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THE PANAMA CANAL

A ""Give Away' or a "Throw Away''?

Presidential Candidate Ronald Reagan has stated that the United States
should break off the negotiations with Panama and tell General Torrijos:
"We bought it, we paid for it, we built it, and we intend to keep it, "
Reagan says the Canal Zone is sovereign U, S. territory every bit the
same as Alaska, '

Unfortunately, Governor Reagan's words so distort the facts and ignore
the reality of the situation regarding the Panama Canal that his state-
ments may do more to endanger America's ability to use the Canal than
any imagined "give away" through the current negotiations.

‘What are the facts?

Negotiations between the United States and Panama to replace the 1903
Canal Treaty have been pursued by three successive American presidents,
The purpose of these negotiations is to protect our use of the Canal over
the long term and our national security interests, not to diminish them,

The issue before us is not between continuing the Present treaty and nego-
tiating a new one, but rather between successful negotiations and the
consequences of no new treaty, Absence of a new treaty would mean
confrontations with the people of Panama supported by Latin America

and the rest of the world--including major users of the Canal like Japan.

A new treaty is needed because:

-- A cooperative arrangement with Panama is the only way the United
States can safeguard its long term interests in an open, efficient and secure

‘Canal,

-~ Panama wants a new treaty., Without a new treaty, we will have
a confrontation with a Panamanian government backed by a united people
and the unequivocal support of all Latin American nations.

-- If the current opportunity is lost to achieve a treaty that satisfies
the legitimate interests of both Panama -and the United States, we can
expect both a deterioration of our relations throughout the hemisphere
and real dangers to the continuous operation of the Canal,
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-- The current Panamanian government, which has been in power for
eight years, is committed to a new treaty. It is prepared to offer terms
which recognize our interest in the Canal's operation and defense., If
. this effort does not succeed, we can be sure the terms available next
time will be less favorable.

-- A delay in negotiations risks increasing Panamanian frustration
and a recurrence of the riots and confrontations that occurred in 1957
and those in 1964, in which over 20 Panamanians and 4 American soldiers
died.

Furthermore, Governor Reagan's view that the Canal Zone is sovereign
U.S. territory is totally wrong. Legal interpretations do vary, but there
are clear limitations on U. S. jurisdiction. For example, not just any
American can live in the Canal Zone and children born in there are not
automatically U. S, citizens., But more importantly, Governor Reagan
misses the point. The real issue is not our legal position in Panama,
but how to find the best way to assure protection of our fundamental
interest in the Canal. It is the rights granted and the relationship
created by a 72-year-old treaty which now seriously offend the
Panamanian people. If the relationship is not redefined and moder-
nized, our jurisdiction over the Canal Zone may not prove to be the
best means of protecting our greater interest in an open and secure
Canal, '

Despite these realities, Governor Reagan would handle the Canal issue
by refusing to negotiate with Panama, by insulting its leaders, and
offending our friends throughout Latin America. A breakoff of nego-
‘tiations could lead to a closure of the Canal and serious damage to our
relations with Latin America, the opposite of what he says he wants.
‘He doesn't mention it, but his stahce carries with it the commitment
of large U. S. military forces to protect the Canal and the possibility
of their being used in a prolonged anti-guerrilla, anti-terrorist
campaign., It thus appears to be based on a willingness to protect

our interests through military occupation.

A refusal to negotiate in good faith simply risks throwing away our ability
to safeguard our real interests in the Panama Canal.

In contrast, President Ford is seeking a treaty which will create a
mature relationship making the U.S. and Panama partners in the
operation of the Canal and which protects the essential interests of

.the United States for the long term. The President has no intention

of proposing to the Congress any agreement that would not protect our
vital interests. Any treaty reached will be submitted to the full consti-
tutional process, including Senate approval, o



October 3, 1975

NOTE FOR: VERN LOEN
FROM: CATHIE BENNE’I‘M
SUBJECT: - The State Department Appropriations

Bill--Panama Canal Provisions

The House will consider the new Conference Report on H. R. 8121, the
State Department appropriations bill on Tuesday, October 7-- probably
the first order of business., The conferees new language on the Panama
Canal, though undesirable, is acceptable and we should support its
acceptance with no further revision or return to conference. The new
language reads:

"It is the sense of the Congress that any new Panama Canal
Treaty or agreement must.protect the vital interests of the
U. S. in the Canal Zone and in the operation, maintenance,
property, and defense of the Panama Canal, "

If the House does not agree to this compromise next week, Senator
Pastore has indicated he can no longer defend the Administration's
position in conference while numerous House Republicans continue to
vote in favor of a Snyder-type amendment. The NSC will supply some
talking points and other arguments in favor of the compromise and hope-
fully the President will make a brief statement to elicit GOP leadership
support in the meeting Tuesday morning.

Attached is a tally sheet on the past votes on this issue in addition to a
sheet indicating potential targets. State thinks the White House should
contact the following:

John Anderson —é"M%

Barber Conable - & — 4
Bill Broomfield - Y{-
Tennyson Guyer ~» VL
Larry Winn. & C
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PANAMA PROVISIONS IN H.R. 8121

In regard to the Panama Canal provisions in the conference report on

H, R, 8121, the Administration has worked closely with House and Senate
conferees to find language which would not undercut important and ongoing
- negotiations with Panama while at the same time permitting an expression
of Congressional concern over the preservation of U. S, vital interests in
the Panama Canal. o

-- It is essential the Congress act cautiously and responsibly in
incorporating provisions into legislation which could have severe impact
on U, S, bilateral relations with another country as well as adversely
affect the United States' own vital interests.

