Others 
tion over all f thes~ serv- ere turned away • .for lack 

of space .. It was- at-'the· same 
ices. There is also concern school where students' in-
over job· se ·urity, wag .-sistence on running up the 
levels and pe ·sonal safe American flag angered Pan-
when t~ ~o disappe s amanians and touched off • 
as a separ·ate• e tity anti e- riots in 1964 in which 24 per· 

· comes a Part f PalloAma. sons died,• Today the U.S. 
And th~re is a _W,i~read ·~and Panamanian flags fly 
attitude th'at the U.S.-built · on adjaee_nt flagpoles at the 
canal is "ours." school and other civilian in- ·. 

1\:Iaj. Gen. Harold R. Par- s~altati<?ils. 
fitt, the Canal •Zpne go~er- Blacken argued. that the 
nor, says the mood · of Zon- Canal Zone is "Panamanian , 
ians is ''great apprehension territory under U.S. jurisdic­
:~ . . because nobody really tion." that a new treaty 
knows the details . on what would serve the interests of 
the impact will be on their both countries, and that fail­
lifestyle or on their employ- ttre to compromise· in the 
ment." treaty talks would create a 

There were some clues situation in which "some 
when Panamanian negotia- form of. confrontation would 
tors revealed certain points be p·robabl~.~; The. warning · 
of agreement' last weekend, ·about a . confrontation h<is . 
f!lthough U.S. officials have . also been used before a . 
st.ated that even these ''con· skeptical U.S. Cl)ngress and 
ceptual" agreements are public by Secretary of State 
subject to change in a final Henry Kiss.lnger, Assistimt 
treaty package. The Pana- Secretary William Rogers 
manians said it had been and Bunker. · 
agreed that the Zone will Many of Blacken's listen· ' 
disappear three years after ers · were unimpressed, as 
the treaty takes effect, that well as .fruslrated by the · 
Panama's National . . Guard lack of details to ·support 
will replace the U.S. police Blacken's assertion that · 
force, and the Panamanian "youi· interest will .be - pro-
'Iaws, coitrts, fire-fighting· tected in any new treaty 
and ~tal services wiU func- submitted to the Congress 
tion exclusively. Panaman- of the United States. 
ians are to move increasing· Hoots and jeers greeted 
ly into canal administrative his remarks that the Pana-
jobs. · manian government is "re· 

Among points of d(sagree- sponsive to itS. citizenry" 
ment listed by the Pana- and·will-he abie to carry out 
manians was said to be a pitblic services eff\ciently. 
U.S. proposal "~ Huiitthtift .. 1 liYe in Pana~ .awl.~ 
the privileges of the·zonians garbage is picked up !<even 
and exclude them from Pan- days a week," he said. Howls 
amanian jurisdiction." Pan· drowned him out. 
.ama rejected this ami pro- ''Basically, we are guests 
poses that the Zonians' pres-_ in somebody else's terri-. 
ence "diminish gradually, tory," Blacken said at an­
mc.:intaining ·c-ertain guaran- other point in the question­
tees in their jobs but . with- and-answer petiocb! Ther~ 
ou t detriment to Pana· were shouts of ••np~ no." · · 
manian jurisdiction." "You champion Panama's 
Ambassado~-at-Large EUS· aspirations and not mine,l~ - -

worth Bunker, the chief U.S. said one man in the audl: 
treaty negotiator, met in pri- ence. He was roundly ap· 
vate .last week with leaders pla.uded., · 
of the Zone's labor unions An American soldier Wlho . 
and civic councils. Gov. Par· had been arrested-: in 7 Pan~ . 
fitt said that Bunker did not ama while bird- watching 
reveal specifics of the ne- said, "If we cannot defend· 
gotiations. citing a need for American rights now, how 
confidentiality, and thert'· the devil are they. gain~ to 
fore did not allay the appre- bP. defended in the future?" 
hension,. He, too, \\as applau.ded, ' 

No one spoke out in favor 
of a new treaty during the 
meejing. But some people 
ap(Slogized to Blacken after­
/Ward f.or hostile remarks 
made by others, and the 
next ·day he received tele- · 
phone calls of support. 

The fellow who saw the 
evening in terms of a hawk 
pouncing on a canary told 
a reporter outside: "My ' 

, view;~ ·are that the alterna· 
tives to a treaty are far less 
desirable for the individuals 
in the Canal Zone, as well 
as the u.s, government. So 
therefore I think that a 
treaty is the best solution 
to the problem down here." 

Thursday, Blacken will 
speak to another general 
Zone audience on the Atlan­
tic side of the isthmus. He 
says that now he has a bet· 
ter grasp of what the Zon· 
ians' concerns are and he 

"nopes to do a more convinc­
ing job. 

' 
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SUBJECT: .. THE UNITED STATES CANAL ON THE ISTHMUS OF PANAMA: 
THE SHOWDOWN APPROACHES 

la. i~e battle is now clearly join~d between those who would 
cede our Canal to the Panamanians and those who would not. 

b. The. ideological "Bobbsey Twins" of . the trendy lef~-of­
center, the New York Times, and the Washington Post; have fired 
their howitzer~ in support of the giveaway: (1) a September 5th Sol 
Linowitz artic'le in the Post advancing the "tinderbox" argument; 
ie, unless .we give away a-responsibly-managed American enterprize 
to the Panamanians, irate Panamanians will sabotage the canal; 
and (2) a lead editorial in the Times claiming a "breakthrough" 
i 'n the. negotiati.ons in that the Pentagon now supports the . . . 
Administration'~ .negot~ating position. (Rec~lliqg ihe last ti~e 
the New York Times cited the Pentagon in a favorable · conte~t ·. ori · 
anything is more a challenge to nostalgia freaks than a chore-

,fot; modern histo~rians .) . 
. . 

' ·,:. c. During· this .intra-m\i~alU . S. debate, Panamanian strongman, 
General Omar Torrijos·, has beeri depicted by the U. S . . giveaway 
clique as a sensible man-of-the-center restraining his hot-blooded 
followers while being ~o~mitte~ to rational dialogue with the 
United States. (B~lieve this ~ ~~Jl.d. yqu.'d view the. "Happy Hooker" 
a• .a good-natured ~ask~~ball pl~yer,), :rhe facis are that Torrijos, 
the: ·product of a coup d' etat : .. (l) depqsed Panama 1 s last' freely­
elected President~ .~ (t) )as or~he~trated ~bitterly anti-American 
campaign to include an abortive UN Security Council meeting in 
Panama City, and has, in his. latest gambits (3) sought to close 
U. S. Canal Zone schools via UN.ESCO pressure while re-directing 
Panama's export of bananas from the U. S. to China and Bulgaria. 

y ,,,W, M!MORIH BUILDING I 200 MARYLAND AV!NU!, N.!. • . WASHINGTON, D.C. 20002 • 
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2a. The V.F.W. position on America's Canal is embodied in 
a telegram our Chief furnished to all U. s. Senators on July 23rd. 
Text of this telegram follows: 

"Call upon you as a United States Senator to 
JOln with your colleagues, led by Senator Thurmond (S.C.) 
.a~d,Senator Byrd (Va.), who have already gone on clear 
record to k~ep the United States Canal,rlecated on the 
Isthmus of Panama, an American enterprize without caveat, 
quibble or equivocation. · · 

"Reasons for support. of both S. ·Res .. 97 and. the 
Byrd Amendment to the State D~partment funding bill 
before the Appropriations Committee follow: 

"-- u. S. stewardship.of,the Canal ,has, since 
1914, been a task well and fairly done to t~e benefit 
of the entire world shipping community; 

II Contrast with Suez Canal is self-evident; 

"-- Canal, and Zone, a strategic choke point 
which must never be under control of power potentially 
or actually hostile to. U. S.; and c· 

"-- Panamanian threats of vio.len·ce --·- with 
attendant. an:d sympathetic U. S. television and press 
c'overage -- 'is unvarnished inter~ational bla.ckm~il." 

.. ; 

'· •;i : 
'! ~· . : 

~. R~pli~s received from Senators .have been overwhelmingly 
favorabl~ to the V.P.w. position, and~ in no case, .has any reply .. 
given e,vid.ence of outright hostili,ty.. Illustrative excerpts f_rom 
Senatorial repl r~.s fo~ low: ' '•;: ·. I: 

(1) Senator Jesse Helms, North Carolina: "It seems incredible, 
doesn't it, that any American official would be seriou.sly considering 
giving away such ~,vitally strategic posses~ion pf the United 
States as the P~na•a Canal. · 

·, :: t .... 

. ' .. •. ~ . .· (. -\ . . ' . 

"After having given away our n'!l.clear sup~r:iority, our wheat,.·; 
our technology, our production capaci.ty and opr,,,~oney, Secretary .. 
Kissinger has now graduated to giving away ou'r territory itself., ·: 
The Panama Canal Zone is our~ bought and paid for as indisputably ~ 
as the Louisi~na Purchase, or California or Alaska.. ~' 

~ 

"You may be sure I will do everything in my power to prevent. 
this unconscionable giveaway.n 

(2) Senator Bill Brock, Tennessee: "If I determine that 
the treaty resulting from the current negotiations is unsatisfactory 
in light of our interests and security, I will oppose it." 

, 
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(3) Senator James .L,, Buckley, New York: "I am opposed to 
any effort wh1ch would negotiate a treaty embodying these concessions, 
-for several reasons. Beyond our investment of billions of dollars 
in the construction and maintenance of the Canal, there are other 
important .factors which cannot be discounted. 

"The canal is vi tal to· our national security and the defense 
of the hemisphere. It has served as a major link in our chain of 
d~fenses in two world wars, the Korean war, the Cuban crisis, and 
the Vietnam war, because it provides the shortest and easiest 
route for flexible deployment of military forces and material. 

