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THE WHITE HOUSE 

. 

WASH[NGTON 

October 14, 1977 

Mr. President: 

If this memo Seems incoherent, it is because we 
wrote it at 2:00 a. m. 

One of the objectives of the State Department was 
to have possible clarification language nailed 
down going into the meeting. Torrijos was 
completely uninterested in the details or the wording 
of the statement. 

He and his key staff have had it for five days. 
They had it tonight before them in Spanish. I 
assumed from their reluctance to discus s it that 
while they were not excited about having to explain 
new language to the people of Panama, they were 
reconciled to doing it because they realize it is 
important to us politically. We talked about the 
clarification language in terms of the need for a 
joint statement. 
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MEl\~ORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 14, 1977 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT uf. 
FROM: HAMILTON JORDAN ~ND BOB PASTORII'" 

SUBJECT: Meeting with General Torrijos 

We s pent about six hours tonight with General Torrijos at the 
Panamanian Embassy talking mostly about the problems of gaining 
ratification for the treaties in our respective countries. 

We did not dwell on the details of the statement which was drafted 
by Warren Christopher in conjunction with the Senators in an attempt 
to clarify certain points. Copies of our statement had been translated 
into Spanish by the Panamanians and circulated to their negotiators 
and key members of their staff. General Torrijos was not interested 
in discussing the contents of that document, but was more concerned 
about why we needed such a statement at this time. Our impression 
is that they are reconciled to having to do something to help us with 
"our" political problem, but Torrijos would like to think that the fact 
he is meeting with you will be sufficient. We told him that clarification 
was essential. 

Torrijos is very concerned about the political problems .....nich have 
emerged in Panama while he has been travelling through Europe during 
the past three weeks. He doesn't doubt that the treaties will be ratified 
in the plebiscite in lO days, but he is bothered by the increasing criticism 
being directed at the treaties and himself. He is particularly worried 
about how his meeting with you to "clarify" treaties so recently signed 
will be interpreted in Panama. We believe that you will find him very 
reluctant to do anything until he has had a chance to return to Panama 
and evaluate the situation there. We believe getting a commitment from 
him as to language is possible, but believe that he will want to wait until 
he gets back to Panama to make any public statement. 



One obvious fact is that the Panamanians have a very lixni.ted and 
superficial understanding of the way our government functions and 
of the ratification process. They see the President as the most 
powerful person in the world and have difficulty comprehending why 
you are having problems getting the Senate to ratify this treaty. 

In explaining the need for a clarifying statement of BOrne kind, we 
noted that in the process of trying to Bell a single product to two 
markets, both sides had made statements which antagonized the buyers 
in the other's market. In the U. S., several Senators who had supported 
the treaties, now tell us they won't vote for it unless several provisions 
are clarified. If we don't recapture these Senators and the momentum 
now, before the Panamanian plebiscite, we will lose the treaties. 

We told them that key Senators had worked with us in developing some 
language which tried to deal with the political objections raised in both 
countries. To the extent that we used this same language to clarify 
these differences, we would be winning votes in the Senate for the 
treaties. If we changed or modified this language, we would risk losing 
their support. 

Torrijos never explicitly said that he accepted the language. Panamanian 
negotiator Escobar made clear that he had problems with the third 
provision -- closure due to unprofitability -- primarily because he felt 
that it had been considered in the negotiations and subsequently dropped. 
Since it wasn't in the treaty, he ...rgued that we couldn't ve:.:y well hav€! 
a clarifying statement on it. While noting that the neutrality treaty 
incorporated the concept of an "open" Canal, we said that we didn't want 
to engage in a "legalistic" argument over what is essentially a political 
issue. (Lewis had told us before that Torrijos had made this same 
argument a number of times. ) 

Both sides raised hypothetical questions about the meaning of the treaties, 
and agreed that if We answered such questions differently, we would just 
invite future problems which could make ratification of the treaties 
impossible. 

Scenario 

Torrijos would very much enjoy talking privately with you for about 
10 or 15 minutes before the meeting, and this offers the opportunity 
for you to impress upon him the need for his complete agreement on 
the text of the "Joint Statement. 11 
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Talking Points: 

Torrijos is very proud of the trip he has just completed 
to ten countries. You should inquire about it, complhnent 
him on the serious attention it received, and seek the 
reaction of the Heads of State to the treaty. We would 
suggest you ask him for a brief report at the outset of 
the group meeting -- believe that this will set a good tone 
for discussion. 