-~ The original House-passed Snyder amendment to H. R. 8121
would, if enacted, seriously endanger U. S. relations with Panama and
constitute an unfortunate precedent which could interfere with established
constitutional processes. It represents an attempt to:

e Infringe on the President's responsibility under the
Constitution to negotiate treaties with foreign governments;

e Preempt the Senate's constitutional prerogative to advise
and consent as to treaties negotiated by the Executive,

-- The United States' commitment to negotiate the Canal issue is
11 years old. It was first made by President Johnson in consultation with
former Presidents Truman and Eisenhower. It has been supported by
Presidents Nixon and Ford. To abandon it without serious consideration
of the product of these negotiations would seriously damage our credibility
in foreipn affairs with Panama, Latin America, and elsewhere in the world.

-- Whatever views one may have on the treaty, its consideration
should await presentation to the Senate of the entire agreement with all its
provisions. An appropriation bill is not an appropriate vehicle for such-

consideration, nor is this an appropriate time, before all the provisions .~ :

can be considered.

-- Continuation of the negotiations is extremely important to our
interests in Panama. Congressional action to suspend negotiations without
consideration of a treaty on its merits would be viewed as a breach of faith

and might stimulate an extreme reaction in Panama where at least a fajr
hearing on a treaty has always been assumed,




RED TAQ Pinstrnar Consd

Mareh 18, oa the Pasnamss Camal Tell Rule changes.

The discussion by Mrs. Sullivan concerned mainly & “crisis stmesphere”
in the Canal Zone and net the prepesed tell changes.

Mrs. Sullivan conteads that the situatioa ia the Canal Zens is a "het bed
of discentent” which goes back az far ae the Eisenhower Administration

Mrs, Sullivan states that any thought of rensgotisting » treatly which will
give wp U.S. rights or autherity in the Canal Zone will sot see the light
of day in the U. 8, Cengress and she is commitied to work against any
Inri Heowsver, '%giﬁogi!-o
# the financial sitwation, .

fremn the speratien of the Cansl te be available to meet all the expenses of
operations, maintensnce, and supporting funciions., Mrs. Sullivan cites
three maia aress of concers which are as fellows:

that she is working om this type of legislation with the Cassl
Company and will intreduce and pass such legislation as soen as
sho can do so;



for U.8. employces must be ressinded as it is alse cansing

problems.
Mrs, Sullivan fescls stremgly that something sericus is abeut to srupt in the
Casal Zone ever thess lasuss and requests that semething be doae by the
Admisistration as soea 3¢ possible. Mrs, Sullivan has met with peeple
froem the Canal Zone and roquested that they not go on strike but give her
some time to work things sut. While talking with Mrs, Seliivan, she re-
ssived s report frem the Canal Zome that because of the tensiens and die-
content there was a 58% rate of empleyess repartiag off werk causiag &
work slow dewn on Mazch 15. Divs. Sullivan ashed that [ call yeu fullowing
her reocsipt of that repert. 1 emelaimed that you were in 3 meeting with
the President at the time and that | would repert her conversaties and
request to you upea my retura ts the White House.
Mrs. Sullivan called agein this merniag, March 1§ to state that she had
received a voperi that there was & 75% slewdewn caused by empleyes
fallure to report for work.
Mrs. Sullivas repsated har request this meraing for some Administratieon
action in this matter and requests that either you or I get baek to her with
a repert.
Attached for your information is a letter frem O'Deanell, President
of the American Federation of Geverameat Empleyees in the Canal Zone
and Mra, Sullivan's respense. She askaed that ! give these to you for
transmittal to the Presideat and ss svidence of the tenss situntion that
exists,



March 11, 1976

Mr. James J. O'Donnell
Local No. i&, AFGE
Box 1703

Balboa, Canal Zone

Dear Mr. O'Donnell:

In the many years in which 1 have been in Congress I have always tried
to pay special attention to the problems of the average worker, whether he be
in my own Congressional District in Saint Louis, Missourj, or at the Panama Canal.
And, as you know, while Chairman of the Panama Canal Subcommittee for fifteen
years and Chairman of the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries
for the last four years, 1 have given very special attention to the operation of
the Panama Canal and the welfare of its employees. You probably realize that
I have continually made retention of U. S. control of the Panama Canal one of
my major goals as a legislator and, hopefully, as a leader in this country. As a
result of my experience and beliefs about the importance of the Canal and the
environment in which it operates, I am concerned and alarmed at your recent
correspondence with respect to wage proposals recently made by the Canal Zone
Personnel Policy Coordinating Board.

I am one who understands the relationship between empioyee morale and
efficiency and the management and successful operation of the Panama Canal.
1 understand that the Canal employee has had to live in an atmosphere of uncertainty
and apprehension for many years now, and that moves to change wage and compensa-
tion policies which might be disliked but tolerated eisewhere raise the deepest
doubts and even suspicions in the present environment in the Canal Zone., Certainly
the goal of good employee morale demands that we minimize as much as possible
the doubts and probiems of Canal employees,

As | stated in an open letter to Canal employees on March 5, | am against
the proposal for & wage base freeze and | am working constantly against that
proposal. I hope that you will have faith in my ability and in the ability of other
Members of Congress who have long been interested in the Canal to eventually
cause the Canal Zone Policy Board to somehow set aside these proposals and to
find other ways to deal with the financial problems that have beset the Canal
in recent years, I also hope that you will urge your fellow employees to avoid
job actions such as a strike or a slowdown which will undoubtedly injure the very
cause they would seek to promote.