'·'The ;canal is also important to our country's economic well 
being. -An estimated 70 percent of all American trade activity 
transits the Canal. The Canal route saves us hundreds of millions 
of dollars annually, and much time and precious fuel, which would 
be required to make the long and difficult route around South 
America. 

"Given the radically left-wing trend of present Panamanian 
politics, and the enmity :growing in Panama against the United 
States, renunciation of U. s. sovereignty over the Canal Zone would 
place our nation~s security and economy in jeopardy. Please be 
assured that I will continue to work to preserve the sovereignty 
over the Canal Zone, as will several of my colleagues in both the 
Senate and the House of Representatives." 

(4) Senator John Sparkman, Alabama: "As you know, negotiations 
are presently under way between the United States and Panama for 
the purpose of drafting a new Canal Zone treaty. If and when 
these negotiations produce a draft treaty, it will have to be 
submitted to the Senate and you may be sure that as Chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee I will do all that I can to make 
sure that such a treaty protects our vital int~rests in the 
Canal Zone.·~~---"-~~~-~~~---·~---~------- ~~----:..___-~--~-----~·----- , _,-

(5) Senator Adlai E. Stevenson, III, Illinois: "I assure 
you that I will not approve a treaty which in my judgment does not 
adequately protect the interests of the United States." 

. (6) Senator Jacob K. Javits, New York: "Following considerable 
inquiry on this issue, I feel that our negotiators have United 
States interests fully in mind as these difficult negotiations 
move slowly forward. Any new treaty resulting from the present 
negotiations will, of course, be submitted to the-Senate for 
approval and will come before the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of which I am a senior member." 

I 
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(7) Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, Minnesota: "The United 
States position on this question reflects a spirit of partnership 
between our two countries designed to restore Panama's territorial 
sovereignty while preserving the interests of the United States 
and our participation in this indispensable international waterway. 

"Many thanks for giving me the benefit of your views. You 
may be assured that I will keep them in mind when the Senate is 
called on to give advice and consent .to the ratification of a 
new treaty." 

(8) Senator Richard Schweiker, Pennsylvania: "I am very 
much concerned with the effect the loss of the Canal could have 
on U. S. defense capability. Any treaty concluded with Panama must 
be ratified by the Senate to become effective, .and you can be sure 
that I will not support any treaty which jeopardizes our national 
interest." 

(9) Senator Henry M. Jackson, Washington: "As you may know, 
the Foreign Minister of Panama and Secretary of State Kissinger 
have signed a joint statement .. of principles governing the 
negotiations for a new treaty on the Canal. If a new treaty is 
concluded, it will have to be submitted to the Senate for 
ratification where its provisions, I am sure, will be examined 
carefully. Such a treaty, in my view, must provide no pretexts 
for interfering with the operations and defense of this 
strategically vital waterway." 

(10) Senator Vance Hartke, Indiana: "I share your concern 
and have relayed my thoughts to Secretary of State Henry Kissinger. 
I for one will not vote for approval of a treaty that does not 
support and protect the interests of the United States. Any 
treaty presented to the Senate must guarantee our future interest 
in the :Panama Canal without further outlays of American tax 
dollars. We must never allow the Canal to come under the 
jurisdiction of any communist government which would disrupt the 
trade and travel.among the people of our Hemisphere." 

(11) Senator Birch Bayh, Indiana: "The United States has a 
vital strategic interest in the Canal. Any action that would 
jeopardize the free use of the Canal to the United States and 
international commerce would also be a matter of grave concern 
to me. 

"Although a new treaty with Panama is now being negotiated, 
it has not yet come before the Senate for ratification. When such 
a treaty comes before the full Senate during this Congress, I fully 
intend to see that the United States' interest is protected." 
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(12) Senator Alan Cranston, California: "You can be sure I 
will cautiously weigh the national security impllcations of any 
agreement that does come before the Senate for ratification. I 
will be careful to keep in mind your views and those of other 
Californians who have written." 

(13) Senator Bob Dole, Kansas: "As you are perhaps awilre, ... 
any act ion of that type in order to be imp leme'n ted -- would~ 
require the approval of 67 members of the United st•te~ ~en•t~. 
That is, an affirmative two-thirds vote is necessary~to ~dnction 
any formal treaty such as that encompassing the proposed changes 
in policy towards Panama. 

"For that . .reason •. you will be re.ass.u.reL.to_l~rn_ that. I have 
joined 26 other Senators in cosponsoring a Resolution which de­
clares that our country should 'in no way cede, dilute, forfeit, 
negotiate or transfer any of the sovereign rights, power, authority, 
jurisdiction, territory or property' involving the Canal Zone. 
Any effort to the contrary would thus presumably fall short of 
the margin stipulated for ratification .•. 

"While I can certainly understand the nationalistic movement 
in Panama to gain control of the vital canal territory, I believe 
our own defense and economic interests are such that we should 
insist on maintaining our present status there. I appreciate 
the benefit of your personal thoughts and support in that regard, 
and look forward to hearing from you further on this important 
matter over the months ahead. 11 

(14) Senator J. Glenn Beall, Jr., Maryland: "You will be 
pleased to know that on March 4, 1975 I joined in cosponsoring .. 
S. Res. 97 which states that 'the Government of the United States 
should maintain and protect its sovereign rights and jurisdiction 
over the canal and zone, and should in no way cede, dilute, forfeit, 
negotiate, or transfer any of these sovereign rights, power, 
authority, jurisdiction, territorr_J!.L prop~_rty that are i ndespensably 
necessarY-for- the-protect ion and 's·ecur i ty of the United States and 
the entire Western Hemisphere.'" 

(15) Senator Ted Stevens, Alaska: "I appreciate knowing 
the views of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the U. S. on this very 
important matter, and will keep them in mind as the Senate 
considers legislation that concerns the Panama Canal." 

(16) Senator Lloyd Bentsen, Te()cas: "The treaty negotiations 
are still underway so it is impossible to know at this time its 
final terms. Whether or not I support it will depend on how good 
a job I believe our negotiators have done in protecting the best 
interests of the U. S. I am concerned that U. S. access to the 
Canal be assured and that the Canal cgntinues to be available to 
the world's commercial vessels. I will not support any new treaty 
which does not contain these safeguards. 11 

' 



6 

(17) Sen a tor J. Bennett Johnston, Louis ian a: "L share your 
concern about maintaining U. S. security and on March 4, 1975 joined 
several of my colleagues in co-sponsoring S. Res. 97, expressing 
the sense of the Senate that American interests would best be 
served if this country retained possession of the canal. I am 
hopeful that a majority of the Senators will concur with this 
measure in the event a new treaty is submitted to the Senate for 
ratification." 

(18) Senator Sam Nunn 2 Georgia: "I have joined Senator Thurmond, 
Senator McClellan and others in co-sponsoring a Senate Resolution 
which stresses that the United States Government should maintain 
and protect the Panama Canal and Canal Zone. In my view, the 
U. s~ right to maintain defense forces adequate to protect the 
Canal and to keep it open for transportation is the minimum 
essential of any agreement. Although Secretary of State Kissinger 
and Panamanian Officials have signed a Joint Statement of 
Principles that is to serve as a basis for a new treaty, any such 
treaty must come before the Senate for ratification. I believe 
we can make some adjustments in the Canal Zone without jeopardizing 
essential security requirements, but I will carefully examine 
any proposed agreement in this light.". 

(19) Senator William Proxmire, Wisconsin: "According to the 
Constitution, both.the House and Senate would have to ratify such 
a treaty. I agree that we should not relinquish control over the 
Panama Canal. We should maintain ultimate managerial control, 
operation and defense responsibility for the Canal. 

"Should a treaty with Panama be sent to the Senate for 
consideration, you can be sure I will do my best to see that the 
interests of the United States are protected." 

(20) Senator John L. McClellan, Arkansas: "You will be pleased 
to know that I am a co-sponsor of S. Res. 97, urging the 
retention of undiluted U. S. sovereignty over the Panama Canal Zone.n 

(21) Senator Hugh Scott, Pennsylvania: "I have personally 
talked with Secretary Kissinger and Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker about 
the Canal negotiations and have been told that these officials are 
confident that.an accommodation can be reached which will meet the 
reasonable aspirations of Panama while at the same time safeguarding 
our own vital interest on both the Canal and the Zone. 

"You must rest assured that all of us in Congress will closely 
study any treaty sent to us for our advice and consent and will not 
ratify it if we find it weakens our position in that area." 

(22) Senator Dale Bumpers, Arkansas: "I plan to keep an ope·n 
mind on this issue if and when the treaty comes to the Senate for 
ratification. It will undoubtedly be controversial, and I want to 
be fully informed before I decide." 

I 
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(23) Senator Charles Percy, Illinois: "I do not intend to 
make statements about. the Panama Canal treaty now under negotiation 
until I know.the terms of that treaty. I would not support a 
surrender of the Canal, but I can support changes in the treaty 
which are in some ways unfair to the Panamanians. 

"I do intend to speak out on the subject when the.treaty is 
made public and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee has had the 
opportunity to study it. It it simply too early to comment on 
terms which are not resolved. 

"I did consult personally as recently as May 12, 1975 with 
Admiral Holloway, Chief of Naval Operations and a member of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, whose advice_ Qil the treaty I. w2uld seek._ .... 
before approving a treaty change.'' 

(24) Senator Robert Taft, Jr., Ohio: "I have long felt that 
the defense of the Panama Canal is a priority matter of concern 
for the Qnited States, and I believe that any new arrangement must 
take that concern into account. 

"You may be assured that I will review critically any proposal 
which would yield rights akin to sovereignty. .To do so would seem 
to me to put us in a weaker position botti from the point of view 
of public opinion and international law.". 

(25) Senator Johl') Glenn, Ohio: "Final negotiations must 
recognize these changing circumstances since the original agreement 
was concluded in 1903, but we must also protect our interests in 
continued use of the Canal without interference. I would net 
support any proposal that could allow any foreign govetnment to 
prevent us from using the :Canal for shipping and transit as we 
have in the past. 