Treaty will not be ratified in this country unless these key 
points are clarified. 

If these clarifications do not take place before the Panamanian 
plebiscite, opponents of the treaties here will argue that 
the Panamanian people have voted for a treaty that they did 
not understand. 

It is possible to clarify the differences raised in both 
countries with language which is mutually beneficial. 

Because some key Senators were involved in developing 
the language which was presented as a working draft, we 
would be jeopardizing their support if we changed their 
draft significantly. 

For that same reason, we tried to draft that language in a 
way that was sensitive to the politics of Panama.. This is 
the reason for the "non-interveIt ion" clause. 

And while we are not very flexible on the language for 
clarification, we would defer to General TorrijoB as to the 
best time and mecha.nism for making public this c1arilication. 

Lastly, there remains the problem of trying to ensure 
that no ~ discrepancies emerge. It's important for 
Torrijos to recognize the problems we will have if the 
Panamanians interpret the treaties differently than the 
way we do. 



-i,." 

.­

TO: PRESIDENT CARTER 

FROM: HAMILTON JORDAN ?J~ 

RE: MORNING MEETING WITH TORRIJOS 

Along with Bob Pastor (NSC) and Terrence Todman, I had 

breakfast and a two hour meeting with Torrijos this 

morning. There were several things that were said that 

you should know about. 

He is in this country in route to the Mideast and 

Western Europe. He is obviously trying to balance his 

trip earlier this year to Libya that was highly publi­

cized. 

He is obviously very interested in the political sit­

uation here as regards to ratification, and I tried to 
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give him a pragmatic assessment of the political 

situation in the Senate. I told them that our hope 

was still for an early vote on the treaty although we 

were less optimistic about this because of Senator 

Byrd's recent statements. 

I outlined for him the things we were doing to insure 

ratification and spent some time reviewing the process 

by which the Senate would review the treaty. I tried 

to distinguish for him the difference in a "reservation" 

and an "understanding" so that these terms would be 

familiar to him and so that they would not overreact 

politically to their mention by Senators in the process 

of debating ratification. 

As you know, their referendum on the treaty is in late 

October. Once the referendum is over, they will have 

acted officially on the treaty initialed by the two 

governments. This will leave Torrijos in the position 

of having to go back to his people for their additional 

approval if a "reservation" is added or agreed to by 



the senate the first of the year. Torrijos said it 

will even be difficult to refrain from responding 

officially to an "understanding" if that "understanding" 

states in very explicit terms things that were only 

implied in the treaty already signed. 

At any rate, we need to be continually mindful of the 

political pressures under which Torrijos governs. He 

obviously has a great deal more flexibility than we 

do, but we should also understand that there are limits 

to what he can do. 

For the time being, I would strongly recommend the 

following in terms of our own strategy: 

1. 	 That we are opposed to all reservations. That 

we believe strongly in the treaty that has been 

negotiated and signed by the two countries. To 

suggest that we would even consider a "reservat­
A~1i" 

ion" 	at this point suggests that we 4 ready and 



willing to make early political concessions. 

It should also be explained that the talk of 

a "reservation" jeopardizes the possibility of 

a new treaty as the Panamanians would have to 

vote twice on the treaty. Put more simply, you 

might pose the question as to how the Senate 

would feel if, after passing the treaty, they 

were asked to vote a second time on a less satis­

factory treaty. The fact that Torrijos has pol­

itical problems like this underscores the fact 

that he is not a dictator with total control of 

his country and unresponsive to public opinion. 

At the same time, we must be respectful of the 

Senate right to add reservations, but you should 

make clear to them the process by which you 

would agree to such an act. 

2. 	 That we are opposed generally to th~_a.~i ti_on 

of numerous "understandings" and would only 

look favorably on those that were necessary to 

clarify the true meaning of the treaty and the 



intentions of both countries. Again, to look 

favorably on "understandings" suggests a willing­

ness on our part to compromise early and ignores 

the political realities that face Torrijos. We 

were only able to get a treaty because our defense 

rights after the year 2000 were implied and not 

explicit. If the opponents choose to state those 

rights explicitly, it will probably pick us up 

the votes in the Senate that we will need to win 

ratification. It obviously will create major pol­

itical problems for Torrijos. 