Page Two
Mr‘. James J. O'Donnell March 11, 1976

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the House of Representa-
tives will attempt to do its part to resolve the current crisis resulting from the
proposals of the Coordinating Board. We have met with your representatives
of organized labor. We have talked with the Office of the Secretary of the Army
and his subordinates. We are promoting activity leading toward a solution to this
crisis. We will see the Panama Canal Subcommittee of this Committee hold hearings
on the finances of the Canal in the near future and many of the concerns you
raise in your correspondence, especially as to the motivation and substance of
these proposals, will be raised by Members in the hearings. Finally, we intend
to see whether there is some relief iegislation for the Canal enterprise which
might be in order.

1 hope that all Canal employees will remember during these tense times
that the relationship between the Canal employee and the Canal user should not
be an adversary type of relationship but rather a cooperative one. The prosperous
operation of the Canal is a matter of mutual interest of the shipping and employee
communities. Admittedly an increase in tolls does provide a bigger pie for Canal
employees to divide. But precipitous increases in Canal user fees are likely to
result in a situation in which there is a smaller pie or none at all. It takes more
to keep the Canal operating successfully. It aiso takes a reasonably good level
of ship traffic.

In summary, let me assure you that [ have attempted, along with the Panama
Canal Subcommittee Chairman, to ensure that all our Committee Members are
familiar with your problems in the Canal Zone and, further, despite the fact that
the House Post Office and Civil Service Committee has the most direct legislative
jurisdiction on wage and compensation matters, I have been working and will work
continuously to solve these kinds of problems, especially the problems of the wage
proposals put forward by the Canal Zone Personnel Policy Coordinating Board.

Sincerely,

Leonor K. (Mrs. John B.) Sullivan
Chairman

LKS:TMer



LOCAL No. 14
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

Aftliated with the AFL-CIO—The Granddaddy of Cancl Zone Locals

Serving Federal Employees at the Crossroads of the World

3 Box 1703
~ Chagtered October 9, 1932 Balbog, Canal Zone

March 3, 1976

P

United States Congreseman
House .of Representatives

'Ih:ls is to infom you that the Pa.nama Canal is in danger of being closed to world
commerce.. We urgently seek your assistance in preventing this danger from be-
.- coming a reality. My letter dated February 1, 1976 was to alert you to certain
- measurés being contemplated by.the Office of the Secretary of the Army that
-~ would havé a  disastrous effect-upon the Panama Canal Organization and its
- -employees:  Two-specific measures-have now been made public which reveal a
.. -pattern.of unbelievable shortsightedness on the part of that office which A
- .completely igno"es the overwhelming 1mportance of work force stabil:l.ty ‘to Ahe

3 'so Lclosely*”to the:.r ~work . It takes a commitment to-work-for -the. canalz,‘ 8 turning =
; M'_. avay :Erom-'the mainstream of life. in“the home: country, and- the Panama-Canal b =
COmpany asealways recognized the necesszty for- 1ncentives to encourage “the” = =
'makingo; His- comttmenf CAbove 211, there was recognition that obtaining-a .-
commitment to-a career with the_Canal required a continuing stabili‘tynin the X

7_7..‘_-;"...ncentives offered, . If an: employee could have :Ea:.th""thqt the Canal would take_
it care of" him, he could concentrate- on taking-_.

o

are of the Canal The reco"d of— =

by

= he mo t_impovtant of the two P oposals-announced recently—advereely affects the o
~pay of soﬂe 3,5GC Federal.employees on the Isthmus, - The: proposal -would freeze
_+ the vages of the 3,500 at the;g‘present level, until.a new, much lower: wage scale, -
catght -up tc the frozén scale. -For many,-~.this would mean- goirg for the next
“ten years or more without = pay-“increase. In these inflstionzry times the freeze .
will pean-that the purchesing power cf the employees will- progressively dlmlnesh.
Fore than two-thirds of those affected are Penamanizn citizens, so our protegt
crosses all citizenship lines.. Many cf the affected.employees are journey&en
.-electricians, pilurbers., and other skilled crafismen,

We do in unity that which iLiMp@:{i&lg in disurity -



’°‘amount.<_And “there-are other expenses of the Panama Canal Cbmpany, such as

p ,»:»-:.3: Uii a-v}.&Cw 4 S - -

e

’f* %nIow toll* te ff Inok at the facts. b ?%;1g nese: Tiem e

We bave esked union lawyers to see if there might be a case for declaring such a
proposal to be an agency-wide sdverse action, similar in concept to the suit brought
b 44 Pederal judges that the ceiling on their salary constituted an unlawful
diminution of their pay while in office. Such a declaration would permit many
older employees to take advantage of early retirement. I think it extremely
significant that when questioned about this, Governor Parfitt, while replying that
he did not think it could be considered en sdverse action, added that it would not
be in the best interests of the Canal operation es he would lose too meny of his
good people; and, I quote, "We would have a2 hard time doing the job".

These new vroposals do dishonor and discredit to the old understandings. The
unilateral arbitrary manner in which they were presented is shameful, They
irrevocably change the conditions which induced employees to commit themselves to
a career with the Canal. They disregard any concept of equity toward employees
already locked into their careers with the Canal, too young to retire, too

- old to start anew elsewhere, too specialized to compete in today's job market.
The proposals strike at the basis of our whole lives and make us nothing more
than indentured servants. Our ties to the Canal are deep-seated ‘to begin with.
Is it any wonder. that our reactions to these incredibly shortsighted proposals

is emotional? = =
‘I personally hope that employees will not engage in any sort of work slowdown,
stoppage, or other job action. But the danger to the Canal is not in the deliberate
act. It takes only a2n employee who no longer cares to go the second mile when
the need exists. The Capal cannot operate without commitment. The proposals
- show-a .pattern of bad fzith which will result in the loss of employee pride,
enthusiasm and commltment ~and ultimately perhaps, in the-loss of the Canal to

"worldsshipping-

Is *here logic in these proposals? There may be logié to applying them to new
hires, but the dollar saving in their abrupt application'to the 2,200 present

Canal- employees is estimated at but $1 million per year. What false- economy.