''I hope the negotiations proposed by Secretary of ·state Kissinger 
proceed as outlined a.bove~..t!!ld you can be assured that I wil 1 .h..e---·u 
watching tnis-fssue very closely." 

(26) Senator Paul Fannin, Arizona: "Because of your interest 
in the treaty negotiations over the future administration of the 
Panama Canal and Canal Zone, I am enclosing a copy of a statement 
I delivered in the Senate calling for retention of United States 
sovereignty in the Canal Zone." 

(27) Senator Thomas F. Eagleton, Missouri: "I am following the 
course o.f the U. s.- Panama negotiations very closely. I cannot, 
of course, comment on the specifics of any new treaty until a 
final version has been drafted. You may be sure that I will 
scrutinize. any agreement submitted to the Senate on the Canal and 
that full hearings will be held before any action is taken." 

' 
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(28) Senator Bob Packwood, Oregon: 
formulated, it will be submitted to the 
government of Panama, for ratification. 
clear that the number of votes required 
treaty exist in either body." 

"If and when a new treaty is 
Senate, as well as to the 

At this point, it is not 
for approval of the new 

(29) Senator Warren G. Magnuson, Washington: "I want to assure 
you that I share your deep concern over the state of affairs in 
Panama. Should any treaty be referred to the Seriate with resp•ct 
to the Panama Canal, I intend to study it with great care to insure 
that the safety and security of the United States are fully pro­
tect~d. I am keeping your mailgram on file for use at that time 
and I want to thank you very·much for sharing your views with me on 
this extremely critical matter." 

(30) Senator John Tower, Texas: "I have joined in sponsoring 
a resolution that would call upon the President to retain undiluted 
sovereignty over the Canal Zone. It is my hope that this 
resolution will impress upon the President the earnest desire of 
the American people that the United States continue to protect her 
interests in Panama." 

(31) Senator Robert Morgan, North Carolina: . "The future of the 
Panama Canal, which will be controlled by the terms of this treaty, 
is very important to the United States. I am presently co­
sponsoring a bill in the Senate to prohibit the United States 
government from turning over the Panama Canal Zone to the 
Panamanian government." 

(32) Senator Edward Kennedy, Massachusetts: "Thus, the 
question of a revision of the current treaty affects far more than 
simply who controls the Panama Canal. I am sure that any revision 
would be undertaken with a clear recognition that our dominant 
consideration must be the security interests of the U. S. You can 
be sure that I will examine, with attention to the concerns you have 
expressed~ any proposed treaty sent to the Senate for ratification 
and you can be sure my vote will be based on whether or not such 
a treaty is in the best interests of our country." 

(33) Senator Howard Cannon, Nevada: "You will be pleased to 
know that I have added my name to the list of co-sponsors to 
Senator Thurmond's resolution maintaining United States sovereignty 
over the Panama Canal." 

(34)·Senator James B. Allen, Alabama: "Please rest assured 
that should·the Ford Administration send a treaty to the Senate 
which proposes to relinquish U. S. control and sovereignty over 
the Panama Canal Zone, I shall fight with every power at my 
comma~tl to prevent Senate ra:tification of such a treaty." 



9 

, (35) Sen a tor Mi 1 ton. R. Yo.ung, North Dakota:. "I thought you 
would be interested to know I am a co-sponsor of a 'Sense of the 
Senat.e' resolution which calls for the continued sovereignty of 
the United States over the Canal Zone. This resolution is 
currently pending in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. I 
would be vehemently opposed to relinquishing control of the Canal 
which is so vital to our military and economicneeds." 

(36) Senator John Stennis, Mississippi: "Negotiation of the 
proposed new treaties, Mr. President, has met substantial opposition 
in the Congress, the Department of Defense, and many interested 
groups in this country. Recognizing that the approval of any new 
treaties will require a tw·o-thirds vote of the Senate, I hope the· 
State Department wi 11 go very :s l·owly in---±t--s----n-e-go-tia~ie-ns-, and will 
consider carefully before reaching any final agreement. While 
improved relations with Panama ar~ possible under the existing 
treaty I do not think, a~ this time that we can surrender the rights 
and status which presently exist. 

"I shall pursue this matter further with the utmost interest. 
It is clear to me that we are' such ·a vital and necessary force in 
the free world, our problems will not quickly disappear and could 
well increase during the next decade." 

(37) Senator Strom Thurmond, South Carolina: "I certainly 
appreciate youT support of Senate Resolution 97 which opposes any 
reduction in United Sta~es control ~Ver the Panama Canal Zone. As 
you may be aware, S. Res. 97 was sponsored by 38 Senators. This 
is a clear indication that the Senate would not be inclined to 
ratify any treaty which reduces United States sovereignty in the 
Canal Zone." 

(38) Senator William D. Hathaway, Maine: "However, please 
be assured that I shall keep your views in mind on S. Res. 97 and 
on the Byrd Amendment should this proposed legislation reach the 
floor of the Senate for conside-ra~.~--A-ga-i-n-,- t-hank -you f-or--tak-ing 
the time to contact my office." 

(39) Senator Quentin N. Burdick, North Dakota: 
assured that if and when a new treaty is submitted 
fo~ ratification I will study it very closely with 
in mind. 

"Please be 
to the Senate 
your recommendation 

"Thank you again for sharing your concerns with me." 

(40) Senator Charles McC. Mathias, Jr., Maryland: "It is my 
firm belief that any new treaty should be based on common interests 
and mutual beliefs with a view toward the protection of American 
rights and t•he security of the Western Hemisphere." ! · 
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(41) Senator Dewey F. Bartlett, Oklahoma: "Both in the 93rd 
and 94th Congress, I have co-sponsored resolutions expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the United States continue to exercise 
sovereignty over the Canal. I am optimistic that there is enough 
support to defeat any proposed treaty which might end U. S. control." 

(42) Senator Herman E. Talmadge, Georgia: "I agree with you 
completely. I cosponsored last year and am cosponsoring this year 
a resolution expressing the sense of the Senate that undiluted 
United States sovereignty over the Canal Zone should continue." 

(43) Senator Ernest F. Hollings, South Carolina: "Many thanks 
for your mailgram. I supported the Thurmond Resolution last year 
and am once again a co-sponsor this year. I have long been 
convinced that the Panama Canal is of vital strategic and 
commercial importance to the well-being of the United States, and 
I want to assure you I will be doing everything 1 can to avoid 
surrendering our control over that very vital waterway." 

(44) Senator Howard H. Baker, Jr., Tennessee: "In my judgment, 
it is essential that any new treaty contain adequate provisions 
concerning America's role in operating and defending the.Canal 
and providing for the protection of the rights and property of 
American citizens." 

( 45) Sen a tor Richard Stone, Florida: "I am strongly opposed 
to any compromise of United States sovereignty and jurisdiction 
over the Panama Canal Zone and will vote against any proposed 
treaty submitted to the Senate which would bring about such a 
result. One of my first actions as a United States Senator was 
to add my name as a sponsor of a Senate Resolution expressing 
opposition to diluting American sovereignty over the Canal Zone. 

"Let me assure you of my determination to do whatever I can 
as a United States Senator to assure continued American sovereignty 
over this strategic territory." 

(46) Senator Bill Brock, Tennessee: "The United States 
entered negotiations with Panama to replace the 1903 Treaty and 
establish a more modern and mutually acceptable relationship 
between our two countries. If I determine that the treaty r~sulting 
from the current negotiations is unsatisfactory in light of our 
interests and security, I will oppose it when it comes to the 
Senate for ratification." 

3. In sum: 

(a) Since August, 1914, the United States Canal on the 
Isthmus of Panama has been responsibly operated and defended to 
the benefit of the U. S., the international shipping community, 
Panama, Central America, and Latin America; 

' 
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(b) The "giveaway" clique has fallen back on (1) implied 
blackmail ("unless we give it to the Panamanians, they may blow it 
up"), (2) self-fulfilling prophecy (forecasts of Vietnam-like 
guerrilla warfare), and, (3) self-inflicted descriptions of 
"colonialism." 

(c) What we don't hear is that the closure of the Canal can 
be expected to produce the following increases in cost as 
estimated by the Maritime Administration of the U. S. Department 
of Commerce: (1) a 71% increase in the average annual consumption 
of fuel by carriers of U. S. foreign trade; (2) a 31-day increase 
in average shipping time; (3) a $932 million increase in the 
yearly total delivered price of all exports; (4) a $583 million 
increase in the yearly total delivered price of all impoTts. We 
also don't hear that surrendering U. s. jurisdiction of the 
Canal Zone would compromise U. S. naval strength by yielding the 
connecting link between the U. S. Pacific Fleet and the Atlantic 
battle force. 

4. The showdown on the Canal is fast approaching. Let no one 
doubt where 1.8 million members of the V.F.W. stand. As Chief 
Thomas C. "Pete" Walker put it: "the canal will remain American 
without any ifs, ands, or buts." 

FPJ/mmt 

Cordially in comradeship, 

~ i ~· 

··.'·.,, \ \;;'..... . 

F. P. Jones, Col., USA (Ret.), Director 
National Security and Foreign Affairs 
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The attached paper contains written comments 
from key members of Congress in regard to 
Panama Canal issue. 

You will find these interesting and probably 
useful. 
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NATIONAL SECURITY AND FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

OWe• ol Oi~ctot 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

NATIONAL OFFICERS, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF ADMINISTRATION, 
PAST COMMANDERS-IN-CHIEF, DEPARTMENT COMMANDERS, 
DEPARTMENT ADJUTANTS, V.F.W. PUBLICATIONS 

F. P. JONES, COL., USA (RET.), DIRECTOR 
NATIONAL SECURITY AND FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

25 SEPTEMBER 1975 

SUBJECT: .THE UNITED STATES CANAL ON THE ISTHMUS OF PANAMA: 
THE SHOWDOWN APPROACHES 

la. The battle is now clearly joined between those who would 
cede our Canal to the Panamanians and those who would not. 