I posed the question as to whether General Torrijos 

might approve personally any "understanding" or 

even a "reservation" if it did not change sub­

stantively the meaning of the treaty and in that 

way avoid the need for a possible second referen­

dum in Panama. He laughed and said that it was 

impossible for him to be a "democratic leader" for 

the first referendum and a "dictator" for the second. 

In summary, I suspect the General has more political flex­

ibility than he allows at this point, but we should not 



... ignore the political situation he faces in his own 
(lOP. 

country l1li assume his willingness and/or ability to 

go along with any "understanding" or "reservation" the 

Senate might attach. Therefore, we should be very cautious 

in our public comments to discourage the idea of adding 

"reservations" or "understandings". 

My own sense of the thing is that we will probably have 

to agree to some "understandings" in the final stages 

to secure enough votes for passage, and that at that point 

it can be explained to Torrijos in a manner that he will 

find satisfactory. The addition of any "reservations" 

will require him to go back to his people and could be a 

major obstacle to getting a treaty. We should just keep 

his political situation in mind as well as our own as 

we go into the final stretch. 

More importantly, we should take - for the time being ­

a hard line in opposition to any "reservations" and dis­

courage Byrd and others from talking about them. 



Warren Christopher's Evening Report 
October 1, 1977 

canal Treaties. During last week's Senate Foreign 
RelatroIls-cOlllilil.-ttee hearings, two broad issues surf,_,ced 
on which I W2l:lt to make recommendations today. 

(a) Releasina Documents. The first issue concerns 
---'"---~-~--"-"'-------~-

Senntor :3akRr's request ~hat the Administration provloe 
the Cor-Jaittee ",itch all its records concerning the treaty 
nego~intio:ls. De asked specifically for min~tes of the" 
negotiations with thc: Panrunanians I cables, internal 
position papers, and cO?Mlunications bet\,r2!en you, Cy 
and our negotiators. 

We hnve quickly reviewed the historical precedents 
and cnn find no case in which the Executive Dranel. has 
reloasc;d to the S'~nate the full ilnd confidential rc;cord 
of treaty negotiations Dr tho record of its internal 
deliberations. Thc,r" are cases I beginning with the ,Jay 
Treaty in 1796, in which the President has refused such 
requests. Over the years, Presidents have endeavored to 
resolve disputes wit}l Congress over provision of documents 
bv practical acco:mnouations, including surnrnaries and 
briefinqs, bllt have resorted to tllC' exercise of executive 
privil(~ge where rH~C(~r:;!.~ary. 

It j sour l:t'cornrnendation that the i'.dnlinistrntion 
s~oul9_n()t. relr"'''e the minut_Bs of the neC)otL\ting ses­
si ons. \',e--,"a-\'0--:1- CTfJilr'-':;n-,'f,;i"standing with the 
PaniimClnians that the nogot:iaLiollL> are to be r.ept 
confidpntial and, mo,-eover. the precedent set by their 
1·clo3se could cause massiv~ futuro prob]ems~ W8 Also 
rccot':rrnc~lld 1;hat: a St.Cl~11 pf.H~ition be t?1ken a~Flin3t the 
release of al'Y Presidl'ntinl ~0cun~nts (e.g., PHM 1). 
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As u matter of con~titutional practice and conduct 
of foreign affairs, it is very tempting to turn down 
Baker's request. But a flat refusal could lead him to 
oppose the treaties and might well lead to Senate re­
jection of them. Therefore, it is recomrnended that we 
respond to Senator Baker's request by the following: 
(i) offer a full briefing to Senator Baker, or any oth6r 
Senator, on any aspect of the treaties in which they are 
interested, (ii) provide SUITu,.Clries, on a confidcntial 
basis, of the minutes of the negotiating sessions 
beginning with the Tack/Kissinger Principles of 1974 
where specifically requested, and (iii) provide care­
fully controll~d access to defined categories of 
negotia ting docurnents such as posH:ion papers exchanged 
between the parties since 1974. On the latter two points, 
we would need teo get the concurrence of the Panamanians, 
and also insist that the surmnaries and docwnents not he 
published. 