One gérious ship: accident’.can cost~the Panama Canal Compzany a much greater T
:theucostﬂof provzdlng serv1ce“t0‘the»Government of Panama ‘that are nevezzpaid

for, that—make ‘the $}-million eav1ng smallspotatoes indeed. for theACbmpany =
and'for the users oi_the Canal -while looming g0 large to thevemployee-. And .

85 =

-rattempt to minimize ‘the Company ‘s budget defici.t but. these. latest proposals go' o

#to0-far toward- forclng the ‘employee - to suhsidize world: shipping. ‘Instead.of
ralsing*ioll _rates:.to cover operating deficits, “the Secretary ‘of . the Army-is <.
givzng»worxd shipping an eﬂormous “concealed. subsidy in_the form. of unjustifiably

When the”Panama Canal,Company was reorgan:zed in'1951 tbe toll rate,was 90¢ per_ ,‘
ton - Bixice~ iat timeFthe cost-of everythlng has- gone up, including“Panamz Cenal
toll'rates whlch have increased some 20% to $1.08, However, this percentage
“increzse 1s—f below:-the increasecs experlenced elsevhere in the economy. cver

“.that. period. Some examples of other increases,: ranging from the broad. to the

= 3 ook - > e~

Based.on 2 natiorally recognized inf‘atioﬁ fécfor;~overell U. ST -coste
have increaced some 121%. On this basis, an eguitable toll rate per
--- tom Eoder would be §1,99 rather than $1.08.° ~ - *~

Sl inlL R - . AT
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F "y ‘Mr; Veysey's f rmer stltuente, the peocple who knew him best, who,,»in—their—

" Tecognizing thsz sozc
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Ocean freight rat:s, (etween the:U, S. and the Isthmus) exclusive of - = - =

the bunker surcharge, have increased some -251%., On this basis, an’ =S o :
equitable toll ratz today-would be $3.15-rather than $1.08. o k

Ocean freight :atee, (Between the U. S. and tke Isthmus) inclusivevot the . e

bunker surccarce have increased some 292%, On this-basis, an equitable:- == - "=
toll rate per ton today would be $3 53 rather than $l 08. e tapatorae SR

Closer to hece, Con,ressio al’ salaries have increased some 240’ axg__.,_
should probably have -increased considerablrmore.- On this basis;
equitable toll rate per ton today would be $3~ 06 rather ,than $I‘08..,_

? employees without whom the Canal. could not function.,

S S N RS e~ g S v . = =y
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,But logic nnd;*dealmv in~good faith have apparently gonekout t
Secretary of: the Army has: assumed: much: greater power over:th aPanama
'was ever- contempla " by Congress.,. S, et T e = DU

>

. < ":‘_"«

.One mechanism bv whizsh the Secretary ol the Army has~ done this is through -the: -
“""’ Canal ZOne“c:lvilian :‘.,- scnnel Policy Coordinating Board a. supposedly— :lndependent-

operating iné:t‘ﬁe Canal Zone.-.Originally- cozs*sting of two- memoers (The™ -vﬁ:ﬁ: X
Governor and:.the Commander-in-Chief of. the military forces in the Zone): " ‘the -
compositioxr of t2z board was.radically and fatally changed on January 20, 1978 o
"-when the then Secretary of the Army, Howard Callaway, unilaterally changed the
law by administrative regulation (40°"F, R. 3213), "exparding the Board to-three
~ members and-placirg the naming of the Chairman in-the Secretary of the-Army’” 8 s
_hands. This obvionz usurpation of authority over.personnel:matters- is- -being. - =
used to circumvsnt the limitation Congress intended on the Secretary of the Army* s'*
- authority; or at l== ‘: that is what is happening with the present chaiman;- Mr.
. Victor V..Veysey he is abusing that office, we can only-admiré thesjudgment

-

wisdom,, decl1nec tC

~'-.

T ] ':— S : == T e .

Decisio*s are thus nade “that place thn—interest-'of" the Department of .the Amy -

- ahead .of "those of t=z Ponama Canzl Company, which Ccngress intended tosbe an. .

independent ageney. znd not an sdivncet of the Department of Lefense. -’._;nstead?o’fﬁ
ah B

2l career nature of employment with the-Canal organization,;
dim vizioned Denz=*went of Army big wigs are trying to_force Canal employees. :’_5

~into the mwold ol T:i-zrizent of Defsnse civilian employees, subservient to the .+ .
military, uprootaz .=, and interchangeable throughout the world,. when not one S
of these is appropziz+s To the Z2st interests of the Papama- Canal operation or:- its =
employees. - ' TPl ek
As I mentioned - srevious lagter, the law specifically provides that in-terms :
of tha Panarma C L, Tia Szcrzrary of the Ar—y shall act as the direct representative'-
of . the President ¢l th2 Tehited States a2rd not ia his capacily as bead of the-Depart=i:2
ment of the Ar~ tosily >ntrol of the Cansl Zone Civilian Persommel Policy
Coordinating Eoars ne nsoing zember of nis staff to the chairmansghip, -the L
Secretary caz -- 3 ==t aut ity not ccxtempizted by Congress, zand without
any correspcni : i1ity, Eipce that grasb, the agerties with 22% cf the
civilian-employ Lana oneg i,z., ailitary agexcias, have 68% of th -
vote on the Co- - o I ; yway it 18 cut, the deck'is staciced again"*' the~
Panarpa Copal Bt - ofih T :ly: outzuzbered tho to one, but-to

- make things -« : r in Chlief, V. S, SCUTHCCNM, cwes 3is

appoiniment to caly Ls i ap ineolerablefsituation @i
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" 4t is en wmhealthy situation with "Catch 22" overtones.