. . . 

b. The ideological "Bobbsey Twins" of the trendy left-of-
center, the New York Times, and the Washington Post, have fired 
their howitzers in support of the giveaway: (1) a September 5th Sol 
Linowitz article in the Post advancing the "tinderbqxtt argument; 
ie, unless we give away a-responsibly-managed American enterprize 
to the Panamanians, irate Panamanians will sabotage the canal; 
and (2) a lead editorial in the Times claiming a nbreakthrough" 
in the negotiations in that the Pentagon now supports the . . 
Administration's negotiating position. (Recalli~g-the last ti~~ 
the New York Tim~s cited the Pentagon in a favorable cdnte~t o~­
anything is more a challenge to nostalgia freaks than a chore-
for modern historians.) 

c. During this intra-mri~al U. S. debate, Panamanian strongman~ 
General Omar Toirijos, has be~ri depicted by the U. s. giveaway 
clique as a sensible man-of-the-center restraining his hot-blooded 
followers while being committed to rational dialogue with the 
United States. (Believe this 'and_ yQu' d view the nHappy Hooker" 
as . a good-natured basketball player.), The facts are that. Torrij os _, 
the product of a coup d' etat:. (l) d-eposed Panama's last freely­
elected President~ (2) has prchestrated a bitterly anti-American 
campaign to include an abortive UN Security Council meeting in 
Panama City, and has, in his_ latest gambits (3) sought to close 
U. S. Canal Zone schools via UNESCO pressure while re-directing 
Panama's export of bananas from the U. S. to China and Bul~aria. 

V.P.W. MIMORIAL BUILDING • 200 MARYLAND AV!NUE, N,f, o WASHINGTON. D,C, 20002 .• 
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2a. The V.F.W. position on America's Canal is embodied in 
a telegram our Chief furnished to all U. S. Senators on July 23rd. 
Text of this telegram follows: 

"Call upon you as a United States Senator to 
JOin with your colleagues, led by Senator Thurmond (S.C.) 
and Senator Byrd (Va.)~ who have already gone on clear 
record to keep the United States Canal,:~ocated on the 
Isthmus of Panama, an American enterprize without caveat, 
quibble or equivocation. 

HReasons for support. of both S .. Res. 97 and. the 
Byrd Amendment to the State rrepartment funding bill 
before the Appropriations Committee follow: 

11
-- U. S. stewardship of. the Canal ~has, since 

1914~ been a task well and fairly done to the benefit 
of the entire world shipping community; 

II Contrast with Suez Canal is self-evident; 

n Canal, and Zone, a strategic choke point 
which must never be under control of power potentially 
or actua,lly _hostile to U.S.; and , .. 

. n __ Panamanian threats: of vio.len;ce w:i.th ·.: ~ .l 

at_te:nd,ant an·d sympathetic U. S. t:el.evision and press 
c'overage -- "is unvarnished internat.ional bla.ckmail." 

\ . ; . . . ' . 

~~ ~~plie~ received from S~nators .have been overwhelmingly 
----favorable to the V. F. W. posi tiop, and., in no case, has any reply. 

given eyidence of outright hostility., Illustrative excerpts from 
Senatorial repli-es follow: · · : 

(1) Senator Jesse Helms, North Carolina: "It seems incredible, 
doesn't it,. that any American official would be seriously considering 
giving away such 'a. vitally strategic posses$i_on ,of the United 
States .as the Panama Canal. 

':: t 

"After having· given away our nuclear sup~_ri~;ri ty, our wheat,. 
our technology, our production capacity and 0-ll.r:: {lloney 7 Secretary 
Kissinger has now graduated to giving away our· territory itself.: 
The Panama Canal Zone is ours, bought and paid for as indisputably 
as the Louisiana Purchase, or California or Alaska .. .') .· 

"You may·be sure I will do everything in my power to prevent. 
this unconscionable giveaway. 11 

(2) Senator Bill Brock, Tennessee: "If I determine that 
the treaty resulting from the current negotiations is unsatisfactory 
in light of our interests and security, I will oppose it." 
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(3) Senator James L. Buckley, New York: "I am opposed to 
any effort which wouLd negotiate a treaty embodying th~se concessions, 
for several reasons. Beyond our investment of billions of dollars 
in the construction and maintenance of the Canal~ there are other 
important .factors which cannot be discounted. 

"The canal is vital to· our national security and the defense 
of the hemisphera. It has served as a major link in our chain of 
defenses in two world wars, the Korean war, the· Cuban crisis, and 
the Vietnam war, because it provides the shortest and easiest 
route for flexible deployment of military forces and material. 

'-'The -canal is also importan-t to our country's economic well 
being. -An estimated 10 percent of all American trade activity 
transits the Canal. The Canal route saves us hundreds of millions 
of dollars annually, and much time and precious fuel~ which would 
be required to make the long and difficult route around South . ..._ 
America. 

"Given the radically left-wing trend of present Panamanian 
politics, and the enmity:growing in Panama against the United . 
States, renunciation of U. S. sovereignty over the Canal Zone would 
place our nation~s security and economy in jeopardy. Please be 
assured that I will continue to work to preserve the sovereignty 
over the Canal Zone~ as will several of my colleagues in both the 
Senate and the House of Representatives." 

(4) Senator John Sparkman, Alabama: "As you know~ negotiations 
are presently under way between the United States and Panama for 
the purpose of drafting a new Canal Zone treaty. If and when 
these negotiations produce a draft treaty, it will have to be 
submitted to the Senate and you may be sure that as Chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee I will do all that I can to make 
sure that such a treaty protects our vital interests in the 
Canal Zone." 

(5) Senator.Adlai E. Stevenson, III, Illinois: "I assure 
you that I will not approve a treaty which in my judgment does not 
adequately protect the interests of the United Sta~es." 

. ( 6) Sen-ator J ac·ob IC. J a vi ts, New York: "Following considerable 
inquiry on this·issue, I feel that our negotiators have United. 
States interests fully.in mind as these difficult negotiations _ 
move slowly forward. Any new·treaty resulting from the present 
negotiations will, of course, be submitted to the~Senate for 
approval and wiLl come before the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of.which I am a senior member." 
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{7) Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, Minnesota: "The United 
States position on this question reflects a spirit .of partnership 
between our two countries designe~ to reatore Panama's territorial 
sovereignty while preserving the interests of the United States 
and our participation in this indispensable international waterway. 

"Many thanks for giving me the benefit of your views. You 
may be assured that I will keep them in mind when the Senate is 
called on to give advice and consent.to the ratification of a 
new treaty." 

(8) Senator Richard Schweiker, Pennsylvania: "I am very 
much concerned with the effect the loss of the Canal could have 
on U •. s. defense c~pability. Any treaty concluded with Panama must 
be ratified by the Senate to become effective, .and you can be sure 
that I will not support any treaty which jeopardizes our national 
interest." 

(9) Senator Henry M. Jackson, Washington: "As you may know, 
the Foreign Minister of Panama and Secretary of State Kissinger 
have signed a joint statement .of principles governing the 
negotiations for a new treaty on the Canal. If a new treaty is 
concluded, it will have to be submitted to the Senate for 
ratification where its provisions, I am sure, will be examined 
carefully. Such a treaty, in my view, must provide no pretexts 
for interfering with the operations and defense of this 
strategically vital waterway." 

(10) Senator Vance Hartke, Indiana: "I share your concern 
~and have relayed my thoughts to Secretary of State Henry Kissinger. 

I for one will not vote for approval of a treaty that does not 
support and protect the interests of the United States. Any 
treaty presented to the Senate must guarantee our future interest 
in the·Panama Canal without further outlays of American tax 
dollars. We must never allow the Canal to come under the 
jurisdiction of any communist government which would disrupt the 
trade and travel.among the people of our Hemisphere." 

(11) Senator Birch Bayh, Indiana: "The United States has a 
vital strategic interest in the Canal. Any action that would 
jeopardize the free use of the Canal to the United States and 
international commerce would also be a matter of grave concern 
to me. 

"Although a new treaty with Panama is now being negotiated, 
it has not yet come before the Senate for ratification. When such 
a treaty comes before the full Senate during this Congress, I fully 
intend to seE; that the United States' interest is protected." 

I 
I 
I 
~ 
I 

, 
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(12) Senator Alan Cranston, California: "You can be sure I 
will cautiously weigh the national security implications of any 
agreement that does come before the Senate for ratification. I 
will be careful to keep in mind your views and those of other 
Californians who have written." 

(13) Senator Bob Dole, Kansas: "As you are perhaps aware, 
any action of that type in order to be impleme~ted -- wduid' 
require the approval of 67 members of the United st~tes Senat~. 
That is, an affirmative two-thirds vote is necessary-·.to sanction 
any formal treaty such as that encompassing the proposed changes 
in policy towards Panama. 

"For that reason~ you will be reassured to learn that I have 
joined 26 other Senators in cosponsoring a Resolution which de­
clares that our country should 'in no way cede, dilute, forfeit, 
negotiate or transfer any of the -sovereign rights, power, authority, 
jurisdiction, territory or property' involving the Canal Zone. ~ 
Any effort to the contrary wou~d thus presumably fall short of 
the margin stipulated for ratification ..• 

"While I can certainly understand the nationalistic movement 
in Panama to gain control of the· vital canal territory, I believe 
our own defense and economic interests are such that we should 
insist on maintaining our present status there. I appreciate 
the benefit of your personal thoughts and support in that regard, 
and look forward to hearing from you further on this important 
matter over the months ahead." 

