


The Hon. Henry A. Kissinger 

Dear Br . Secretary: 

We wanted to let you know of our deep interest in 
negotiations affecting the Panama Canal. 

Like many of our colleagues in the Senate, we beli ve that this 
essential transportation link must continue to be opera ed on a reliable 
and secure basis in the future. We are disturbed , hower, that Congressional 
support for this vital goal has become confused by f emotionally 
charged-phrases such as "surrender" and "relinquishment of U. S. rights" in 
reference to the negotiations with Panama. ~~"~~"mm~mrn~mm~romim~~ 
fmmm 

The lesson of the post-War era, and especially the events of the last 
decade, ~ is clearly that a ne\~ agreement with Panama is necessary 
if we are to avoid the bitterness and the violence that have occurred imxmkm 
mm~ma~~~mi~~~mmmm~~mm~mtlummrnrni~~~~~~mx~~rnhmn as colonialism 
has given way to imix:IfiNI1li independence among the 
developing nations. Such an agreement must :pIIlmMiIHJllfm:mxm~ recognize 
both the I-Iemispheric interest in the open+ and secure operation of the Canal 
and the ~ Panamanian ~t desire for gxmxmmr some measure of 
control over tmrmimrnxmEm territory within its national boun~aries. MmXmKm 
~ IT would be self-defeating for ~ the United States ~o 

gm~mm~~~~Dm~m@mm~~fum~~~~Ng~um~~gmDm~mp~mmmErn to refuse 
to XElrnlWOimmn discuss steps ~tmltmx ~ toward Panamanian 
self-government " "" " " within the ~IAnal 
rone, just as it would be futNile for Panama to ignore ~ paramount economic 
and military importance of the Canal to the United ~Sta~\_a\cA 

Unfortunately,lIlli1llwmunimmIlIllIDlfi many well- intention Americans, including 
memebers of the Senate and House of Representatives, have en4.<ll~ legi sJ,at ion , ~ 
which by ets exclusive pre-occupation with continue U.S . ~~;ty ffitt'the j :a 
fnGIJbx Canal Zone, could thwart the over-riding U.S . objective of maintaining lJJ~ 
the canal as a safe corridor for U.S. shipping and defense . If, as is likel~ / ~0~ 
the case, . ..... "- absolute U. S . sovereignty in the can~zone ~ 
ammG!imel11alfiJoomtmtIil0IIllJlZ:maIn01llagmzmfmtinemczmr.mlly. confrontation , with vio ce , perhaps 
sabotage of the Canal itself, and U.S . ~ military involvement subject to both 
domestic and world xmNmMmm censure, we feel certain that advocates of this 
approach would quickly re-assess their position. 

In our judgment, AJnbassador Bunker and the members of the U.S. negotiating 
team have displayed a full appreciation of the sensitive national and international 
issues involved in the discussions with Panama . We believe that they are doing 
a remarkable job in view of the complexixties of i:Jhi:mxmxm these issues, and we 
~e that the progress they have made so far must not be undennined )Jy ~ 
lU uncertainty axrnrlli:mmmalIilmmxpClilIl1dcmamfu6liamCIll1l.l1ltr or confusion stemming from 
~mmgIil<zlmamzmemmlmtIil0mg well-meaning , but, ~ RW'll1 Congressional 
resolutions . ~ ~ 



~ 
~ ·~Iv~ 

~~~ 
A'f: th@ ~me, ~th crucial questions still undecid~4, we feel it ~ould 

be premature for us or for others in the Congress to make a definitive judgment 
abdut whether . the specific provisions of the new 
treaty with Panama would be acceptable to the Senate and to the American 
people. However, we believe that it would be detrnnantal to the United States 
and to our most fundamental interests in the Canal Zone, if ~ . .. . .. 

u .S. critics succeeded in forcing a 
breakdown i.mZItUmzme@Q1roimltlimtJ.mz at this crucial phase in the negotiations. 

--; 

We therefore urge that your lend your continued full support to our 
negotiators in pressing for a new treaty that is capable of ~ protecting 
American Kmmffi economic and defense interests in the Canal Zone,mmm consistent with 

. our nation ' s . . . 

colonialist practices, and acceptable to 
neighbor~ in the Western Hemisphere. 



" 

" 
THERE IS SCARCELY · am·ore important foreign- only modernize the terms on which the United States 

policy vote facing this .session .of Congress than that could continue to enjoy the benefits of the canal.· The 
on Harry Byrd's (Ind-Va.) amendment calling upon the old terms, imposed upon a supine Panamanian govern-
Senate to join the House in blocking the President from ment by Teddy Roosevelt in 1903,' are simply incompati-
"negotiating the surrender or the relinquishment of any ble witth the dignity and the legitimate national interests 

, United States rights in the Panama Canal Zone." A vote of Panama today. Mr. Snyder and his like-minded col-
10n the Senate floor on im ' amendment defeated in the leagues, seE!ing that a new treaty was not far from final 
appropriations com~ittee last ·Thursday, is scheduled .·. ' , drafting, moved to keep the clock turned back. The 

' for today. If the amendment carries, then , the United , I':' ,Pentagon, sensitive only to its perquisites and old habits 
States will b'e forced to break off negotiations for a· new .in the Canal Zone, offered its support from the wings. 

·canal treaty-negotiations which Panama has been con- This is the unhappy state of affairs that the Byrd amend-
,ducting in good faith with successive Presidents for no ment would sustain. 

, ,fewer than 11 years. Such ... a collapse would be a catas- . In the House debate, a number of legislators-some of 
,trophe in terms of our relations ' with Panama. The con- them opponents of treaty ch}nge-resisted the Snyder 
!tinued security of the canal and of the 40,000 Americans amendment on grounds that it represented an assault on 
~vho live in the Canal Zone would also be 'put at risk, for the President's constitutional powers of negotiation. "If 
.tl}e canal is ' virtually indefensible again~t sabotage, and we here choose to delete funds for every international 
,::.zonites" could all too easily become targets of outraged negotiating initiative of the executive branch;" said Rep. 
"Panamanian nationalists and calculating leftists. Beyond Ralph Metcalfe (D· Ill.), chairman of the Merchant Marine 
,'that, the amendment would produce an imm~diate crisis subcommittee on the canal, "dIsaster would be the re-
;)n our ~elations with the, rest of Latin America and a dis-' . sult." The Congress has a right and duty to judge a new ' 
;:grace for the United States in the eyes of all who have treaty with 'Panama and it will have every opportunity to 
~$.een in the canal negotiations a test of the United States" make this judgment after a treaty has been drafted and 
capacity to deal fairly with small and weak countries. presented for approval; becau,se the return of ,property is 
~ .: Mr. Byrd's amendment began 'its career as the Snyder involved, the House as well as the Senate will have to 
,:amendment, offered by Rep. Gene Snyder (R-Ky.) and consent (by majority vete), There , is no 1'uggestion that 
'~appro~ed by the House',246 to 164 ,a ~onth ,ago. Speakmg the administration' is trying to sneak something through. 
-dor the considerable number of Am~ricans who feel a It is odd that such an ardent advocate of constitutional 
.-de~p emotional attachment to the ,Panama Canal, Mr. order as Harry Byrd should feel obliged to go to the 
~Snyder said that the canal and Canal Zone are American floor with a legislative amendment to an appropriations 
' territory and that the State Department's entry into bill-and one invading a President's unchallenge'i' 
:;negotiations for a new treaty with Panama constituted powers at that. , His fellow senators , should set him 
' .an lInforgiveable "giveaw:!y.'! In fact, a new treaty would straight. " , :: J 
' C~ . 
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THE r'.1!LVvAJJ!{EE JOUar'YAL TlIescla.y, July 1, 1975 

I-louse Interf~res in Panama 
If ever there were an example of 

Congress unUJlly mcddling in US 
foreign policy, it is the case of the' 
Panama Canal. The House has 
just c rca t c d a potential struit­
j&.clrct for the Ford administra­
tion that \vill make it aimost im­
possible for the administration to 
negotiate any fun dam e n t a I 
changes in the canal treaty with 
Panama. 'fhe House action should 
not be allowed to stand. 

In a .lopsided vote, the House 
denied funds "to negotiate the 
surrender or relinquishment of 
United States righls in the Pq.na­
rna Canal." The House acted even 
though it was wcll aware tl1a t del­
icate negotiations with Panama 
on this issuc have been going on 
for more than a decade, and that 
s eve r a 1 administrations have 
pIe d g c d ck~nges in the treaty 
granting' the US perpetual sover­
eignty over tl'.e cr..nal and the Ca­
nal Z 0 n e. The limilation was 
passed despit8 the fact that the 
House knew the canal issue had 

become symbolic in Latin Ameri­
ca of the US attilude toward its 
southern neighbors. 

Gen. Torrijos of P anama has 
used the canal dispute for propa­
ganda purpos~s within his coun­
try and abroad, pull i n g Uncle 
Sam's whiskers in the process. 