Beczuse of the dangers to the Canal gs outlined sbove, we believe that the
Congress, shippers, and every other person interested in the continucd efficient
functioning of the Panama Cansl should make every effort to halt the over-
stepping interference cf the Secretary of the Army in Panama Canal affzirs,
Organized labor in the Canzl Zone asks you to use your influence to this end, and
-to czll for an investigation of the propriety of the Secrctary of Army's
role in Panama Canal affairs. We are certnin that once the irregularity of his
- role i made public, logic will khave to prevail, and the long-time former policy
0i Panama Canal Company recoznition of the value and essentislity of a stable
workforce will be reinstated. This union will support management in belt-
tightening measures which must be taken to improve operating efficiency, but I
..cannot and will not fail - to protest when shortsightecdness and the overstepping
of authority threatens the very fabric of our members' lives, and through them,
the Panaza Cenal itself. ;
In- closing, I respectfully request that you write directly to ILTG Dennis P.
-McAuliffe, Commander-in-Chief, U. S. Southern Commangd, Quarry Heights, Cznel
Zone and to the Canal Zone Governor.Harold Rs Parfitt, to get all the facts .
regarding this. 1ntolerable situ ation in which the Pansma Canal employee: now
finds hlmself :

Sincerely,

{:/5' bedbf;éz;ﬁélfﬁv»4fﬁla4l__.

JAVES J,. O'DONIELL
President
Iocal 14, AFGE



Mareh 12, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR: RUSS ROURKE
FROM: CHARLES LEPPERT, JR,
SUBJECT: Pasama Canal Tells Rules Changes

i1 have arvanged & meeting with Rep. Leoner Sullivan on this matter
for Monday, March 18 at 10:00 a. m.

Mrs. Sullivaa csuld not meet with me on Friday, March 12 even ia
view of the time constraint of the action memo.

I am returniag herewith the action memo and will report the results
of my meeting with Mrs. Sullivan,

ce: Max L., Friedersdorf
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CONGRESSMAN GENE SNYDER Anril 13, 1076

2330 Rayburn House Office Building FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Washington D.C. 20515
Contact: Nicholas Nonnenmacher

(202) 225-2099
President Ford personally has issued written instructions to the State
Department to negotiate away the Canal Zone and the Panama Canal itself, Con-
gressman Gene Snyder today asserted.
| Snyder said that during secret testimony before the Panama Canal Subcom-
ﬁittee on April 8th, it was unanimously agreed that he could make public his
iine of questioning of Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker, Chief U.S. Negotiator with
Panama, and his aides. (pages 30, 34 and 112 of April 8 transcript.)
v Following is a brief eXcerpt—from the record:
Ambassador Bunker. Mr. Congressman, we are proceeding to negotiate
under guidélines established by the President, both by President
Nixon and President Ford.
Mr. Snydér. I do not think that is responsive to my question,
I want to know what directive or directives the State Department
has received from President Foxrd to do this?
Ambassador Bunker. We have been directed to proceed with the nego-
 u tiations on thé basis of the guidelines --
Mr. Snyder. To give it up? To give up the Canal Zone over a period
of‘time?
Ambassador Bunker. To give up the Canal Zone after a period of
time, that is correct.
Mr. Snyder. And the Canal over a longer period of time?
Ambasssador Bunker. Longer period of time.
Mr. Snyder. Longer period of time. And what are the directives?
Are they written meﬁorandums?
Ambassador Bunker. The directives are in written memorandum.
Mr. Snyder. Signed by the fresident?
Ambassador Bunker. Signed by the President.
Mr. Snyder. Under what date?
Ambassador Bunker. Varying -- various dates.
. Snyder declared:
‘ "I am shocked that Mr. Ford as President, now is not only going along
with, but is actually directing an even more shocking settlement than the one
he opposed as House Mlnorlty Leader (President Johnson's draft treaty with
Panama). The situation in the Caribbean is far worse today than when Mr. Ford
voiced his strenuous opposition in 1967.
v The soft underbelly of the United States from Texas to Florida, thé East
- Coast, and, in fact, the whole country east of the Mississippi, is threatened
by nuclear armed Soviet U-boats that berth in Cuban submarine pens less than

100 miles from our border. Some 12,000 to 15,000 Cuban troops have received
‘actual combat training under fire in Angola."



e o STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE GENE SNYDER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS
! FOURTH 'ISTRICT OF KENTUCKY, APRIL 13, 1976 on
THE FUTURE OF THE CANAL ZONE AND THE PANAMA CANAL

It is incumbent upon Preeident Ford to immediately try to explain to the
gmerican people the validity of whatever reasons he has for directing the De-
?artment of State to surrender the Canal Zone and the Panama Canal to e for-
-:eign power in the relatively near future. ‘

I make this statement on the basis of State Department testimony before
the\Panama Canal Subcommittee of the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
emittee last Thursday, April 8th. The bulk of that testimony was in closed
.SeSSlon, with Mrs. Leonor K. Sullivan, the full Commlttee Chairman, presiding.
?he Subcommittee, however, agreed unanimously that my llne of questions and
the answers to them would be on the record unless the Department witnesses
spec1f1cally wanted them off. No such request was forthcoming from those wit-
A%esses regarding what I state here or any other question of mine.