(14) Senator J. Glenn Beall, Jr., Maryland: "You will be 
pleased to know that on March 4, 1975 I joined in cosponsoring 
S. Res. 97 which states that 'the Government of the United States 
should maintain and protect its sovereign rights and jurisdiction 
over the canal and zone, and should in no way cede, dilute, forfeit, 
negotiate, or transfer any of these sovereign rights, power, 
authority, jurisdiction, territory or property that are indespensably 
necessary for the protection and•security of the United States and 
the entire Western Hemisphere.'" 

(15) Senator Ted Stevens, Alaska: "I appreciate knowing 
the views of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the U. S. on this very 
important matter, and will keep them in mind as the Senate 
considers legislation that concerns the Panama Canal." 

(16) Senator Lloyd Bentsen·, Texas: 11 The treaty negotiations 
are still underway so it is impossible to know at this time its 
final terms. Whether or not I support it will depend on how good 
a job I believe our negotiators have done in protecting the best 
interests of the U. S. I am concerned that U. S. access to the 
Canal be assured;and that the Canal cgntinues to be available -to· 
the world's commercial vessels. I will not support any.new treaty 
which does not contain these safeguards." 

, 
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(17) Senator J. Bennett Johnston, Louisiana: ''I share your 
concern about maintaining U. S. security and on March 4, 1975 joined 
several of my colleagues in co-sponsoring S. Res. 97, expressing 
the sense of the Senate that American interests would best be 
served if this country retained possession of the canal. I am 
hopeful that a majority of the Senators will concur with this 
measure in the event a new treaty is submitted to the Senate for 
ratification. 11 

(18) Senator Sam Nunn, Georgia: "I have joined Senator Thurmond .. 
Senator McClellan and others in co-sponsoring a Senate Resolution 
which stresses that the United States Government should maintain 
and protect the Panama Canal and Canal Zone. In my view, the 
U. S. right to maintain defense forces adequate to protect the 
Canal and to keep it open for transportation is the minimum 
essential of any agreement. Although Secretary of State Kissinge' 
and Panamanian Officials have signed a Joint Statement of 
Principles that is to serve as a basis for a new treaty, any such 
treaty must come before the Senate for ratification. I believe 
we can make some adjustments in the Canal Zone without jeopardizing 
essential security requirements, but I will carefully examine 
any proposed agreement in this light." 

(19) Senator William Proxmire, Wisconsin: "According to the 
Constitution, both.the House and Senate would have to ratify such 
a treaty. I agree that we should not relinquish control over the 
Panama Canal. We should maintain ultimate managerial control, 
operation and defense responsibility for the Canal. 

"Should a treaty with Panama be sent to the Senate for 
consideration, you can be sure I will do my best· to see that the 
interests of the United States are protected." 

{20) Senator John L. McClellan, Arkansas: "You will be pleased 
to know that I am a co-sponsor of S. Res. 97, urging the 
retention of undiluted U. S. sovereignty over the Panama Canal Zone.n 

(21) Sen a tor Hugh Scott, Pennsylvania: 11 I have personally 
talked with Secretary Kissinger and Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker about 
the Canal negotiations and have been told that these officials are 
confident that.an accommodation can be·reached which will meet the 
reasonable ·aspirations of Panama while at the same time saf•guarding 
our own vital interest on both the Canal and the Zone. 

"You must rest <1ssured that all of us in Congress will closely 
study any treaty sent to us for our advice and consent and will not 
ratify it if we find .it weakens our position in that area." 

;, . 
(22) Senator Dale Bumpers, Arkansas: "I plan to keep an op•n. 

mind on this issue if and when the ~reaty comes·to the Senate for 
ratification. It will undoubtedly be controversial, .and ·I want td· 
be fully informed before I decide.:'! • ·' ·. ~~.:.~ ·. · ··-.. ...... ,-

~~--------------............ . 

, 



7 

(23) Senator Charles Percy, Illinois: "I do not intend to 
make statements abou~. the Panama Canal treaty now under negotiation 
until I know. the terms of that treaty. I would not support a 
surrender of the Canal, but I can support changes in the treaty 
which are in some ways unfair to the Panamanians. 

"I do intend to speak out on the subject when the.treaty. is 
made public. and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee has had the 
opportunity to study it. It it simply too early to comment on 
terms which-are not resolved. 

"I did consult personally as recently as May 12, 1975 with 
Admiral Holloway, Chief of Naval Operations and a member of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, whose advice on the treaty I would seek 
before approving a treaty change." 

(24) Senator Robert Taft, Jr., Ohio.: "I have long felt that 
the defense of the Panama Canal is a priority matter of concern ·~ 
for the United States, and I bel\ieve that any new arrangement must 
take that concern into account. 

"You may be assured that I will review critically any proposal 
which would yield rights akin to ~overeignty. To do so would seem 
to me to put us in a ~eaker position botti from the point of view· 
of public opinion and international law." . 

(25) Senator John Glenn, Ohio: "Final negotiations must 
recognize these changing circumstances since the original agreement 
was concluded in 1903, but we must also protect our interests in 
continued use of the Canal without interference. I would·nct 
support any proposal that could allow any foreign gove~nment to 
prevent us from using the ·Canal for shipping and transit as we 
have in the past. 

''I hope the negotiations proposed by Secretary of :State Kissinger 
proceed as outlined above, and you can be assured that I will be 
watching this issue very closely." 

(26) Senator Paul Fannin, Arizona: "Because of your interest 
in the treaty negotiations over the future administration of the 
Panama Canal and Canal Zone, I am enclosing a copy of a statement 
I deliv~red in the Senate calling for retention of United States 
sovereignty in the Canal Zone." 

(27) Senator Thomas F·. Eagleton, lvlissouri: "I am following the 
course o.f the U. S.- Panama negotiations very closely. I cannot, 
of course, comment on the specifics of any new treaty until a 
final version has been drafted. You may be sure that I will 
scrutinize any agreement submitted to the Senate on the Canal and 
that full hearings will be held before any action is taken." 

' 
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(28) Senator Bob Packwood, Oregon: 
formulated, it will be submitted to the 
government of Panama, for ratification. 
clear that the number of votes required 
treaty exist in either body." 

"If and when a new treaty is 
Senate, as well as to the 

At this point, it is not 
for approval of the new 

(29) Senator Warren G. Magnuson, Washington: "I want to assure 
you that I share your deep concern over the state of affairs in 
Panama. Should any treaty be referred to the Se~ate with resp•ct 
to the Panama Canal, I intend to study it with great care to insur.e 
that the safety and security of the United States are fully pro­
tect~d. I am keeping your mailgram on file for use at that time 
and I want to thank you very much for sharing your views with me on 
this extremely critical matter." 

(30) Senator John Tower, Texas: "I have joined in sponsoring 
a resolution that would call upon the President to retain undiluted 
sovereignty over the Canal Zone. It is my hope that this · ' 
resolution will impress upon the President the earnest desire ~f 
the American people that the United States continue to protect her 
interests in Panama." 

(31) Senator Robert Morgan, North Carolina: "The future of the 
Panama Canal, which will be controlled by the terms of this treaty, 
is very important to the United States. I am presently co­
sponsoring a bill in the Senate to prohibit the United States 
government from turning over the Panama Canal Zone to the 
Panamanian government." 

(32) Senator Edward Kennedy, Massachusetts: "Thus, the 
question of a revision of the current treaty affects far more than 
simply who controls the Panama Canal. I am sure that any revision 
would be undertaken with a clear recognition that our dominant 
consideration must be the security interests of the U. S. You can 
be sure that I will examine, wi~h attention to the concerns you have 
expressed~ any proposed treaty sant to the Senate for ratification 
and you can be sure my vote will be based on whether or not such 
a treaty is in the best interests of our country." 

(33) Senator Howard Cannon, Nevada: "You will be pleased to 
know th~t I have added my name to the list of co-sponsors to 
Seriator Thurmond's resolution maintaining United States sovereignty 
over the Panama Canal." 

(34) ·Senator James B. Allen 1 Alabama: "Please rest assured 
that should·the Ford Administration send a treaty to the Senate 
which proposes to relinquish U. S. control and sovereignty over'' 
the Panama Canal Zone, I shall fight with every power at my 
commartd·to prevent Senate·r~tifi~ation of such a treaty~" · --

.. ' ~ t 

' ' 

' 
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(35) Senator Milton R. Young, North Dakota: "I thought you 
would be interested to know I am a co-sponsor of a 'Sense of the 
Senate'. resolution which calls for the continued sovereignty of 
the United States over the Canal Zone. This resolution is 
currently pending in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. I 
would be vehemently opposed to relinquishing control of the Canal 
which is so vital to our military and economicneeds.u 

(36) Senator John Stennis, Mississippi: "Negotiation of the 
proposed new treaties, Mr. President, has met substantial opposition 
in the Congress, the Department of Defense, and many interested 
groups in this country. Recognizing that the approval of any new 
treaties will require a tw·o-thirds vote of the Senate, I hope the 
State Department will go very slowly in its negotiations, and will 
consider carefully before reaching any final agreement. While 
improved relations with Panama are possible under the existing 
t:reaty I do not think, at this time that we can surrender the righ"C-5 
and status which presently exist. 

"I shall pursue·th~s ~atter further with the utmost interest. 
It is clear to me that we ar• such a vital and necessary force in 
the free world, our problems w'ill·not quickly disappear and could 
well increase during the next decade." 

(37) Senator Strom Thurmond, South Carolina: "I certainly 
appreciate your support of Senate Resolution 97 which opposes any 
reduction in United States control oVer the Panama Canal Zone. As 
you may be aware, S. Res. 97 was sponsored by 38 Senators. This 
is a clear indication that the Senate would not be inclined to 
ratify any treaty which reduces United States sovereignty in the 
Canal Zone." 

(38) Senator William D. Hathaway, Maine: "However, please 
be assured that I shall keep your views i~ mind on S. Res. 97 and 
on the Byrd Amendment should this proposed legislation reach the 
floor of the Senate for consideration. Again, thank you for taking 
the time to contact my office." 