This h~s irked many congressmen 
and senatQrs. But 'forrijos a lso 
has overwhelming pOljular support 
throughout Latin America for 
his demand that the US giYe up 
its unconditional sovereignty over 
what is perceived by Latins to be 
Panamanian soil. Changes in the 
1903 treaty are needed, especially 
to alter what most Latin Ameri­
cans view as an outdated colonial 
and imperfilist approach to their 
nations. • 

The US has strategic interests 
in the canal. The Honse action not 
only jeopa rdi7.cn then:, but threat­
ens the administration's ability to 
harmoni~e US relations through­
out Latin Amc:rica. 

'THE IvI r. L\VAU!{EE' JOURNAL SUI/du.!}. JUll e 22,197'5 

Playing Ostrich About Cuba 
It'~ too bad that every so often 

' . President Ford feeb tound to talk 
tough about Cuba, presumably to 
placate domestic interest groups 
who want to be }'ea~sured tha t 
Castro rem a in s the devil. The 
president succumbed the 0 the r 
day when he trotted out the old 
Nixon line that US policy would 
not change until Cuba's IJoliey to· 
ward the US changed. The 111 0 s t 
obvious fact of recent months is 
that Castro's policy toward the 
:US is changing. 

The latest indication has bcrn 
Castro's decision to return S2 mil­
lion in skyjack ransom held ~ince 
1972. It was an opcn gesture that 
he would lilw bet t e r r elations 

with the US and an end to the eco­
nomic embargo against his coun~ 

try. 

The US need not embrace Cuha 
or Castro. Castro is a dictator and 
Cuba is an acknowledged Commu­
nisL nation. But keeping Cuba iso­
laled when we profess to be 
trying to brcak down the barril.'rs 
bel\\'pf'll the Communist nations 
and the West defies Jos:-ic. 

An end to the em bar go no 
doubt would benefit Castro. He 
"ould like to gr.t access to Ameri­
can food, medicine and machin­
ery. Cuba can't offer the US much 
ill return exc('pt for intangibles. 
Opening thr US to Cllba W 0 u I ct 
hrll' Caslro Jessen his Iwavy de­
pC'l1dcnc(' on the Soviet Union, a 

deprndellC~' some observers thinl;: 
h(~ is decidedly uncomforla ble 
about. A more open relationship 
wilh the US also could cause C2S­

tro dom estic problems as tb:: Cu­
ban people once more became ex­
posed to American life and living 
standards . 

If the president finds it politi­
cally embarrassing or taclict!lly 
inopportune to act unilaterally on 
t he Cuban issue, then let the US 
move in concert with the Organi ­
zation of American States and its 
anticipated efforts to lift sanc­
tions against Cuba. But the ad­
ministration should refrain from 
ils 'tough sounding, standpat rhet­
oric. It only muddics the waters 
and makes more difficult the in­
cvitabie -. normalization of rela­
tions with Cuba. 

If 
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'Panalnania11 'lietn2.n1? 
The House vote to bar the use of funds for ncgotiation' 

of a new Panama Canal treaty involving the "surrender 
or relinquishment of United States rights" is an invita­
tion to disaste r. Secretary Kissinger's letter' to Panama's 
leader, General Torrijos Herrera, indicates that the Ford 
Administration properly will reject this affront to the 
President's constitutional power to make treaties and the 
Senate's exclusive mandate to approve them. Hut the 
unrest stirred in Panama by the House vote-and endorse­
ment by more than one-third of the Senate of a resolution 
opposing thc treaty revision ncgoli:Jtions-recalls a re::ent 
warnine from Ellsworth Bunkcr, former Ambass~'dor to 
Vietnam, who has been directing the Panama negotiations 
for almost two years. 

Mr. Bunker, who has not been known for radi cal views 
in Southeast Asia or elsewhere, spoke of rapidly dimin­
ishing Panamartian tolerance for the archaic 1903 treaty 
that granted the United States "in perpetuity" rights 
equivalent to soyercignty over a ten-mile strip dividing 
the country in two, He said that f~ustration of the present 
ncgotiations, the third extended effort since the 1864 
riots impelled Pre~ident Johnson to concE:de the need for 
new arrangemcnts, would li kely lead to "hostilities with 
an otherwise friendly country-a conflict that the Ameri· 

. CIlIl people would nut long accept." In view of the canal 's 
vulnerability to sabotage and terrorist acts, he added, 
"we would 'find it difficult, if not impossible, to ke pp the 
canal running against ?.ll all· out Panamanian opposition." 

It< • • 

The deterioration of the American position over the 
past"~eleven years-and the rcduced prospects for the 
future, if agreement cannot be reached now-can be 
measured by the difference in offcrs made by Panama 
in ] 967 and in 1975 on the two key issues: the areas to 

-- be left under American control and the duration of Amer­
ican operation and defcnse of the canaL 

In the treaty drafts complrted in 19G7. but rejected by 
the Panamanians after a change in government, effective 
American control of a som!'-

-. 

what reduced area on both 
. sides of the canal was to 
continue 1I ndcr Panamania n 
sovereignty, along with 
American operation and dc­
fense of the canal for as 
much as anothcr ) 00 years 
if a new sea-level cunal was 
constructed. Today, it is 
agreed in principle that the 
entin: Camd Zone will be 
handrd back to Panama i , i i 

with the exception of rcla- 0 MILES 2~_~ ___ _ 
tively small enclaves directly relatt.'ti to opcration of 
canal installations, plus military bases for deren:,e (,,­
the canal. And Panama SilyS it will not permit cont i'1u.:d 
American operation and defense of the canal ror mOt e 
than 25 years. 

• * '" 
Seventy-two years after Theodore Roosevelt obtained 

the preseilt canal right!;. the United StaLes pays Panama 
a mere $2:3 million a year for the.tcn-mi le zone in whi ch 
it operates virtually all commprcial enterprises, lE'il ves 
vast Jand areas idle and controls it full·fledg ed go':crn­
ment-including police forces, jaii s and courts that UJr 

Panamanian citizens under Amerir?n law - apart from 
exclusive control over the operatjon~ and defense of th e 
canal itself. 

It is an untenable situation in the modern workl, al1(] 

the Clrrangf'ments must be revised as rapidly as poss ible . 
For this to be achieved, President Ford has to resoive 
major Pentagon·State Department di~agreements to per­
mit Mr. Bunker to negotiate the remaining issues . It 
will not be easy. 

The fifty-year trcaty desired by the Pentagon is unac ­
ceptable to Panama; and yet a treaty of lesser durati o:1 
that Ambassador Bunker might be able to negoti Hte 
would sure ly run into heavy opposition from the Pcnta­
gon bloc l~d by Senators Thurmond, Goldwater and the 
right·wing Republican supporters 'whom Mr. Ford feels 
he needs for l a/6. But this is the kind of dec ision for 
which Presidents are chosen: and no one but Mr. ForJ 
can make it. 

" / 

.'-
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/. I?'"f1'l T[ 7; r~ r ~I~,il I . I' • ~ I ." : ~ yn l iJi J... . d . J)' .'AL.J. 

The Hom,e of Hcpr'cs~l1t:lti\'es cOl1ljlo::l(:u i ~~t:lf 

outrar,eously 12St ,,;cd ; in s(ckil~g to ("l~ t off funus 
for further r. ~6o t i(\(iGns Oil a new P;<:1;;ma CC:l!(: l 
treaty. !\ot only \'.'::~; Illis all in(,'t;si01l em ihe Pr~'$i· 

dent's cons! i(utk·!wl rj ~~h t t el m:;l,c tre:1 t : t~, b~1t it 
"\\'as ?.n affro:1t \0 l !O~l~C rule::; i: ~~l ! nst leg!SlaU:;Z un 
appropri<1tioilS bills. But n~vcr mbJ. /! fter a lot. of 
'prattle incorrectly sug:;\';sUn ;:r the Ur:i\eci f:t;; ~c:> ii~3 

"SOVel ciGnty" over a strip (Jf t.::: ;-TltO;-y ti~~~:Ctill~ :1 ~ 1 · 

othel' counl(~', the P..ousc voted 2,16 to l (;'~ to de;,y 
hInds "ior the pnrposrs of l;c2oti<:!ting 1hz ~:lj !TCrl '!::: 1' 
01' rt:1inql.:i shmcnt of z.ny U.s, ri~~h\.S in tlle i'2r;:;r;!3 

Can .. j Zone." Hcgretftilly, iour of fliaryl , lld's W:Cil 
c·(:n gr eSSrI1C!i1-}3(lUIO'i. i1, troll. Leng ;~nd Sp0nti.~an 

-[a\'e th,:ir \ 'C,\05 to Ui is bit of L!Jich::.ci:1:;h, Mr. l~:tiJ ' 

1"11ClI1 c,'cn Cllr;!e up , ;:th the r:ot i()fj th ~l t t!-.~ Z~n~ His 
as much a p?rt of the l!nitcd f;tat,~~ :1S is Tai0(1t 
cOL:nty," Ow:; ,,(:~t.!y i3ilor;ng !l l~ j ud ~.ille!lt of ,\:ri' 
ba~~;:dor.at-L" !'~e Ellsworth f:;U! ,};cr, hc:::d of lhe 
U,S. team in curren t ta!!,s, ':; i1 ( I l'eCcnUy s::lid i.~: a 

-:,: United ~;tr,k5 in tte 1003 treaty \;,' <:S never " r;ranttd 
'sovcrcir;nty' as sucll," 

The ~::':! n:.tle, jC:i lot\s of its l'xclush'c juris,j!cti:m 
o\'er treaty l';;tificat iuil, presUlm.:hly \'iill jeltison 
this c~: u l:lpiJ uf 110"50 i rrc:~.pol'J~ i iJ:lity, But ,:,0 
I·loll>c vote i , a sobering rcminder tl: ~ l C\' ( '11 ii Am­
bo~sador B IJ:!:~e~ obt<lbs " s ':nsib~e trt·aly cre:itin2 a 
U,S.-Panooun:a:1 "PGrt;'1crsl: i;>" for oj)C'rating and · 
dd"::lJing tl.e: Llllct l, iL could he rejecled in Crm· 
gress. The ZOlll:lll c,!use h3.$ <1 pa5s1oil;liC, [!.1 :;-v;~\V­

illg constilu0nc:y in this C'i~:I \ry. Alti:o\! ~:h fi\'c 1:'n.-;;· 
idenL" from Trllman to T'Mo have j lld (:~(' d it prudei1 t 
to seek a ncw ;,rr;;ngern~r: t with PJI)8ma. I::gif:la­
tin: Cl'P05iti0fl I: <:s rt::!:: i:-,,~ d fGr;;sija~j! i'!. . 