Those of us in Congress opposed to this giveaway which has absolutely no
?ongressional mandate, long have been critical of the State Department for its
1ntentlon. We have, however, not been at all clear as to the President's ul-
tlmate thinking or decision when a treaty would be drawn.

% As of last Thursday, there is no more question. Ambassador Ellsworth
ﬁunker, Chief U.S. Negotiator with the Republic of Panama, in answer to my
éirect questions, flatly declared that President Ford has directed the Sec-
retary of Sstate and the negotiators to come up with a treaty with the Republie
éf Panama by which we will give up the Canal Zone entirely after a period of |
' time, and the Canal over a longer pericd of time. My further questions dis-
élosed that the directions are in writing, over President Ford's sigﬁature.
iater; the Subcommittee requested that it be supplied the documents.
: The following brief exchange is quoted directly from the record:
Mr. Snyder. On whose specific authorization is the State
Department pursuing its stated goal of yielding the Canal

and the Zone to the Republic of Panama?

Ambassador Bunker. Negotiations are being carried out on
the authorization of the President.

Mr. Snyder. Madam Chairman, at this point I would like to
ask unanimous consent to include all of the newspaper article
from the Chicago Tribune of July 8, 1967. I will not read it
all, but its story is headlined "New treaty perils canal: Ford."
The item is sub-titled "Terms found shocking by GOP leader."”
i And the headline on the carry-over story on another page:
: "Canal treaty terms to shock U.S. public Representative Ford
warns."”
Now, the article is consistent with the headlines if not
more so.
In my opinion a ccmparison of the proposed 1967 treaty as
printed in the Chicago Tribune cn July 15, 1967, and the eight
p01nts Secretary Kissinger agreed to February 7, 1974, con- T
vinces me that the current prcposal envisions a more complete



surrender of the Zone than did the 1967 draft.

In view of then Congressman Ford's very vehement oppo-
sition to President Johnson's treaty, what directive or
directives has the Department of State received from Presi-
dent Ford saying he desires you to negotiate turning over
to Panama the Canal, or supporting the Department seeking
this end purpose, within some period of time?

Ambassador Bunker. Mr. Congressman, we are proceeding to
negotiate under guidelines established by the President, both
by President Nixon and President Ford.

Mr. Snyder. I do not think that is responsive to my question.
I want to know what directive or directives the State De-
partment has received from President Ford to do this?

Ambassador Bunker. We have been directed to proceed with
the negotiations on the basis of the guidelines--

Mr. Snyder. To give it up? To give up the Canal Zone over
a period of time?

Ambassador Bunker. To give up the Canal Zone after a period
of time, that is correct.

Mr. Snyder. And the Canal over a longer period of time?
Ambassador Bunker. Longer period of time.
Mr. Snyder. Longer period of time.

And what are the directives? Are they written memo-
randums? '
Ambassador Bunker. The directives are in written memorandum.
Mr. Snyder. Signed by the President?
Ambassador Bunker. Signed by the President.
Mr. Snyder. Under what date?
Ambassador Bunker. Varying -- various dates.

The time periods involved in this giveaway are not way off in the future.
The press in this country and in Panama has already reported that we would
abolish the Canal Zone government probably some six months after treaty rati-
fication, and give up all jurisdiciton over the Zone within three years. The
surrender of the Canal and its operation would take place probably during a
twenty five to fifty year period, a term still not agreed upon by the nego-
tiators.

I am shocked that Mr. Ford as President, now is not only going along with,
but is actually directing an even more shocking settlement than the one he
opposed as House Minority Leader. 1In that same 1967 news story, Mr. Ford was
further quoted in these words:

With Cuba under control of the Soviet Union via Castro and
increased communist subversion in Latin America, a communist
threat to the canal is a real danger. . . Any action on our
part to meet a threat involving the national security of the
United States should not be ham~-strung by the need for time-
consuming consultation with a government that might be reluc-

tant to cooperate in the defense, or possibly be in opposition
to our best interests.
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The situation in the Caribbean is far worse today than when Mr. Ford
‘made those remarks in 1967. The soft underbelly of the United States ftom
Tgxas to Florida, the East Coast, and, in fact, the whole country east of the
Mississippi, is threatened by nuclear armed Soviet U-boats that berth in Cuban
-sﬁbmarine pens less than 100 miles from our border.

. Some lZ,OOO to 15,000 Cuban troops have réceived actual combat training
under fire in Angola.

’ Cuban schools of subversion have trained thousands of students from every
Latin American country and our own, in guerrilla and sabotage techniques, as
wéll as in all aspects of Marxist-Leninist philosophy, agitation and pfopagan—
da.

Panamanian dictator, General Omar Torrijos, who recently exiled neérly
a dozen top Panamanian business leaders whose opposition he feared, has been
piaying footsie with Castro for several years. Castro promised Torrijos when

he visited Havana in January, to give him every help to gain control of the
.:Canal.Zone. Torrijos himself has boasted repeatedly he would lead an assault
oh the Zone, if necessary, to gain that control, if we did not surrender it.

- In my opinion, the President has the immediate responsibility to make a
g}ean breast of his intentions regarding the Canal Zone. The Nation has the
fﬁght to know the full truth.

_é Our citizen-taxpayers to date have invested some $7 billion in the out-
| right purchase of this unincorporated territory of the United States; in the
excavation of the canal linking the Caribbean and the Pacifid; and in the
civil and military installations vital for its continued operation, mainte-
nance and defense. And all of this has benefited, not only ourselves, but
‘Panama and the entire world for some 62 years.