(39) Senator Quentin N. Burdick, North Dakota: "Please be 
assured that if and when a new treaty is submitted to the Senate 
for ratification I will study it very closely with your recommendation 
in mind. 

"Thank you again for s·haring ·your concerns with me." 

(40) Senator Charles McC. Mathias, Jr., Maryland: "It is my 
firm belief that any new treaty should be based on common interests 
and mutual beliefs with a ~iew toward the protection of American 
rights and: .the security of the Western Hemisphere.··" · ! · 
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(41) Senator Dewey F. Bartlett, Oklahoma: "Both in the 93rd. 
and 94th Congress, I have co-sponsored resolutions expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the United States continue to exercise 
sovereignty over the Canal. I am optimistic that there is enough 
support to defeat any proposed treaty which might end U. S .. contro1. 11f 

(42) Senator Herman E. -Talmadge, Georgia: "I agree with you I 
completely. I cosponsored last year and am cosponsoring this year 1 
a resolution expressing the sense of the Senate that undiluted I 
United States sovereignty over the Canal Zone -should continue." J 

(43) Senator Ernest F. Hollings, South Carolina: "Many thanks l 
for your mailgram. I supported the Thurmond Resolution last year ~ 
and am once again a co-sponsor this year. I have long been l 
convinced that the Panama Canal is of vital strategic and i 
commercial importance to the well-being of the United States, and I 
I want to assure you I will be doing everything I can to avoid ~ 

surrendering our control over that very vital waterway." I 
(44) Senator Howard H. Baker, Jr., Tennessee: "In my judgment, 1· 

it is essential that any new treaty contain adequate provisions 1 conc.erning America 1 s role in operating and defending the .Canal l 

and providing for the protection of the rights and property of ~ 
American citizens." 1 

( 45) Senator Richard Stone, /Florida: · "I am strongly opposed 
to any compromise of United States sovereignty and jurisdiction 
over the Panama Canal Zone and will vote against any proposed 
treaty submitted to the Senate which would bring about such a 
result. One of my first actions ~s a United States Senator was 
to add my name as a sponsor of a Senate Resolution expressing 

'opposition to diluting American· sovereignty over the Canal Zone. 

"Let me assure you of my determination to do whatever I can 
as a United States Senator to assure continued American sovereignty 
over this strategic territory." 

(46) Senator Bill Brock, Tennessee: "The United States 
entered negotiations with ·Panama to replace the 1903 Treaty and 
establish a more modern and mutually acceptable relationship 
between our two countries. If I determine that the treaty resulting 
from the current negotiations is unsatisfactory in light of our 
interests and security, I will oppose it when it comes to the 
Senate for ratification." 

3. In sum: 

(a) Since August, 1914, the United States Canal on the 
Isthmus of Panama has been responsibly operated and defended tif 
the benefit of the U. S., the international shipping community, 
Panama, Central America, and Latin America; 

l 
l 
I 
! 

I 
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(b) The "giveaway" clique has fallen back on (1) implied 
blackmail ("unless we give it to the Panamanians, they may blow it 
up''), (2) self-fulfilling prophecy (forecasts of Vietnam-like 
guerrilla warfare), and, (3) self-inflicted descriptions of 
"colonialism." 

(c) What we don't hear is that the closure of the Canal can 
be expected to produce the following increases in cost as 
estimated by the Maritime Administration of the U. S. Department 
of Commerce: (1) a 71% increase in the average annual consumption 
of fuel by carriers of U. S. foreign trade; (2) a 31-day increase 
in average shipping time; (3) a $932 million increase in the 
yearly total delivered price of all exports; (4) a $583 million 
increase in the yearly total delivered price of all imports. We 
also don't hear that surrendering U. S. jurisdiction of the 
Canal Zone would compromise U. S. naval strength by yielding the , 
connecting link between the U. S. Pacific Fleet and the Atlantic 
battle force. 

4. The showdown on the Canal is fast approaching. Let no one 
doubt where 1.8 million members of the V.F.W. stand. As Chief 
Thomas C. "Pete" Walker put it: "the canal will remain American 
without any ifs, ands, or buts." 

FPJ/mmt 

Cordially in comradeship, 

' \ 
. . \;;'-' 

F. P. Jones, Col., USA (Ret.), Director 
National Security and Foreign Affairs 

' 
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llal4Jington, l).(t. 20515 

April 14, 1976 

The Honorable Gerald R. Ford 
President of the United States 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 2050~ 

Dear Mr. President: 

The recent testimony of Ambassador Ellsworth 
Bunker before the House Panama Canal Subcommittee has renewed 

(my concern over the future of the U.S. Canal in Panama. His ,, 
remarks would lead one to believe that this administration ' 
is indeed planning to negotiate away our sovereignty and control · 
of this vital waterway. 

Clearly, the Panama Canal Zone is not Panamanian 
territory, it is u.s. territory, perpetually and exclusively. 
Relinquishing sovereignty to another country makes as much 
sense as giving back Alaska or the Louisiana Purchase. I am sure 
you are aware of the great significance of the Panama Canal to 
our national security, both strategically and economically. 
Any agreement on our part to relinquish our rightful control of 
this area and thus jeopardize our future access to the Canal would 
be a deadly mistake. I can think of few actions by the State 
Department that would be more irresponsible or contrary to the 
best interests of the people of this nation. 

I am very interested in knowing .what the longrange 

I intentions of the administration are regarding the Panama Canal 
and Canal Zone, and what to date has been negotiated with the 
Panamanian government. I look forward to hearing from you 
shortly. · 

Respectfully, 

c?cnv Veuve_ 
Ron Paul, M.C. 

RP:rk 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 25, 1976 

Mr. Marsh: 

Attached is a proposed " 
letter for your signature 
from the NSC tQ. Mr. 
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THE PANAMA CANAL PROBLEM 
What Is The Situation Concerning The Canal? 

What Are The Basic Issues? 
What Compromises Needed? 

by Godfrey Harris 

(Mr. Harris is an international relations consultant and 
President of the firm of Harris/Ragan Management Cor­
poration. He has been advising the Embassy of Panama in 
Washington since 1972 in its negotiations with the Depart­
ment of State. As such, Harris is a Registered Foreign 
Agent with the Department of Justice. 
The opinions and conclusions herein expressed are the 
author's, and do not necessarily represent the views of the 
Trustees and Advisory Committee members of the Center.) 

The future of the Panama Canal has again become more 
a matter of domestic politics than international policy; 
more an item to be negotiated with members of Congress 
than with representatives of Panama; more mired in an era 
gone by than a beacon of an era yet to come. It is an issue, 
in short, of historical complexity and considerable danger. 

About a year ago, US/Panamanian agreement on a new 
treaty - to govern jurisdiction of the 500 square mile 
Canal Zone and the operation of the interoceanic waterway 
which bisects it - seemed imminent. Both governments 
were at last well into grappling with the details of the key 
points of contention: How the United States would 
relinquish sole control of the facility and how Panama 
would share in its single most important economic asset. 
Now, however, a new treaty may not be initialed by the two 
governments until well after the United States has elected 
and inaugurated its next President. 

What went wrong after three years of intensive 
bargaining? How could both sides apparently come so 
close to a new accommodation to resolve this dispute only 
to see the fruits of negotiation virtually collapse? Not sur­
prisingly, the answer seems to be linked more to the long 
history of U.S. involvement with the Canal than to any 
specific disagreement. 

While the desire to change the current jurisdiction of the 
Zone and operation of the Canal has long been clearly 
established in Panama, it has been virtually ignored in the 
United States. Put another way, what appear to nearly all 
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Panamanians as eminently logical and important ad­
justments in the current relationship between the two coun­
tries remain somewhat mysterious and minor technicalities 
to most Americans. As a result, a fundamental prerequisite 
for any type of change - popular understanding and 
general acceptance of the necessity for change - is not yet 
evident in the U.S. half of the Canal negotiations. It would 
seem that until the people of both countries come to see the 
matter from the same relative perspective, no mutually ac­
ceptable resolution of the jurisdictional dispute is possible 
and continuing confrontation is inevitable. 

It is this threat of escalating confrontation which looms 
before both the United States and Panama: 

• th.'! chance of some precipitous act of destruction in 
the Canal or some hostile event in the Zone increase 
as Panamanian frustration over further delays con­
tinues to build. 

• any act of Panamanian militancy is likely to be met 
again - as it has been met in the past - with equal 
American militancy. A renewed testing of forces can 
at best produce severe political tensions; at worst, 
another round of bloodshed. 

• if a testing comes, United States leadership within the 
hemisphere will very likely regress to the detriment of 
our other goals in the region and beyond. The gulf 
between the official U.S. position on Canal matters 
and its practical actions to date have bothered even 
the most tolerant of the area's governments. 

To approach the possible options available to both sides 
to avoid a serious confrontation requires some un­
derstanding of how we have arrived at the current impasse. 
It is with this purpose in mind that a brief review of the 
history of the Canal seems in order. 

As a natural link between two great land masses and two 
immense bodies of water, the Isthmus of Panama has 
played an important role in international commerce for 
hundreds of years before the Canal was constructed. The 
earliest inhabitants of the Isthmus, for example, are known 
to have been involved in trade and communications bet­
ween the great Central and South American civilizations. 
Later, mule trains crossed and recrossed the narrow land 
to transport New World treasure to Europe and Spanish­
controlled goods to the Americas. In 1855, the first tran­
scontinental railroad provided a favorite route between 
America's Eastern cities and California's gold fields. 

The decision to build an uninterrupted waterway 
through the Isthmus was not only a dream dating back to 
the final voyage of Columbus, but also a logical extension 
of this historic activity. The first to seriously attempt the 
task was a French private company operating in the 1880s. 
It failed - generally because the project was stubbornly 
seen by its manager, Ferdinand de Lesseps, as no more 
complicated than the construction of the sea level Suez 
Canal he had successfully accomplished. 