On(! rC;!50n wby (hi::; is so m:JY h~ reflected in ~ 
qllcstioillnirc c:ircl!t:ted in hi5 };cduc!:y district by 
P.epl:csenla !i\,e Ge:lc ~n:, d,' r, ;HJt:1Q)' of U:e rc"oln-

. tion lo cut off i:cGoti:!tio:l fU;'1d~. IIII'. S:.:;tIU as!·:ed 
his voters: .. "Do yC:J iavor the Slate Dc-p::. rtmr.n!. 's 
movc to r.ivc c,W;IY lhe Panama CnIl3!'!" r~0t Sllr­

pri :.;int:1y, 87 .fJ p~ r cent S:l id 110. IL \\'0;]) ,1 b~ intcft:st· 
jllg if ~.lr. Snyder's votcrs h:ld !Jeen <lo:t:(:d tJ i,iCC up 

to [,j~r~ of til ;:. P0!llts r.1i3Cd by Reji;'C'scntQUre 
C11 3.fics E. V;jgg i !l~, ;\.1r. l\7i~:(·n's 1~~3P2Ctcd C(:r(;;!;d~r 

cturi!i6 ! ~t y(;;-Jl~IS llli:lz.e V/~~tCl'g;. tc hC3ri:;.g3. Uf!"tess 
th~re is a !!\!\v lrc·(!ty, tr~r. '\7 j f ~ir,s \'/~r-n(;J, C:cr~ 
ci)' :ld be !" :I1<lmar.inn rio:s a ! l~l [ li:-;,filla [,ctl';:ti'2S 
thzt tJ;c United Sl;l t~ mi;ht k,'e tr; rei'i~,t \71th 
troDp::, "i GO lJot ~:~~pp<)rt a d {: tl!ri~r;;ti \)! l (; f LLS. 
pr~stiZ3 nu:-j j n rh.:tn c~ iu 21i cf Latin Ar:'1 :::! , h~a,'~ i: \3 
said. uAn.:I -t Co not ~, ~l p:J0r t ti·H:~ r;o1itic~t ! crL~~_s i!1 

\',0rl:: fon :,,)'.:; wli i!:il is [! /or(::'<:';'aolc C6li~2-:l:;~r. cc of 
ail mlb(';.~i in~ p~J'.:;tu r C! with rc;::,ect to 1hz C;:!13J." 

Unfortur.atelY1 j-\1~~ . \V i ~~ins '5 forebodin;s r~1i~ht 
cc>mc to pas;; if the Congr.:.ss ""~re to sct:IUc tile 
trc:lty t!1:1t l~:::; bc:::n u!1uer n ~r;oliuti l. :; for 11 ye:ir:~. 

Th~ P2.liam~l i:':Sli~ is conside:r;:;:] Ul'~ litmlls t':5t vI 
·u.:;. r,n:::d :" ill1 tlircl.if.;hout L~:ti ll America, H ti i':! oj)-
cr~1 tion;: 1 ~ ~-:: urity of the ".'iltct"\,·ay is to t~ !'r::s· 
erred, this ;r: ill h-:"! dorle fi \')t b? (:':1raging the I.JJHJ­
m:tr:iail p'20Tlle but by d~mC':i3\r2U:1G a n13 i\\l'? ca· 
p",cily to W(\\'t; 'i';ilh ~ "n'l :lll tii:C: sensitive count ry. 

, , 
/ 1 , 

'. , ' .. ~ : ,.' ~. 
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OT IS (ITANDLrn. , Pllbl;·.h .. r 

ROUERT D , NELSON 
Exccu tive Vi(c Pr e~iJ,: nr and G.:nera l Ma[l~g(' r, .., 

W ILLI AM F, THOM f. S 
Executivc Vice Prcsi~("nt and Ecl iwr 

CH/.RLES C. CHASE, Viet: Prc~,i dcnt -Prc'-(!lI<tion 

ROl} "P"'f L FLANNES, Vi,-e Prc.id"nc «nd l.ssisl.!l1 to ch~ l'uL"'-l: '_f 
ROBERT C. I.OBDELL, Vice l'rcs;(k nt ~nd .G (-<le rd Coumd 

V/.NeE L. ~,TlC!.J:LI. , Vice r'ro idt'r, [-S~l"s 

:: -. 

':. : 

jf,MES I.lASS~-,TI, AWlCi?teI:~ i ror 

ANTHONY DAY, bJllor of ri ,e Ed i:m ia ! P~bt:S 

ROBERT]. CONO\';;.N, f,S50Cla[c EJiror 
FRANK 1', i-!l,VEN. t-.iJr;1gini'. I;·!iror 

J Ef.r-! SHAr:LEY TAYLOR.I,<$-OC i ~(,- f,,ji!()( 
· ~w _____ • ___ . _________ ._._. __ . __ _ 

J ) (""~l~·j ~ •. llt'- : , r~ ~ 
t .. ~ ~., ...... . r -.1. ,.~/ 

,------------ ----------------~---------

Ambas:::nc1or E!l3'.YOrtt Bun1:eJ:' lw.s been m'.sotiat­
' ing constn!~'ti\'ely 'with r'~;l;;mi{ to nl('~::; ovprc]ue 
( hant:es iI", iLc treaty f?Y:"2rn~ng tf)e P?1":arnCl. C.:mal, 
blJt hostility in C0ngJ'2:::,; could '<Heck his \':ork, 

_A.s matt(;r~ now f:t(lT.;~, mor~ than ons .. th~d ;A t.he 
· : l ~~n',bc l's of t!;c S(T,~tC: I<:kh ~mst )':'iif:-" any new 
U'cc1Ly b.\· ~l t':io-thil'ds YOlC, 0re on rc:ord : !':;' oppos-

· j!~b the ),.jj 'ci of goed ::l:1d useful conCE!s.'_' iO:1S thQL 
1,<lVC L>c~clJ ;~ d ':C;:CtH;d 1):; ~ 'dch of thc l<:."t three Pre.:;­
klenb of jh(~ l;nltcd St,:Lt·.'i. 

'- And ill the Housc 0f Ilc'l:rc3eniatii'cS, 2,1G voles 
"\\-ere m~L":::;haled the: ul b.:r day to amend the: St:ltc 

-Dcp~rtn~cnt appropri" tiu!1 to h;lr lhc s])2!ldinG of 
_. any HlO;1(!; {or any Dr,:;o~j:! tjO:1S that 'wou]'] surren­
der any !,1rtcrican ri ;;hts G\'€r the (,~lJ(>1. It was an 

.. _. Ul1'.':clci)l~~C ~\"I!d UD'.v j,e intnBioa by the J rouse into 
.: the work of the SCnYi(~, 

_ 'rh i3 je; )1ot nice bu: i: ''; :;,;, Great for jincioists. But 
b~lcl for AmcricZl, 
. Above all, it bctrC1j <; :'! new isolation and a'l old 

. distrust of Latin An~cli ('~l. The.::e co 19t i~SGmCn ap­
.-pcaT' dcte:rmincll t.o l ,·_-tr~;ue t.he p3L(":rnaJism of the 
_ i)a:~t ouL of a com icliOl1 that ,\V~t:;: '!i6l0:1 <11 \vays 
know:, h~'s t and th:lL w' one else, cCTLiinJy not La­
tin Amcricans, can Lr2 t nr.;tE'd to cJ(:~c!1d the Pana-

· ma Cana l. 