. There is nothing to prevent Torrijﬁs, should he gain control of the
Canal Zone, from invitiné the Soviet Union in to protect it.

There is no way in the world he could defend it ~- or his own country,
~for that matter -- against a Cuban conquest, even without Moscow supporting
Castro in such an attack.

l In either event, Soviet submarines, missiles and bombers would soon be
iﬁ place, capable of striking at our heartland from another outpost, which,

unless the American people force Mr. Ford to reverse his position, will soon



be within our enemy's grasp instead of remaining our own.

Neither Ambassador Bunker nor his aides were able to substantiate in
the slightest degree the claim they have been making around the éountry in
;pﬁblic speeches that a phrase in Article III of the 1936 treaty of friendship
*with Panama refers to the Canal Zohe as "territory of the Republic of Panama
uuﬁder the jurisdiction of the United States." They have cited this to support
their argument that we do not have sovereignty over the Zone. Deputy Nego-
tiator Morey Bell did so in a letter to me last December.

Under my insistent questioning seeking substantiation, the claim -- which
tvthe «American Law Division of the Library of Congress had already reported to
me was refuted by Arﬁicle XI of the samertréaty -- was merely repeated.

| I feel obligated by my office to further demand that President Ford pub-
1icly substantiate this State Department claim -- which I consider to be ab-
sblutely without legal grounds, and totally false -- or order the Department
publicly to immediately retract the claim and to desist from using it.

To my knowledge; President Ford has not made the claim of which I speak.
-H; may not even realize the State Department is making it in order to promote
-tpe Canal Zone giveaway among the American people.

He is now on notice, however, and has the duty to thoroughly explore the
métter. The Supreme Court has declared the Canal Zone belongs to the United
States, specifically stating it had bezen ceded to us by Panama in a duly rati-
fied treaty.

The President and the State Department have a right to argue their case
on its merits.

’ To lie to the Americah people is nothing less than malfeasahce in office.

The President cannot allow this serious business of the Canal Zone's fu-
fure to be decided without the support -of the American people whose very se-
curity is involved. |

Neither can he allow falsehoods to play a role in trying to secure that
support in spite of their better judgment.

- I hope Mr. Ford will publicly come to grips with this entire question

in the very near future.



DEPARTMENT OF STATE
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WASHINGTON
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May 26, 1976

Dear Max:

We were informed last week that Gene Snyder
may attempt to add an anti-Panama negotiation rider
to the State Department Authorization Bill when it
hits the floor next week. Last year we defeated
him only by watering down his language in conference.
We have to do better this time by either mounting so
strong a counter force as to dissuade him from offer-
ing a resolution or beating him on the floor if he
does so.

I attach some talking points. I would hope you
could draw on them to brief the President should he
plan to meet with the House leadership early next
week., It also would be helpful if you could get some
of the key House Republicans to fight for the Admin-
istration on this issue. I am thinking specifically
of people like John Rhodes and Bob Michel. You may
have others you would like to approach as well.

I would appreciate your help and advice.

Regards,

Robert J. McCloskey

Mr. Max Friedersdorf,
The White House.,



PANAMA CANAL NEGOTIATIONS

TALKING POINTS

-- The United States, under three successive administrations,
has been engaged in negotiating a new and more modern canal
treaty with Panama.

~~- The goal of these negotiations is not to give up rights,
but rather to preserve and protect U.S. interests.

-- Recent political distortion of this complex issue has
stimulated opposition to the negotiations.

-—- The President, however, is strongly opposed to any
attempt to set pre-conditions that would be aimed at inhibiting
this negotiation.

-- This would include a) any resolution which might call
for perpetuation of the Canal Zone under U.S. jurisdiction; b)
a direct attempt to cut off negotiating funds similar to the
Snyder Amendment defeated last fall; or c) some combination of
the above.

-— Any effort to inhibit the President's ability to exercise
his responsibility for conduct of foreign affairs would also be
an attempt to undermine the constitutional role of Congress in
judging a concluded treaty on its merits.

-- If a treaty can be negotiated which the President
believes will amply protect U.S. interests, it will be submitted
to the Congress for review and approval.

~-— Meanwhile, the House should resist legislative maneuvering
aimed at limiting the President's freedom to negotiate.

-- Any attempt by the Congress to limit the President's
flexibility could lead to a costly confrontation in Panama which
would not only jeopardize canal operations but undermine U.S.
relations with all of Latin America.

-— In view of the important U.S. interests at stake, hope
House will reject ill-considered political maneuvering and with-
hold judgement on new treaty until it can be negotiated, debated
and submitted for ratification.

5/26/76
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PANAMA CANAL NEGOTIATIONS

TALKING POINTS

-- The United States, under three successive administrations, has been
engaged in negotiating a new and more modern canal treaty with Panama.

-- The goal of these negotiations is not to give up rights, but rather to
preserve and protect U. S, interests,

-- Recent political distortion of this complex issue has stimulated
unwarranted opposition to the negotiations.

-~ The President is strongly opposed to any attempt to set pre-conditions
that would be aimed at inhibiting this negotiation.

-~ This would include (a) any resolution which might call for perpetua-
tion of the Canal Zone under U. S. jurisdiction; (b) a direct attempt to cut
off negotiating funds similar to the Snyder Amendment defeated last fall;
or (c) some combination of the above.

-- Any effort to inhibit the President's ability to exercise his respon-
sibility for conduct of foreign affairs would also be an attempt to undermine
the constitutional role of Congress in judging a concluded treaty on its
merits. R

-- If a treaty can be negotiated which the President believes will amply
protect U. S, interests, it will be submitted for advice and consent,

-~ Meanwhile, Congress should resist legislative maneuvering aimed
at limiting the President's freedom to negotiate.