When factions of the Colombian Government thought 
they could do better than accept what the U.S. was then of­
fering for the rights to succeed to the French endeavors, a 
group of Panamanian leaders decided to act for their own 
account to insure that the Canal project would continue. 
These Panamanians, conscious that their country had 
previously been an independent state, determined to 
declare their nation's independence once again. With the 
help of the U.S. Navy and the private U.S. interests con­
trolling the railroad, independence from Colombia was 
assured. 

Within days of the 1903 declaration, de Lesseps' former 
chief engineer arrived in the U.S. capital empowered by 
Panama's new government to conclude a Canal treaty with 

the U.S. This Frenchman, Philippe Buneau-Varilla, 
believed that only the U.S. Govertm~~t was capable of 
completing the project, and in so doing, would save France 
from the stigma of failure and French inv~tors from the 
devastation of financial loss. 

With these thoughts in mind, Buneau-Varilla set~out to 
make an offer the U.S. couldn't refuse. The agreement­
which Secretary of State Hay was later to characterize as 
" ... a Treaty vastly advantageous to the United States, and 
we must confess, not so advantageous to Panama" - did 
indeed give the U.S. more than it could refuse. 

It has also formed the basis for the ensuing years of 
disagreement. Most of the problems are found in Articles 
II and III of the Hay/Buneau-Varilla Treaty of 1903: 

ARTICLE II: The Republic of Panama grants to the 
United States in perpetuity the use, occupation and control 
of a zone of land and land under water for the con­
struction, maintenance, operation, sanitation and protec­
tion of said Canal of the width of ten miles . . . 

ARTICLE III: The Republic of Panama grants to the 
United States all the rights, power and authority within the 
Zone ... which the United States would possess and exer­
cise if it were the sovereign of the territory .. . to the entire 
exclusion of the exercise by the Republic of Panama of any 
such sovereign rights, power or authority. 

The precise words of the Treaty are important, because 
they have been the subject of considerable contention and 
the cause of much misunderstanding. Panama, it should be 
noted, only granted use of the land for a Canal; it did not 
sell, deed, or otherwise transfer ownership of that land and 
it limited the use of the grant to activities connected direc­
tly to the proposed waterway. The United States, however, 
was given its right of use forever ("in perpetuity"). 
Moreover, since the U.S. was awarded control of the land 
as "if it were the sovereign", it was left to the U.S. alone to 
determine whether its activities in the Zone were in con­
formity with this right. 

The U.S., quite naturally, chose to interpret the 
provisions of the Treaty very broadly. Despite Panama's 
objections, it is still doing so. Such is the total control of 
the U.S. within the Zone, that today: 

• Some 10,000 U.S. troops are housed on 14 military 
bases in an area half the size of Rhode Island. Many 
Americans believe that the continuing presence of 
these troops and their equipment are sanctioned by 
the U.S. right to defend the Canal. To Panamanians, 
the world wide defense interests of the U.S. (the 
mission which concerns some 70% of the troops) go 
far beyond the immediate defense of the waterway 
sanctioned by the Treaty. 

• Some 30,000 other people, mostly American, live per­
manently in the Zone and are provided with a daz­
zling array of facilities and services by the U.S. 
Government through its Federal agencies, its wholly­
owned Panama Canal Company, and its wholly­
controlled Canal Zone Government. Among these 
facilities and services are: 26 schools, 8 swimming 
pools, 10 fire stations, 18 post offices, a 6 branch 
library system, 5 youth centers, 4 hospitals, 2 animal 
pounds, a crematorium, a plant nursery, a milk and 
ice cream plant, 6 gasoline stations, 2 bowling centers, 
9 theatres, 2,500 public housing units, and 33 social 
clubs including 5 golf clubs, 6 yacht clubs, and 6 sad­
dle clubs. All of this and a lot more is provided to in­
sure that American personnel connected with the 
operation of the Canal and the Zone are sufficiently 
contented. 

• To insure that the Zonal community is sufficiently 
peaceful, the U.S. has also provided a 263-man police 
forcf and a two-tier court system, complete with U.S. 
marshals, U.S. attorneys, magistrates and judges. 
Panamanians passing through the Zone and suspected 
of an infraction of Zonian laws - laws enacted by the 
U.S. Congress on the basis of U.S. legal standards -
are taken before American-style courts to be tried in 
English before juries on which only American citizens 
serve. 

• Despite the fact that the Zone looks ahd feels like 
many suburban American towns, the Zone itself is 
operated very much like a military base. As such, it 
lacks four attributes of nearly every other American 
community: it has no local taxation of any kind, it has 
no voting or community control over how it is gover­
ned, it has no private ownership of property, and it 
has no welfare rolls. 

The Zone, in short, is a self-contained company town 
where traditional American democracy has never been 
practised. (The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has selected 
the Zone's Governor from its ranks since 1912 and the 
Corps has run the Canal's operations, subject only of late 
to the guidance of a presidentially appointed Board of 
Directors, since it opened in 1914.) Most Zonians seem to 
have no objection to this arrangement; few, in fact, have 
even noticed that they live under a classic form of dic­
tatorship. 

euLF ., PAI'IAMA 

Some stateside Americans, however, have recently 
become conscious of the extraordinary life style of the 
Zonians. They have discovered, for example, that their 
fellow citizens in the Zone are entitled to a total of 9 weeks 
annual leave, free biennial trips to the U.S., and a bonus on 
annual salary and retirement benefits of 15%. One recent 
study submitted to the House Subcommittee on the 
Panama Canal suggested that American taxpayers are ac­
tually footing the bill for most of these extra costs. They 
are funded through the Canal tolls which are spent in the 
Zone before they have a chance to reach the U.S. Treasury, 
through direct Congressional appropriations for various 
capital expenses, and through military and other agency 
budgets which support the many special services to be 
found in the Zone. 

Panamanian reaction to all of this luxury is mixed. They 
don't so much begrudge the Zonians what they have- as 
do some Americans; rather, Panamanians lament more 
their exclusion from the benefits of their own territory that 
the U.S. system in the Zone implies. Before the Canal, 
Panamanians played a crucial part in the numerous trans­
shipment services and related activities on the Isthmus. 
With the opening of the Canal, the U.S. Government and 
their citizens began providing all of these services. Ever 
since, Panamanians have felt deprived of the full role that 
geography and nature had provided their country. While 
the revenue Panama receives directly from the Zone is 
small (about $2.6 million per annum against total Canal 
income of $280 million), Panamanians say that additional 
payments could not adequately compensate them for 
something as intangible as their loss of pride. In short, it is 
a full sense of dignity which Panamanians feel they lack, 
which Americans appear not to understand, and which 
American jurisdiction of the Canal Zone prevents them 
from fully regaining. 

• 

But the U.S. Government's task of meeting Panamanian 
desires to reclaim control over their territory, to share in 
the operation of the waterway, and to limit its non-Canal 
defense interests, is far from simple. Any treaty agreed to 
by the negotiators must be submitted to a ratification 
process in both countries. American negotiators are sear­
ching for an agreement which will survive Senate review -
where 67 Senators must approve. Moreover, since a new 
treaty will involve the transfer of U.S.-owned property, un­
der Article IV of the U.S. Constitution a majority of the 
House of Representatives must also assent to the terms of 
the agreement. 

The same treaty must also, of course, be submitted for 
ratification in Panama. Under Panama's Constitution, a 
plebescite among that country's entire citizenry is involved. 
What might thoroughly satisfy major elements of the U.S. 
Congress is almost certain to dissatisfy substantial numbers 
of voters in Panama. On the other hand, if Panama were to 
get all that its various interests have suggested, the U.S. 
Congress would surely object. 

The negotiations, then, have been targeted on reaching 
the best possible compromises to capture the broadest 
possible agreement in both countries. Unfortunately, most 
U.S. groups have yet to focus on the problem in the same 
way that Panamanian interests have. Those Americans that 
have involved themselves have been the ones most opposed 
to the official U.S. negotiating position. The bulk of 
Americans who might accept a number of compromises 
satisfactory to the majority of Panamanians haven't been 
involved, haven't cared, or have apparently accepted at 
face value the arguments of those who have been least in­
clined to give up anything. 

The United States as a society is so far from grappling 
with the essence of the dispute that even the most basic 
issues have yet to be searchingly debated. Among these 
issues are: 

• to what extent is the overall security of the United 
States really dependent on the Panama Canal being 
totally controlled by the U.S. Government? 

• to what extent is current U.S. inter-coastal domestic 
commerce or its international trading relationships 
dependent on the continuing employment of 
Americans currently in the Zone and on the current 
toll rates of the Canal? 

• does U.S. maintenance of a subsidized colonial en­
clave in Panama vitiate our moral standing in the 
world on other issues or invalidate our long professed 
abhorence of colonies controlled by others elsewhere? 

The fact that these basic issues have yet to be addressed 
by the American people in any kind of systematic way at­
tests to the potency of the domestic political alliances 
which have grown up around the question of the future of 
the Panama Canal. These informal alliances - among 
leaders of generally opposite philosophical viewpoints -
have seemed to limit the debate. Without it, an American 
consensus on the form or pace of change may never arise. 

One of these unusual alliances has been formed among 
some philosophically liberal and conservative members of 
Congress. American liberals have long tended to support 
the aspirations of organized labor. In the Zone, the work 
force is heavily unionized by AFL-CIO affiliates and fear­
ful that any alteration in U.S. control will mean sub­
stitution of Panamanian labor in jobs now held by 
American citizens. Most of these liberals, who otherwise 
have opposed colonialism as well as U.S. intervention in 



other countries, have not publicly analyzed this assump­
tion; conservatives, on the other hand, seldom find issues 
on which to side with organized labor. In the matter of the 
Panama Canal, however, conservative interests, who are 
generally inclined to support the status quo anyway, can 
also back labor without fear of countervailing pressure 
from local business groups (there is no private, unionized 
business in the Zone). 