. . That kind of policy ha3 proved l},);;sible in the 
" past, p;Jid for '-'fith growing misLru",L ~md declining 
, '!l'spc:ct from the Ge.od Neighbors. But this policy, 
.. PUi'SiWd into the future, is pcrilo11s, im'it ing vi-
olcnce. 

It L: no l on~;2r an L.~uc simply br; lwcCll the Ma­
, rine Corps aml a pli;\nt rallam~l. JL 1:1\"01\'('s all of 

~ -LCltin America. !"Aiis r'_'c:be-vcrria, prl';': il.'::l)t cf !iIexi­
, co, lmdc th::lL clearer tbn c\'er hd \,;cc];cnd when 
- ·11e "ffirmed Latin Amcric:1's insi,:Lcnnc O!1 Panama­
~ 'niali :':LJ,\C'l'cignty (/\' ,'T t 111.~ c:maI. 

COll:J/,cssmcn w 11;') ;:rgu(! that J\ll1crica's l1:ltional. 

~&Ui'ity req1.1ires the main tcn.~ncc of Ar,10r; ::::-. 
:;:c"crcigllty in p!;i'pduity over the canal 8rc~ L: :' 
to the 1'80 1 thrca~ to ~C'Curity , That thrC:lt lic;,; i:: ._ .. _ 
lrustration of Latin ~\l11cricans who lJO-.',', ",-ji ll J .' ­

tice, oClnand parli1('r~;;ip. 
The sC(:l1l'11.y ri '':;\s inhercilt in elil :2:in.'5' to ir:c ( "_ 

treaty ore lcll' -?,ra vcr th Cl i1 any ri s}~ rals~d b:" r ~' 
t rc~t.y prop0'::i11s, _ 

Imagiilc, for a moment, what \'.'ould h7;;':C: : 
Am::rjca~1 rclatio;1s in Latin America it the ~\, -
!1':.:.ni;ms exploded, ag they did a (kc.:dc 2.;::0, ~:< 
tens of tljou~J.nds of them, reinforced wi'_il ~:: - '. 
S(lw!s of olher Latin AmericJni;, mC1rc;; ':::.i en 
can~l. Ti1ere are probably American troops c_-:· .. : 
to defend the \'lCILerway. But ::it ,;,'llaC roil1i. '.-,';:'_ 
the American gun') be stilled'! To wh~~L k;;:; 
would America jm;Ufy such Llood:;])cd, SU(;il a c.:':' 
frontatiol1 ? 

It is to com'crt. confrontation to rlCCOmDlI),;:l-;': 
and compromi::c that Amhas'sadcr Dunker kl.s c'. 
',~'ol'l;ing . He h3S Pl-upo2ed the outline of a )" '::2::: 

able treaty, It sets a time limit fOJ; Amer;c~:il c -. 
troL It Pl'OjJOSC:'l ~harin~ control ' and cpc:rll~io'l 
the canal in th~ transition pCi·iod. It looks to ~ c 
when PanJrna wjll tJkc o\,er. It 3nti·jpates CLi'~~" 
ati\'e planning m~d dcveiopment of em cl'~ c; 

cillJal c'<'en though. a::L-Ilittedly, the can;}1 i3 C'~ ( 

creasing economic d lld sccurity importance l'.) ', ' 
Uniti:c! SL.1.t\::s, 

The sum. of thi:; is to end what was alld is 110:1-: 
le~~s than American imperialism, not by i n ~ t ~:'l1t (;­
location b\lt through modernted tram: i tio;1. 

When mCllibc')'s of Congrc:;s be~ll tl,cir br·~~1:: 
behalf of Amcric.:1n f;C'Cul'ity, they hart 1;.:,< , :.) t . 

homcwork on the fund:uJ1cntals. j\lorc tl:an t:;·,; , 

emily of a r ;m::.l is at st:lke in lhese ll C~l)t! ;t';,_,,_: 

j,; the S0.ctl re relationship of a hell1ispk'r,_ 
could be at ;:;t3kc, 
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Seventy-two ye;]rs aft.er Theodore Roosevelt. ob lain rd 

tho pre:;r.l~t eilil;]1 rights, the l.fniled Slales pi1y~ Pan;l1,1a 
a mere $2 . :~ m iiliol1 a year fo r the ten-mile zone in which 
it ope rat es v irtually all c.ommercial enterprises, leaves 
va:;t land areas idle and <.'ontrols a fuJi-fled ged govern­
ment-inclLlding police forces, jails and courts that. t ry 
Panamania n citizens under American law-apart from 
exclusive control over the operations and defense of the 
cana l ' itself. 

It i:; an untenable situation in the modern world, and 
the arrangements must be revised as r<lpidly as possible . 
For this t o be achieved, President Ford h,IS to resolve 
major Pentagon-State Department disagreements to per­
mit Mr. Bunker to negotiate the remaining issues. It 
wili not be easy. 

Tile 'fifty-year treaty ·deslred by the Pentagon is unac­
ceptable to Pa nama; and yet a treaty of lesser duratinn 
that Am bassador punker might be ahle t.o negl)[iate 
would l'urely run ilito heavy opposition frOjli the P P.l1trl­

gon bloc led by Senato!'s Thurmond, GoJdwaLcr ~Illd the 
right-wing Rcpl.Ibiica n supporters whom Mr. }'ord feels 
he needs fo r 1976. But this is the l,ind of decision for 
which V,esidents are chosen; and no one but Mr, Ford 
c .. m make it. 
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Saturday, June 28, 1975 

By Attack on Pananla Talks 
IT was simple misunderstanding, we 

thought 'at first, and not old-fashioned 
chauvinism which caused the House to 
Cut off all funds for negotiation of a 
new Panama Canal treaty. 

An amendment to an appropriations 
mea sure for the State, Justice and Com­
merce Departments proposed by Mar­
ion Gene Snyder (R., Ky.) whose dis­
trict is about 2,000 miles fr{)I11 the isth­
mus of Panama , decrees that no money 
can be used " to negotiate the surrender 
or relinquishm ent of United States' 
rigiJts in the Panama CanaL" 

"Surrender" is not qui te wha t five 
U.S. Presidents and teams qf nego tia­
tors have had in mind about the 1903 
Hay·Bun a u-Barilla treaty since "cur­
rent" negotiations began in 1964. As a 
matter of fact the treaty has been ren e­
gotiated twice, in revisions made in 
19:16 and I !J55 - not wholly to the lik­
ing of the Panamanians. 

In 1964 President Johnson , in con­
sultation with ex-Presidents Truman 
and Eisenhower, committed the United 
States, with bipartisan support, to renc­
gotiate a new treaty. TI~e commitment 
was renewed by President Nixon and 
.~hen by President Ford. 

NEGOTrATIOI\!S most recently the 
charge of Ambassador-at-Large Ells­
wortll Bunker have gohe on in three 
stages. Stage One, which ended 16 
months ago, resulted in agreement on a 
set of eight "principles," which Amb, 
Bunker has described in "esse nce" as: 

"Panama will grant the United 
States the ri ghts, facilities and lands 
necessary to continue operating and de­
fending the Cana l, and 

"The United States will return to 
Panama jurisdiction over its territory 
and arrange for the participation hy 
Pan.lllla in the Canal's opera tion and 
defense. " 

Stage Two, which was the identifi­
cation of the major issues. includ(ng 

I 

~ 

rental paid Panam3 (it is now onl y $2.3 
million a year) has been concluded. 
Since last June the negotiators havp 
heen discussing the duration of the new · 
treaty and U.S. capability to expand the 
canal should it wish LO do so. 

Far fl'Om a "surrender," th e nl'go li a ­
lions seek a partn e rsh ip giving realism 
to the modern-day relations bet ween a 
large state and il sma ll one unflt' !' Ill(' 
watChing eyes . of the whole or' \.;Itin 
America. They and the rest of the \\'urlLl ! 
know that und e r iI«:i2-year-old t reat~~ 
this is the onlv counlry ill the wflrld C"x· 
ercising perpctua I ex t'ra terri to ria Ii t)' 1111 

the soil of another country. 

TO CONSTRAIN the negol iations 
hy tub-thumping while the extreme rad­
icals of the Latin world listen and lick 
Iheir chops is the act or the fabled k)S­

.[rich, Ile;:d in the sand. Secretary 01 
State KiSSinger put it well in Houston 
last March 1 when he described the aim 
of foreign pol icy : 

" . . . to help shape a new structure 
of international relations which pro­
motes cooperation nuher than force, 
negotiation ra ther than confrontation, 
and the positive aspirations of peoples 
rathe r than the accumulation of arms 
by natio ns." 

,The House action has appalled, 
among others, Hep. Dante Fascell, 
chairman of the House Subcommittee 
on In ternationa l Politi ca l and Military 
Affairs , who calls the House amendmen t 
a n "error" and who had, with Rep. Wil­
liam Lchman, the courage to vote 
against emotionalism in foreign policy 
a nd for enlightened dipi<J1n atic relations 
with smaller powers. 