-- Any attempt by the Congress to limit the President's flexibility
could lead to a costly confrontation in Panama which would not only
jeopardize canal operations but undermine U. S. relations with all of
Latin America,

-~ In view of the important U, S. interests at stake, Congress should
reject ill-considered political maneuvering and withhold judgment on a new
treaty until it can be negotiated, debated and submitted for ratification.



PANAMA CANAL NEGOTIATIONS

TALKING POINTS

. == The United States, under three successive admlnlstratlons,
has been engaged in negotiating a new and more modern canal
treaty with Panama.

~= The goal of these negotiations is not to give up rights,
but rather to preserve and protect U.S. 1nterests.

—— Recent political distortion of this complex issue has
stimulated opposition to the negotiations.

-—= The President, however, is strongly opposed to any
attempt to set pre-conditions that would be aimed at 1nh1b1tlng
this negotiation.

-- This would include a) any resolution which might call
for perpetuation of the Canal Zone under U.S. jurisdiction; b)
a direct attempt to cut off negotiating funds similar to the
Snyder Amendment defeated last fall; or c) some combination of
the above. :

-~ Any effort to inhibit the President's ability to exercise
his responsibility for conduct of foreign affairs would also be
an attempt to undermine the constitutional role of Congress in
judging a concluded treaty on its merits.

-- If a treaty can be negotiatéd which the President
believes will amply protect U.S. interests, it will be submitted
‘to the Congress for review and approval.

~— Meanwhile, the House should resist legislative maneuvellng
aimed at limiting the President's freedom to negotiate..

-— Any attempt by the Congress to limit the President’'s
flexibility could lead to a costly confrontation in Panama which
would not only jecpardize canal operations but undermine U.S.
relations with all of Latin America.

-— In view of the important U.S. interests at stake, hope
House will reject ill-considered political maneuvering and with-
hold judgement on new treaty until it can be negotiated, debated
and submltted for ratification.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

AMBASSADOR AT LARGE
WASHINGTON

June 1, 1976

Mr. Max Friedersdorf,
Congressional Liaison,
The White House,

Dear Max:

We have begun to call a lot of key Members
to build support against a new Snyder-type amendment
tied to either the State Department's authorization
or appropriations bills. I would hope that you
could get to the Republican leadership in the House
and to some of the principal conservatives in that
body to get their support in thwarting Snyder.
I offer the attached list of names for your considera-
tion.

The disturbing word I am getting is that those
Members facing tough election battles in states
where Reagan showed strength are very leary of
supporting us on this issue. The Alabama delegation
voiced that view to us, and I think their concern
may be shared by other Members.

All of this argues for a note of urgency
emanating from the White House to the conservative
Members of the House. I am fairly optimistic that
the moderate and liberal elements who supported us
last time will support again. But we can't afford
much defection among the conservatives.

Regards,

Bob McCloskey

Attachment:

As stated.



White House

Young (R-Alas.)

. Moorhead—R-Calif.)

Bell (R-Calif.)

Clawson (R-Calif.)

Pettis (R-Calif.)

__.Burgener (R-Calif.)

Armstrong (R-Colo.)

Sarasin (R-Conn.)

Kelly (R-Fla.)

e Young..(R=Fla.)

Carter (R-Ky.)

Emery (R-Me.)

Hutchinson (R-Mich.)

Vander Jagt (R-Mich.)

Esch (R-Mich.)

Brown (R-Mich.)

Hagedorn (R-Minn.)

Quie (R-Minn.)

McCollister (R-Neb.)

Devine (R-Ohio)

Eshleman (R-Pa.)

Heinz (R-Pa.)

Pressler (R-S.D.)




—eiiright—(D=Tex.)

Kasten (R-Wisc.)

Rhodes (R-Ariz.)

Derwinski (R-Ill.)

Anderson (R-Ill.)

Michel (R-Il1l.)

Cederbera (R-Mich.)

Mahon ;!-Tex )

(R

Price

Slack (D-W.Va.)

Conable (R-N.Y.)
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PANAMA CANAL NEGOTIATIONS

TALKING POINTS

-- The United States, under three successive administrations,
has been engaged in negotiating a new and more modern canal
treaty with Panama. .

-—- The goal of these negotiations is not to give up rights,
but rather to preserve and protect U.S. interests.

-- Recent political distortion of this complex issue has
stimulated opposition to the negotiations.

—-- The President, however, is strongly opposed to any
attempt to set pre-conditions that would be aimed at 1nh1b1t1ng
this negotiation.

~- This would include a) any resolution which might call
for perpetuation of the Canal Zone under U.S. jurisdiction; b)
a direct attempt to cut off negotiating funds similar to the
Snyder Amendment defeated last fall; or c¢) some combination of
the above.

-~ Any effort to inhibit the President's ability to exercise
his responsibility for conduct of foreign affairs would also be
an attempt to undermine the constitutional role of Congress in:
judging a concluded treaty on its merits.

-— If a treaty can be negotiatéd which the President
believes will amply protect U.S. interests, it will be submitted
to the Congress for review and approval.

-- Meanwhile, the House should resist legislative maneuVerlng
aimed at limiting the President's freedom to negotiate.

-- Any attempt by the Congress to limit the President's
flexibility could lead to a costly confrontation in Panama which
would not only Jjeopardize canal operations but undermine U.S.
relations with all of Latin America.

-— In view of the important U.S. interests at stake, hope
House will reject ill-considered political maneuvering and with-
hold judgement on new treaty until 1t can be negotiated, debated
and submitted for ratification.

5/26/76
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