Another unusual alliance arises from the politics of 
national defense. The Pentagon knows and values what it 
has in the Canal Zone. Many officials of the Defense 
Department oppose any reduction in its operations there 
because of the strategic unknowns, possible new costs, and 
the loss of some favored Army, Navy, and Air Force 
billets. 

Those members of Congress who have traditionally 
favored a strong defense establishment also find themselves 
accepting the Pentagon's traditional position toward the 
Canal and the Zone. They are joined, however, by many 
liberal members of Congress who are generally among 
those who question redundancy in our defense capability. 
The reason seems to be rooted in the power of the Army 
Corps of Engineers. The Corps not only runs the Zonerbut 
it must also approve every domestic dam, flood control, 
and water project to be built in the U.S. There aren't any 
votes as yet for liberal Congressmen on the Canal issue, but 
there are lots of potential votes in major Federal con­
struction projects within a local district. 

The result of these unusual alliances, reinforced by the 
activities of a strong Congressional lobbying effort sup­
ported by Americans working in the Zone, has made the 
question of the Panama Canal more a matter of domestic 
politics than foreign policy. Even President Ford's own 
quest for nomination and election in 1976 has caused him 
to be cautious on this issue. With seemingly little to be 
gained by a positive and bold stance on the Panama Canal 
- and with potentially much to be lost among those con­
servative voters who consider the Canal a proud American 
achievement, paid for with American dollars, operated ef­
ficiently for world commerce, and vital to U.S. defense 
needs - President Ford has apparently slowed the 

. . .. 
negotiations to a virtual~halt until the campaign is finished. . 

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERF.? 
Given this confluence of American interests which sup­

ports the status quo and yet conscious of the pressures on 
Panama, where do we go? How is this problem to~ be 
resolved? It would seem to some that changes in the Zone 
are almost inevitable - not only because they are in a 
direction the world has moved for the past 30 years, but 
because the Canal itself is essentially defenseless and may 
soon be economically obsolete without major structural 
changes. 

If the United States is to be on the forward edge of 
inevitability, rather than dragged into it by circumstances, 
it would seem that it must avoid a serious confrontation 
with Panama. In this regard, also, we must be conscious of 
the fact that disputes between little nations and the super­
powers have had a tendency to escalate beyond their 
original dimensions while endangering potentially more 
vital interests in the process. Nor can we forget that in the 
arsenals of the present day, conventional military activities 
may be the last means chosen by a smaller country to 
engage in a debilitating, costly, and unhappy struggle with 
the U.S. 

To move this problem once again toward a mutually ac­
ceptable resolution, it would seem, requires that the future 
of the Panama Canal be put high on America's national 
agenda. The basic issues must be openly debated and the 
options for solution carefully considered. This means that 
each of us must begin to ask candidates to express them­
selves on the subject, that reporters must probe the basis for 
a candidate's position, and that the communications media 
must give thorough exposure to the essential facts of the 
dispute. 

Once the hard questions are asked and once the answers 
begin to be analyzed, a new definition of America's real 
and continuing national interest in the Canal should arise. 
Only then are we likely to achieve the compromises 
necessary to satisfy the majorities of both countries· that 
what is to happen in the Zone will be fair and in the mutual 
long term interest of both nations. 

(Exc~pt for r~vi~w and ~ditorial use, reproduction in any form without pumission is a violation of th~ copyright law.) 
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MEMORANDUM 2985 

NATIONAL ,SECURITY COUNCIL 

CQN¥mEN!fXh - May21, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JACK MARSH 

~JEANNE w. DAVIS II 
Reply to Godfrey Harris Concerning 
Panama Canal 

Attached at Tab A is a suggested draft reply from you to Godfrey Harris , 
who has written you about the Panama Canal (Tab B). The reply thanks 
him for his support but does not accept his offer of advice on how the 
Panama Canal discussion could be used to the President's advantage. 
It would seem inappropriate for the White House to encourage profering 
of such advice from a registered consultant to the Panamanian Government, 
well-intentioned though it may be. 

Attachments 

DC:CLA.SSIFiED 
E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 (b1 

W!1itc Hou:;e Ge~i,jc Lines, Ee~. 2~. !.~ 

' 





SUGGESTED REPLY 

Dear Jeff: 

Thanks 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. 

Best wishes. 

Sincerely, 

John 0 . Marsh, Jr. 

Mr. Godfrey Harris 
Harris/Ragan Management Corporation 
9200 Sunset Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90069 

' 





.· 

Han. John Marsh 
Counselor to the 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Jack: 

President 

..... 
MAY 1 0 197S 

May 5, 1976 

HARRIS /RAGAN 

MANAGEMENT ~ 
CORPORATION 

w-i l 
(di 

I am presuming on our previous relationship with the 
American Revolution Bicentennial Commission to offer my assistance 
to the President on the issues surrounding the Panama Canal and 
Panama Canal Zone. As you may know, I have been a principal 
consultant to the Embassy of Panama since 1972. I have also 
written extensively, testified before the House, and spoken often 
on various aspects of the subject of the Zone and the Canal. 

There is no doubt in my mind that the Canal will be a 
major theme again before the California electorate. There is 
also no doubt that it can be used positiveZy by the President 
to advance his candidacy. Explained properly, American policy 
toward the Canal and Canal Zone can make good sense politically, 
governmentally, and internationally. So much that has been said 
on Panama is historically, legally, and economically inaccurate; 
so much that couZd be said has not yet been even raised. In 
short, it is not enough to respond to Phil Harmon•s prejudices 
as expressed by Governor Reagan; there is much about the socialist 
economy and self-serving Zonian bureaucracy which Mr. Reagan might 
find difficult to justify. 

If you, or other advisors of the President, would like 
to explore which of these matters could be used to the President's 
advantage and how they might be developed into politically popular 
issues, please be in touch . I stand ready to help. 

p. s. 

I have enclosed one of my brief articles for your review which 
only touches on some of the data I have available. 

11200 SUNSET BOULEVARD, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 11008!1 (213) 278-8037 CA8LIE1 VALORSA 

' 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 26, 1976 

MEMORANDUM TO: JACK MARSH 

FROM: RUSS ROURK~ 
Jack, I approve proposed letter to Hesburgh. 

DUE 5/Z6/7c 

lnJO p.m. 

Obviously, the last sentence of Hesburgh's letter is an open 
invitation to publicize the content of his position ••. ''what you 
are saying makes eminent sense, while what your opponent is 
saying makes absolute nons ens en. 

First, it must be decided as to whether or not the use of this 
quote would benefit the campaign, especially in California, 
and secondly, the vehicle to be used for the statement's puqJ-i:Cation. 

;V.::f;~_c>~ 
//' 

' 



~A 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

LOG NO.: r1t.-u. :o/&C 
. ;tJO 

.A:t::TION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON 

Date: May 25, 1976 

FOR ACTION: 

Phil Buchen Jack Marif 
Jim Cannon Bill Setfman 

Tim Austin 
FROM THE STAFF S:E;0RETARY 

DUE: Date: Wednesday, May 26 

SUBJECT: 

Time: 

cc (for information): 

Time: 3 P.M. 

Scowcroft memo 5/25/76 re Response to 

Rev. Hesburgh on the Panama Canal Question 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

-- For Necessary Action ~For Your Recommendations 

__ Prepare Agenda and Brief -- Draft Reply 

..x__ For Your Comments __ Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

• 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a 
delay in submitting the required material, please 
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. 

Jim Connor 
For the President 

~v 
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ME\lORA~DUvl 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE !lOUSE 2645 

WASHIN(;TON 

ACTION 
May 25, 1976 

THE PRESIDENT 

BRENT SCOWCROFT l1t:J 
Response to Reverend Hesburgh on the 
Panama Canal Question 

Reverend Theodore Hesburgh, President of the University of Notre Dame, 
has written to congratulate you on the position you are taking on the 
Panama Canal problem. He compares it with the courageous stand 
President Eisenhower took on the matter of flying the Panamanian flag 
in the Zone in 1959. 

Attached at Tab A is a proposed response to Reverend Hesburgh thanking 
him for his support. 

Doug:S1nith of Robert Hartmann 1 s office has cleared the text of the 
proposed letter. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That you sign the letter at Tab A. 

• 

, 



Dear Ted: 

I very much appreciated your letter of April 26 
commenting on my position on the Panama Canal 
question. As you suggested, our policy on negoti­
ations has been the consistent policy of my predeces­
sors. Like them I am convinceu that it is the 
correct one. 

Your support and that of other responsible and 
patriotic men and women across the country will 
be important to a pr~per resolution of this issue 
and our long-term national interests. 

Sincerely, 

The Reverend Theodore M. Hesburgh 
President 
University of Notre Dame 
Notre Dame, Indiana 46556 

• 
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llnil,..n~itu ~tf Z\lttr,c .Dame 
Nl>tr.- Dam~t ,:llnbiitmt 

April 26, 1976 

Honorable Gerald R. Ford 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear President Ford: 

I have been very proud of your courage in speaking 
out so fortbrightly on the Panama Canal problem. I realize 
the unpopularity of the cause in certain sections of the 
country, but I must say that v1hat you are saying makes 
eminent sense, v1hile what your opponent is saying makes 
absolute nonsense. I have had a long acquaintance with 
this problem, once being involved in avoiding riots some 
years ago when President Eisenhower was President. His 
symbolic act of that time of allovTing the Panama flag to 
be flown in the Canal Zone was both courageous and forth­
right and avoided imminent riots which would not have only 
made us look foolish in all the world, but would have 
ruined our relationships with the rest of the Latin American 
republics. I knmv you must get a good deal of static.for 
talking sense on a very emotional problem, but I commend 
you for it and what I have to say is not confidential. 

All best wishes. 

(Rev.) Theodore M. Hesburgh, 
President 

' 