It may he 19113 in the Fourth Dis­
trict of l<entucl{~' and C laude Pepper's 
fourteenth Dlstrif·t of Florida' but it is 
1975 in th e increaslIlgly crucial re­
lations :11' th e United St,lIes with ' its 
(mce Good Neighburs, 
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The 532 members of the Senate and House who 
· have been so intent on making unilateral foreign 
policy for the United States will soon face an 
international decision with life-or-death conse­
quences, just as the Executive Branch has had 
to do since the ber,innin~s of the American 
democracy. That issue aifects Panama and the 
canal. 

Congress, in approvin g or disapproving the 
treaty that is now being negotiated between the 
United Statl!s and Panama , wii! in d fcct be 
decidinlS whether the blood of PJnamanians and 
Americans will flow in a collision between U.S. 

· troOi)S and "rioters or saboteurs. or whether 
there wiil be J. peaceful soiution of the Canal 
Zone question. It is a dilemma congressmen 
prefer to use for criticism of presidents and 
secretaries of state rather than to face them­
selves. But scon enough this awesome responsi­
bility will be where it constitutionally belongs in 
this_particular case. 

We do not quarrel with the absolute right of 
the Senate to ratify treaties, nor of the House to 
sit in judr,ment over di s~~osition of U.S. property 

· acquired with taxpayers' money. \Ve do contend 
that Congress shouid ponder long and well be­
fore it acts to reject the treaty now being 
negotiated between Ambassador Ellsworth 
Bunker and Panama's Foreign Minister Juan 
Tack . 

While the detnils of the treaty ·are not com- , 
plete, its general outlines are known. President 
Ford is fully prepared to sign a treaty that will 
eliminate the 10-rnilc-\YJde U.S. enclave of the 
Canal Zone, disavow sovereign control of the 
zone, share operation Jnd defense of the c:lI1al 
with P.:lI1ama <1nd promise to hand over the en­
tire p:'operty to Panama in an unhlOwn number 
of years. . 

l1w trouble is that 37 members of the Senate 
have signed a document opposin g any such 
relinquishment of authority. Only 34 votes are 
needed to scrap the treaty. Such an action by 
the Senate, which will act first. would r ender , 
House action academic but the lIouse stands 
rcady to oppose the disposition of the canal even 

if the Senate can be persuaded ·to ratif~r it. 
The day that this treaty is killed by a U.S. 

Congress, it is an absolute certainty that the 
Panamanian people will reUCi violently as they 
did in 1964. The collision nine YCurs a go took the 
lives of 3 Americans and more thun 20 Panama­
n;til1S as American troops were called on to do 
battle agcfinst the rioters. The responsibility for 
another clash, a Mayugue7. incYdent in the home 
hemisphere, would be that of Congress. 

We do not favol' riotous behavior anywhere 
but we C3lmot help recognizing that the Re;;llo­
He of Panama docs not want a forei gn e;1clave 
on its soil. Neither do the Panam anian people. 

' The U.S. used gunboat diplomacy to separate 
Panama from Colombia, -hand the small nation 
her independence and then extract the 1903 
Panama Canal Treaty from her. Panama is not 
noted for the democracy practiced in Vermont 
01' Missouri but it is a sovereign nation that has 
been shamefully treated by the United Stutes. 

If the administration can recognize thnt the 
colonialist days of even this superpower are 
over, Congress ought to have the statesm,lllship 
to sec it, too. This matter is too morally and 
practically important to permit iobbyists and 
anomalous boosters of mUllHest destiny to prod 
ollr lp.gislators into opposing the treaty. 

Sure, Amer)ca needs the canal; all of Ameri­
ca, not just· North America above the Hio 
Grande, needs it. But the U.S. does not need to 
own part of Panama in perpetuity as if we were 
soverei O l1 there in order to keep the canClI safe 
and op~rating. The most certain threat to · the 
canal will come if the treaty is not approved by _ 
Congress, not if Panama is allowed to share in 
its defense and operation. 

i Should Congress fmstrate the Panamanians 
on this matter, the blood of many will be on the 
hands of that legislative body. We can get a deal 
with Panama t1lat will leave the canal in U.S. 
hands for an appreciable number of years, or 
we can cet an explosion and a cry ior tbe ma­
rines . Congress had better knovJ exactly what it 
is doing when the ca nal treaty arrives there, 

.perlwpsthis very year . 

- ... ----_ .... .... -_._-" 



THE DEPARTMENT 
OF STATE 

News Release: 
PANAMA CANAL TREATY NEGOTIATIONS: 
BACKGROUND AND CURRENT STATUS 

Background 

The United States and Panama are currently 
negotiating a new Panama Canal treaty to replace 
the Treaty of 1903. 

In that treaty Panama granted the United 
States-in perpetuity-the use of a 10-mile wide 
zone of Panamanian territory for the "construc­
tion, maintenance, operation and protection" of 
a canal, as well as all the rights, power, and 
authority within that zone which the United 
States would "possess if it were the sovereign." 
The very favorable terms of the treaty were a 
major factor in the U.S. decision to build the 
canal in Panama rather than in Nicaragua as 
initially planned. 

Canal's Economic -Value 

Since its opening in 1914, the canal has pro­
vided benefits to the United States, to Panama, 
and to the world. Of the total tonnage that ~ 
transits the canal, about 44 percent originates in, 
and 22 percent is destined for, U.S. ports. This 
tonnage represents about 16 percent of the total 
U.S. export and import tonnages. 

The canal has been economically important to 
Panama, too. More .than 30 percent of Panama's 
foreign exchange earnings and nearly 13 percent 
of its GNP are directly or indirectly attributed to 
the presence of the canal. But those contribu­
tions represent a smaller portion of Panama's 
economy now than they did in years past. 

In fact, reliance on the canal by all parties has 
evolved from earlier years. As trading patterns 
have changed and world commerce has become 
more sophisticated, alternatives to the canal have 
begun to emerge. These alternatives include the 
use of larger vessels which would bypass the 
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Canal, rearrangement of markets and sources, 
product exchanges, and partial or complete sub­
stitution of land or air transport for ocean trans­
port. As canal users take advantage of these 
alternatives, the canal's value declines relative to 
the economies of the user nations. For the 
United States, in particular, a recent study has 
shown that the canal's impact on the domestic 
economy is quite small compared to the economy 
as a whole. 

Panamanian Treaty Concerns 

Panama has been dissatisfied with the treaty for 
many years. Part of this dissatisfaction has de­
rived from Panama's interpretation of two aspects 
of the situation which resulted in the Treaty of 
1903: (1) Panama's acceptance of unfavorable 
treaty terms due to its dependence upon the 
United States to protect its new-found indepen­
dence from Colombia; and (2) Panama's principal 
negotiator was a Frenchman who benefited 
considerably when the United States purchased 
the private French concession to build a trans­
isthmian canal. 

Over the years Panama has also charged that 
the United States has unilaterally interpreted the 
treaty to Panama's disadvantage and given Panama 
an inadequate share of the benefits from the op­
eration of the waterway. Even more objection­
able in Panama's view, are the provisions in the 
Treaty of 1903 which give to a foreign power in 
perpetuity governmental jurisdiction within a 
portion of Panamanian territory. Increasingly in 
recent years Panama has insisted that U.S. control 
over the Canal Zone prevents the country from 
realizing its full economic potential. 

The United States has responded sympathet­
ically to some of these Panamanian concerns. In 
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1905 it recognized Panama's titular sovereignty 
over the Canal Zone. The treaty was revised in 
1936, and again in 1955, to provide Panama 
with a greater share of the economic benefits of 
the canal and to remove certain outdated aspects, 
such as the right granted to the United States to 
interfere, when it believed necessary, in Panama's 
internal affairs. Despite these modifications, how­
ever, many of the features of the treaty most 
objectionable to Panama remain unchanged. 

The canal has become the major political issue 
in Panama. In recent years the intensification of 
Panama's campaign for more favorable treaty 
terms has produced tensions in U.S.-Panamanian 
relations. In 1964 the death of 20 Panamanians 
and 4 Americans brought the Panama Canal issue 
to the attention of the United Nations and the 
Organization of American States (OAS). 

Evaluation of Bilateral Negotiations for a New 
Treaty 

Following discussion of the issue by the OAS, 
the United Nations, and other international agen­
cies after the 1964 riots, the United States and 
Panama agreed in 1964 to begin bilateral negotia­
tions for a new treaty. In so doing, the United 
States recognized that a comprehensive moderni­
zation of its relationship with Panama correspond­
ed to its long-term national interests and to a 
changing international environment. 

U.S. officials entered the negotiations in late 
1964 with a view to insuring that: 

• The canal should continue to be available to 
the world's commercial vessels on an equal 
basis at reasonable tolls; 

• It should be operated and defended by the 
United States for a reasonably extended, but 
definite, period of time; and 

• It should continue to serve world commerce 
efficiently. To this end, the United States 
sought the right to provide additional canal 
capacity if it is needed. 

By 1967, the negotiators of both countries had 
prepared three draft treaties. They provided for 
operation of the present canal under a joint U.S.­
Panamanian authority; for construction and op­
eration of a sea-level canal under a similar joint 
authority; and for U.S. defense of the old and 
new canals for the duration of each treaty. Nei­
ther Panama nor the U.S. Government moved to 
ratify these treaties, and the new government 
headed by General Omar Torrijos, which assumed 
power in October 1968, formally rejected them. 

In 1970 the Government of Panama requested 
the renewal of negotiations and the U.S. agreed. 

President Nixon established negotiating objectives 
which, althougli modified by developments, were 
similar to those set by President Johnson in 1964. 
The objectives and positions of the United States 
thus reflect a bipartisan approach to treaty nego­
tiations with Panama. They also are consistent 
with the broader policy stated in Secretary 
Kissinger'S call in October 1973 for a "new dia­
logue" with our Latin American neighbors, a 
policy which President Ford has publicly endorsed. 

A Panamanian negotiating team arrived in 
Washington in June 1971. Intensive negotiations 
during the rest of the year resulted in a U.S. 
treaty offer covering most of the issues relevant 
to the treaty. The Panamanian negotiators carried 
the offer to Panama for a review in December 
1971. Except for some informal conversations in 
March 1972 and an exchange of correspondence 
in the fall, the negotiations were not resumed 
until December 1972, when a U.S. delegation 
traveled to Panama. 

U.S. Security Council Action 

At Panama's initiative, the U.N. Security 
Council met in Panama City from March 15 to 
March 21, 1973. In those sessions, Panama criti­
cized the U.S. posture on the canal question and 
sought a resolution supporting its position. Thir­
teen nations voted for the resolution; the United 
Kingdom abstained. The United States vetoed 
the resolution on the grounds that it recognized 
Panama's needs but not those of the United 
States; that it was incomplete in its references to 
the negotiations; and that it was inappropriate 
because the treaty was a bilateral matter under 
amicable negotiations. In explaining the U.S. 
position, the U.S. Permanent Representative com­
mitted the United States to peaceful adjustment 
of its differences with Panama and invited 
Panama to continue serious treaty negotiations. 

New U.S. Approach 

In September 1973 Secretary Kissinger charged 
Ambassador at Large Ellsworth Bunker with the 
task of renewing discussions with Panamanian 
officials for the purpose of arriving at a common 
approach to future treaty negotiations. Ambas­
sador Bunker visited Panama from November 26 
to December 3, 1973, and again on January 6 
and 7, 1974, to discuss with Panamanian Foreign 
Minister Juan Antonio Tack general principles 
upon which a new treaty might be based. These 
discussions resulted in the Statement of Principles 
of February 7, 1974 (See p. 3), which has 



served as a useful framework for the present 
negotiations. 

u.s. Treaty Objective 

The principal objective of the United States 
in the current treaty negotiations is to protect 
our basic interests in the Panama Canal. The 
U.S. Government is seeking to establish a new and 
mutually acceptable relationship between our 
two countries whereby the United States will re­
tain essential rights to continue operating and 
defending the canal for a reasonably extended 
period of time. A new treaty based on partner­
ship with Panama would enable the United States 
to devote all its energies to the efficient operation 
of the waterway. Moreover, it would provide a 
friendly environment in Panama that is most con­
ducive to protecting our vital interests in keeping 
the canal open and secure. Such a treaty would 
be consistent with good business management, 
represent good foreign and defense policy, and 
signify a new era of cooperation between the 
United States and the rest of the hemisphere. 

In recent years Latin American nations have 
made the negotiation of a more equitable canal 
treaty with Panama a major hemispheric issue 
and a test of U.S. intentions regarding the "new 
dialogue. " 

Issues in the Negotiations 

In the months following the February 7 signing 
of the Statement of Principles, Ambassador 
Bunker and Foreign Minister Tack met several 
times in Panama and Washington to define the 
issues involved in the new treaty arrangement. 
After agreement was reached, the negotiators 
moved into substantive talks aimed at resolving 
these issues. 

The United States and Panama have agreed in 
principle that the Treaty of 1903 should be re­
placed by a modern treaty that rejects the concept 
of perpetuity and accommodates the sovereignty 
of Panama with the interests of the United States, 
on the · understanding that U.S. control and de­
fense of the Panama Canal would continue for a 
period of fixed duration. In the context of the 
Statement of Principles the issues the two nego­
tiating parties are working to resolve are: 

1. Duration: How long will the new treaty 
remain in force? 

2. Operation and Defense: What rights and 
arrangements will the United States have to 
permit it to continue to operate, maintain, and 
defend the canal? What geographic areas will 

the United States require to accomplish its 
purpose? 
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3. Jurisdiction: What areas will be controlled 
and what functions will be exercised by the 
United States when its jurisdiction terminates, 
and what is the period of transition? 

4. Expansion of Capacity: How will the 
treaty provide for possible enlargement of canal 
capacity? 

5. Participation: How and to what extent 
will Panama participate in the administration and 
defense of the canal.? 

6. Compensation: What will be the form and 
level of economic benefits to Panama in any new 
treaty? 

Current Status of Negotiations 

Since June 1974, the talks have been taking 
place in a cordial, informal atmosphere. The 
U.s. negotiators have been proceeding carefully 
and methodically. While there is no fixed time­
table, the negotiators from both countries have 
indicated their satisfaction with the progress to 
date and are hopeful that both countries can 
reach agreement on a draft treaty. 

Any decision which the President might make 
affecting the future of the canal will, of course, 
be designed to protect U.S. interests. Indeed, a 
major reason for negotiating a new treaty is to 
avert a serious crisis which would endanger our 
interests. 

Any treaty agreed upon by the negotiators and 
approved by the executive branch will be submit­
ted to the U.S. Senate for ratification and subject 
to full constitutional process. Panama, for its 
part, has said that it will submit the new treaty 
to a plebiscite to insure that it is acceptable to 
the Panamanian people. 

STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES 

Joint Statement by the Honorable Henry A. 
Kissinger, Secretary of State of the United 
States of America, and His Excellency Juan 
Antonio Tack, Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
the Republic of Panama, on February 7, 1974 
at Panama 

The United States of America and the Repub­
lic of Panama have been engaged in negotiations 
to conclude an entirely new treaty respecting 
the Panama Canal, negotiations which were made 
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possible by the Joint Declaration between the 
two countries of April 3, 1964, agreed to under 
the auspices of the Permanent Council of the 
Organization of American States acting provision­
ally as the Organ of Consultation. The new 
treaty would abrogate the treaty existing since 
1903 and its subsequent amendments, establish­
ing the necessary conditions for a modem rela­
tionship between the two countries based on the 
most profound mutual respect. 

Since the end of last November, the authorized 
representatives of the two governments have been 
holding important conversations which have per­
mitted agreement to be reached on a set of fun­
damen tal 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 as 
follows: 

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

2. The concept of perpetuity will be eliminated. 
The new treaty concerning the lock canal shall 
have a fixed termination date. 

3. Termination of United States jurisdiction 
over Panamanian territory shall take place prompt­
ly in accordance with terms 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 territorial sovereign, shall grant 
to the United States of America, for the duration 
of the new interoceanic canal treaty and in accor-

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, U.S.A. 
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dance- with what that treaty states, the right to 
use the lands, waters and airspace which may be 
necessary for the operation, maintenance, protec­
tion 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 derived from 
the operation of the canal in its territory. It is 
recognized that the geographic position of its 
territory constitutes the principal resource of the 
Republic of Panama. 

6. The Republic of Panama shall participate 
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 responsibility for the operation of 
~he canal upon the termination of the treaty. The 
Republic 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 defend the canal, and to 
undertake any other specific activity related to 
those ends, as may be agreed upon in the treaty. 

7. The Republic of Panama shall participate 
with the United States of America in the pro­
tection and defense of the canal in accordance 
with what is agreed upon in the new treaty. 

8. The United States of America and the 
Republic of Panama, recognizing the important 
services rendered by the interoceanic Panama 
Canal to international maritime traffic, and bear­
ing in mind the possibility that the present canal 
could become inadequate for said traffic, shall 
agree bilaterally on provisions for new projects 
which will enlarge canal capacity. Such provi­
sions wiY be incorporated in the new treaty in ac­
cord with the concepts established in principle 2. 
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News Release: 

PANAMA AND THE UNITED STATES: 
TOWARD A NEW RELATIONSHIP 

The following is the text of an address by Ells­
w'orth Bunker, Ambassador at Large, before the 
Rainer Club. 

I am happy to be with you this afternoon and 
to have this opportunity to speak on the efforts 
now underway to create a new relationship be­
tween Panama and the United States. 

I know that the arrangements for the future 
operation of the Panama Canal are of great interest 
to a major maritime city such as Seattle. But there 
are broader reasons why negotiations over the 
future of the canal should concern Americans. For 
the successful conclusion of a new agreement on 
the canal: 

• Would demonstrate the possibility, in the 
conduct of our foreign relations, of resolving prob­
lems when they are susceptible to accommodation 
and compromise, rather than waiting until they 
raise the danger of confrontation and possible use 
of military force; 

• Would provide concrete evidence of our 
country's willingness to move toward a more 
mature partnership with Latin America, where we 
have often in the past been accused of paternalism 
or neglect; and 

• Would serve ' as an example of practical co­
operation between a large and a small country, a 
developed and a less-developed country . Such co­
operation is indispensable if we are to achieve what 
the Secretary of State recently described as the aim 
of U.S. foreign policy [March 1, Houston] : " ... to 
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help shape a new structure of international rela­
tions which promotes cooperation rather than 
force, negotiation rather than confrontation, and 
the positive aspirations of peoples rather than the 
accumulation of arms by nations." 

In the past, when serving as a U.S. negotiator, 
I have made it a habit to keep my mouth shut 
publicly wh ile negotiations were in progress. The 
fact that I have decided to discuss today some of 
the key issues in the current canal negotiations re­
flects another basic element of this Administra­
tion's conduct of foreign policy- the awareness 
that no foreign policy decision, and particularly no 
significant change in foreign policy, can take place 
Witho~t the advice and consent of Congress and 
the informed support of the ' American people, on 
the basis 0 f candid and reasonable public 
discussion. 

Value of the Canal 
The story begins 72 years ago . In 1903 the 

newly independent Republic of Panama granted to 
the United States-in the Hay-Bunau-Barilla 
Treaty- a strip of its territory 10 miles wide and 50 
miles long for the construction, maintenance, oper­
ation, and protection of a canal between the Atlan­
tic and Pacific. Panama also granted to the United 
States- in perpetuity- all the rights, power, and 
authority to act within that strip of territory as "if 
it were the sovereign." 

That the treaty favored the United States was 
acknowledged promptly. John Hay-then Secretary 
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of State-told the Senate when it was considering 
the treaty for ratification: "We shall have a Treaty 
very satisfactory, vastly advantageous to the' ( 
United States, and we must confess, not so advan­
tageous to Panama. " Hay added, in writing to Sen­
ator John C. Spooner: "You and I know very well 
how many points are in the Treaty to which many 
patriotic Panamanians would object." The Senate 
ratified the treaty promptly. 

The exploits of Goethals, Gorgas, and Walter 
Reed led to a magnificent engineering achievement 
which has served us well and of ~hich we are justly 
proud. For 60 years world shipping has been served 
efficiently and at low tolls. Today the canal, 
despite its age, is still of value to the United States. 
Economically, we continue to benefit from the 
shortened shipping lines and lower transportation 
costs it permits. Recent studies have estimated- for 
example- that so~e 9 percent of the total value of 
our exports and imports transited the canal in 
1972. 

However, we must be careful in assessing the 
canal's long-term value. It appears now that trading 
patterns are evolving and that alternatives to the 
canal have begun to emerge. As canal users take 
advantage of these alternatives, it appears likely 
that the canal's value will generally decline relative 
to our economy. 

Militarily, the canal has also been important 
to the United States. Although our largest warships 
cannot use the canal now, it clearly enables us to 
shorten our supply lines to some areas. Its large 
contributions during the Second World War, 

Korean war, anM Viet-Nam war have been amply 
documented. But, again, we should bear in mind 
the canal's growing vulnerability to hostile attack, 
which points to the fact that we should not rely 
too heavily on it. 

The point that I wish to make is that the 
canal's value-while of continuing importance-is · 
probably not as great relatively speaking as in 
earlier years. Moreover, our world today is a far 
different one than that of 1903. No nation, includ­
ing ours, would accept today a treaty which 
permits exercise of rights as if sovereign on a 
foreign land in perpetuity. Panama has grown in­
creasingly conscious of the fact that the treaty is 
heavily weighted in our favor. Consequently, the 
level of its consent to our presence there has-over 
the years- persistently declined. And by Panama, I 

mean the Panamanian people of all strata-not 
simply their governments. 

Conditions and Results of 1903 Treaty 
Among the aspects of the 1903 treaty which 

have caused this decline in consent, Panama cites 
the following. 

• The United States occupies a strip across the 
heartland of its territory-cutt~ng the nation in two 
and curbing the natural growth of its urban areas. 

• The United States rules as sovereign over this 
strip of Panama's territory- the Canal Zone. 

• It maintains a police force, courts, and jails 
to enforce the laws of the United States- not only 
upon Americans but upon Panamanians as well. 

• It operates, on Panama's territory, a full­
fledged government-a government which has no 
reference to , the Government of Panama, its host. 

• It operates virtually all commercial enter­
prises within the Canal Zone- and denies to 
Panama the jurisdictional rights which would 
permit private Panamanian enterprise to compete. 

• It controls virtually all the deepwater port 
facili ties which serve Panama. 

• It holds idle large areas of land and water 
within the Canal Zone. 

• The United States pays Panama but $2.3 mil· 
lion annually for the immensely valuable rights it 
enjoys on Panamanian territory. 

• Finally- and perhaps most importantly-the 
United States can do all these things, the treaty 
says, forever. 

To these conditions Panama objects, saying 
that they deprive their country of dignity, of the 
ability to develop naturally, and indeed, of full 
independence. 

The United States attempted to respond to 
some of the Panamanian objections in the past. 
Treaty revisions were made in 1936 and 1955. But 
the most objectionable feature from Panama's 
viewpoint- U.S. exercise of rights as if sovereign in 
the Canal Zone in perpetuity- has remained 
unchanged. 

Panamanian frustrations over this state of 
affairs, and over the apparent disinclination of the 
United States to alter it, have intensified over the 
years. These frustrations culminated in demonstra­
tions and riots in January 1964 when 21 Panamani-



aIlS and three Americans were killed. Diplomatic 
relations were broken. 

Following a major reassessme~t of our policy 
toward Panama, President Johnson, after consulta­
tions with President Truman and President Eisen­
hower, committed us-publicly and with bipartisan 
support- to negotiate a wholly new treaty to 
replace the old one . President Nixon and President 
Ford subsequently renewed that commitment. 

Our purpose was and continues to be this- to 
lay the foundations for anew, a more modern, 
relationship between the two countries. 

Without such a changed rel~tionship I believe 
it safe to say that Panama's already low level of 
consent to our presence will become lower still. It 
will approach zero. 

While it is true, of course, that we could at­
tempt to maintain our present position with regard 
to the Panama Canal, we would have to do so in an 
increasingly hostile atmosphere. In these circum­
stances we would likely find ourselves engaged in 
hostilities with an otherwise friendly country-a 
conflict that, in my view, the American people 
would not long accept. At the same time, we 
should bear in mind that the canal is vulnerable to 
sabotage and terrorist acts. We would find it diffi­
cult, if not impossible, to keep the canal running 
against all-out Panamanian opposition. The prob­
lem, in my opinion, simply ~ill not go away. 

Attitudes-not only in Panama but in the 
hemisphere at large-have changed. The Latin 
American nations have made . our handling of the 
Panama negotiation a test of our intentions in the 
hemisphere. When the Latin American Foreign 
Ministers met in Bogota, Colombia, in November 
1973 they voted to put the Panama question on 
the agenda of the "New Dialogue" propos~d by 
Secretary Kissinger. In March of this year the Presi­
dents of Colombia, Costa Rica, and Venezuela 
publicly expressed their support for Panama's 
cause. More ~ecently, the General Assembly of the 
Organizati~n ,of American States, meeting in Wash­
ll;1gt.on in the' last 2, weeks, approved unanimously a 
resQlution reaffirming their. interest in the 
negotiation. 

We no longer can be-nor would we want to 
b,e" the onlY countW in ·the wQrld ,exercising extra­
t~rritqriality ' on the .. spil or'another country. The 
ev!denc~, ,it seems ' rt0 ,. me, . strongly .fayors some 
~o.rm .0fJ?ar!n,ersPip.with r<¥1am~. ~artnership with 
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Panama ,would l.lelp the United States preserve 
what it needs most resp.ecting the canal. Partner­
ship would provide an environment conducive to 
effective operation and defense of the canal by the 
United States. It would provide Panama with a 
meaningful stake in the operation and defense of 
the canal. It would help stimulate the cooperation 
and friendship both of the Panamanian people and 
of whatever government exists in Panama at any 
given time. 

In short, partnership would mean that the 
United States would not have to divert any of its 
energies in Panama from the functions required for 
the efficient operation of the canal. 

U.S. Partnership With Panama 
Putting it simply, I believe our interest m 

keeping the canal open and operating for our own 
strategic and economic purposes is best served by a 
partnership agreement for a reasonable additional 
period of time. The plain fact of the matter is that 
geography, history, and the economic and political 
imperatives of our time compel the United States 
and Panama to a joint venture in the Panama 
Canal. 

We must learn to comport ourselves as part­
ners, and friends: 

• Preserving what is essential to each; 
• Protecting and making more efficient an 

important international line of communication; 
and, I suggest, 

• Creating an example for the world of a small 
nation and a Jarge one working peacefully and 
profitably together.. 

Such a new relationship involves gIvmg up 
something of what we now possess. We want to 
keep the power but discard what is nonessential to 
our purpose in Panama. 

Three examples should serve to explain my 
mean mg. 

• First, we will retain control over canal opera­
tions for the duration of the treaty, but Panama 
will participate progressively in these operatipns in 
preparation fQr its future role. . , I 

' . SecoIlJi, we will keep the lands ,and facilities 
we neeQ-to cQntroLand defend the canal but -return 
what we can.do .without.,i . • " I 
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• Third, we will have defense rights but per­
form our defense tasks with Panamanian 
participation. 

Simply stated, we will work together with 
Panama, but-for the treaty's life- we will operate 
the canal. We will secure the lands we need by 
releasing what we do not need. By having Pana­
manian participation in operation and defense we 
will have a more secure canal. In sum, we see a new 
treaty as the most practical means for protecting 
our interest. 

Whereas continuance of the status quo will 
lead surely to prolonged problems- possible loss of 
what we are trying to preserve-partnership promis­
es a greater assurance of success in achieving our 
essential interest- a canal that is open, efficient, 
and neutral. 

Negotiating a New Treaty 
Turning to the negotiations, they have pro­

ceeded step by step during the past 21 months 
through three stages: 

Stage 1 ended 15 months ago when Secretary 
of State Kissinger journeyed to Panama to initial 
with the Panamanian Foreign Minister a set of 
eight "Principles" to serve as guidelines in working 
out the details of a new treaty. Perhaps Gen. Tor­
rijos, the Chief of Government in Panama, best 
characterized these principles when he said they 
constitute "a philosophy of understanding." Their 
essence is that: 

• Panama will grant the United States the 
rights, faciliti~s, and lands necessary to continue 
operating and defending the canal, and 

• The United States will return to Panama ju­
risdiction over its territory and arrange for the par­
ticipation by Panama in the canal's operation and 
defense. 

We have also agreed in the "Principles" that 
the treaty will provide for any expansion of canal 
capacity in Panama that may eventually be needed; 
that Panama will get a more equitable share of the 
benefits resulting from the use of its geographical 
location; and-last, but surely not least-that the 
new treaty shall not be in perpetuity but rather for 
a fixed period. 

Stage 2 involved the identification of the 

major issues under each of the eight principles. 
This in turn provided the basis for substantive 
discussions. 

Stage 3 began last June and continues. 
For almost 1 year now we have been discus­

sing- with the helpful cooperation and support of 
the Department of Defense-the substantive issues 
associated with the Statement of Principles to 
which we agreed in February 1974. 

We have made significant advances in impor­
tant subjects, including agreements relating to juris­
diction, canal operation, and canal defense. 

Resolution of Outstanding Issues 
Besides these three issues several other major 

elements of a treaty package still require resolu­
tion. They concern: 

• Increased economic benefits to Panama; 
• Son. o capability to expand the canal should 

we wish to do :'0; 

• The size the location of the land/water areas 
we will need for COh~rol of canal operation and 
defense; and 

• FmaHy, and perhaps most importantly, the 
extent of duration of the treaty period. 

I shall comment now on only three of these 
questions- economic benefits, land use, and dura­
tion- and then only in a general way . 

On economic benefits-Panama for many 
years has complained that it receives a direct an­
nuity of only $2.3 million. It has complained that 
the low tolls charged to canal users mean, in effect, 
that Panama has been subsidizing world shipping. 

Moreover, Panama believes that it can obtain 
additional benefits from greater Panamanian ex­
ploitation of its geographic position and the pres­
ence of the canal by developing a wide range of 
commercial and service activities in the canal area 
and by derivmg tax revenues from these activi­
ties- something Panama could do once it exercised 
jurisdiction over the area. 

For example, Panama says it could develop 
certain unused land areas, improve the Atlantic and 
Pacific ports by installing larger, more efficient 
cranes for handling cargo and developing greater 
port facilities, and expand the Colon Free Zone. 
Already Panama has plans which call for construc­
tion of an oil pipelirie which would reduce the cost 



of transporting petroleum across the Isthmus. 
The United States agreed in the eight princi­

ples that Panama would receive greater economic 
benefits from the operation of the canal. 

As for the issue of land use-that is, the land 
and water areas that the United States will need to 
continue to operate and defend the canal- it is not 
easily susceptible to rapid resolution. 

Panama wishes to recover sizable land and 
water areas- especially those adjacent to its urban 
centers- that are now under U.S. jurisdiction and 
would be the most logical areas for urban 
expansion. 

For our part we want use- through the life of 
the treaty- of those lands and waters that are nec­
essary for the operation and defense of the canal. 

The problem will be to ensure that we get 
sufficient areas to efficiently perform these func­
tions while at the same time reducing the physical 
presence which is so objectionable to Panama. 

Closely linked to the question of land use is 
the issue of treaty duration. Panama has publicly 
said that "there is no colonial situation which lasts 
for 100 years or a Panamanian who could endure 
it. " 

For the United States, it is difficult to predict 
with any accuracy the duration of the canal's 
utility to us. And yet, we believe that the canal will 
have an importance for an extended period of 
time. 

The agreements we reach on these issues will 
determine the final outcome of the negotiation. 
For better or worse, they could shape our relation­
ship with Panama-and, indeed, with all Latin 
America-over the next decades. Although we have 
no fixed timetable, we are proceeding- as I have 
said-with all deliberate speed. 

Overcoming Misconceptions 
There is opposition in both countries. In 

Panama some stand ready to challenge any "sur­
render" by their government of aspirations to 
immediate control of the canal. 

Here at home, I recognize that there are some 
who hold the view that we should not relinquish 
any rights acquired under the 1903 treaty. I under­
stand this point of view. But for reasons I have 
mentioned I believe it is time for a new relation­
ship. I hope that it will be understood: 
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• That a new relationship means good foreign 
policy and good defense policy; 

• That a new relationship based on partnership 
is consistent with good business management; and 

• That a new relationship signals a new era of 
cooperation between the United States and the rest 
of the hemisphere. 

We need to overcome several misconceptions. 
I will mention four. 

First, we need to overcome the belief that 
sovereignty is essential to our needs. In reality we 
have never claimed sovereign ty over the Canal 
Zone. Under the 1903 treaty we have extensive 
rights. 

The new treaty would grant us continued 
rights to operate and defend the canal, but we 
would relinquish some rights which we don't need 
to accomplish these missions. Our essential require­
ment is not abstract sovereignty but the specific 
rights- accepted by Panama- that give the control 
we need. 

Second, we need to overcome the idea that 
perpetuity is essential to defense and operation of 
the canal. On the contrary U.S. insistence on per­
petual control is likely to create the kind of hostile 
environment which will jeopardize our ability to 
operate and defend the canal for an extended 
period of time. What is required is a relationship 
based on mutual respect and dignity. 

Third, we must overcome the belief that the 
Canal Zone is part of the United States or a U.S. 
territory. 

In the 1903 treaty Panama granted us "rights, 
power and authority within the zone . .. which the 
United States would possess ... if it were the 
sovereign of the territory." We were not granted 
"sovereignty" as such. The United States, for many 
years, has considered the Canal Zone as Panamani­
an territory, albeit under U.S. jurisdiction. 

Fourth-and last- we must overcome tre 
notion that a ·new treaty will somehow lead inevita­
bly to the canal's closure and loss. This concern 
appears based upon an erroneous view of the Pana­
manians as well as a lack of knowledge about our 
negotiating objectives. 

There are still people who believe that Pana­
manians lack the technical aptitude and the inclina­
tion to manage the operation of the canal. These 
people ignore the fact that Panamanians already 
comprise over three-fourths of the employees of 
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the canal enterprise. While it is true that many of 
these employees have not held supervisory posi­
tions, no one who has been to Panama and seen its 
thriving economy can persuasively argue that Pana­
manians- given the proper training- would not be 
able to keep the canal operating effectively and 
efficiently. 

Whereas Panama's participation in the canal's 
operation and ·defense would increase its stake in 
the canal and provide it with a greater incentive to 
help us keep the canal open and operating effi­
ciently, adherence to the status ' quo would more 
likely lead to the canal's closure and loss. 

I firmly believe that our most critical problem 
at home is not fundamental antipathy to a new 
relationship with Panama; it is ignorance of why 
the new relationship is needed to protect our inter­
ests. We need a straightforward and productive dia­
logue. Considerable public education is needed if a 
new treaty is not to be regarded as bad politics 
domestically. Debate on an issue of such national 
import is not only inevitable but desirable. 

Aft er education , dialogue, and debate I 
believe that we will emerge with a reasonable and 
mutually satisfactory treaty which will be exam· 
ined and which will stand on its merits. 
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