(b) Internretation of the Treaties. As a resnlt 
~---'~-~~.-----

of questions raised by senators Baker, Stone and others, 
it is apparent that it will be important to try to resolve 
several questions of interpretation which have arisen. 
Sor.1e but not all of these questions arise from the 
August 19 and 22 statements of Panamanian negotiator 
Escobar. The principal questions appear to relate to 
neutrali ty, "inte:r:-vention, 11 and expedi tiOllS pilssage. 

I rl2commend that we begin to explore the possibility 
/ of an interpretive exchange of notes, and 1 met with 
a rj<Ji/ Alnbassador Bunker this afternoon to ask that. he and Sol 


'I start the process. There are several delicilte issues

diP·(,;V) involved. Torrijos may be reluctant to agree publicly
-Iv t.O our interpretations prior to his October 23 plebiscite. 

LFft'~' I !-1arcover, an eClrly exchange "lQuld be subject to the risk
A 

I f,./')" that nCM questions of interpretation milY arise as Senatef 1./,-,,1 'consideration of the treaties proceed5, and it might
/1 '-"i1~w--f;l',1 not be possible to have a further (C"change which ad­
~ It , dressed them. On tho atlwr hand, <Ill ('xchan(]D of notes 

ltJ.£> aftr;r tile plebiscite could be open to challenge as not 
~. bejng binding on the Panamanians. After we hclve given 

further conGideration to thcuc matlers of timing and 
substance and tested the water >;itl! the PcllMmanians, 
we wi 11 make specific rcccnc-r:end,1t ions to YOll. 

~"i yo.,~ f~'-_

'\. -;,~ .,d 
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As with any survey, the release of selected figures 
from this report without the analysis that explains 
their meaning would be damaging to us. Therefore, 
we reserve the right to correct any erroneous or 
misleading release of this data in any medium through 
the release of correct data or analysis • 

• 
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This report presents and discusses the results of a poll 

taken of a sample of the American public on their feelings 

about the proposed Panama Canal Treaty. Results presented 

here are based on 1000 telephone interviews with people who 

voted in the 1976 Presidential election. The interviews were 

conducted between October 5th and October 9th prior to President 

Carter's meetings with General Torrijos. 

• Cambridge Survey Research 
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Methodology 

The methods used in conducting this survey were the same 

professional ones used in all C&~bridge Survey Research work. 

The most important points to remember are: 

1. 	 The sample was designed to reflect the 

actual voting behavior of Americans in the 

November general election. To this end, 

interviews were conducted at several different 

geographically selected locations around 

the country. 

2. 	 All the interviews were conducted by trained, 

professional interviewers under the supervision 

of the Cambridge Survey Research field staff. 

A number of interviews were validated to insure 

honest and accurate completion. 

3. 	 All the interviews were returned to Cambridge 

where they were coded and compiled using modern 

data processing methods. 

Cambridge Survey Researoh 
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4. 	 This analysis represents our attempt to 

extract the most meaningful and interesting 

data from a great mass of facts. Obviously, 

various points covered in the analysis may 

be of greater or lesser interest to various. 

readers. We are always prepared to furnish 

supplementary analysis on any points of 

particular interest. 

Notes on analysis 

It will be helpful to keep several points in mind: 

1. 	 An asterisk (*) by a row or column of 

figures indicates that the numbers 

are based on a sample size too small to 

be entirely reliable and, thus, conclusions 

based on them should be treated with 

caution. This does not mean that the 

figures are wrong, but that an insufficient 

number of interviews makes it impossible to 

show that they are definitely right for the 

area. 

Cambridge Survey Researoh 
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2. 	 In demographic tables, the number in 

parentheses after a designation, [e.g., 

Democrats (55)], shows the percentage that 

the group represents in the overall 

.population. 

3. 	 Maps showing the areas used in the analysis 

follows these notes on analysis. 

4. 	 An Appendix follows the body of this 

report. 

Cambridge Survey Research 
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Overview and Summary of Findings 

OVerall, American voters tend to oppose the treaty 

by nearly a two-to-one majority. Fifty-five percent of the 

voters questioned said they were opposed to the treaty: 

) compared with 30% who favor it. The remainder (15%) indicated 

they h~d not formed a decision. Strongest opposition to the 

treaty comes from Republicans, conservatives and those with 

) an unfavorable opinion of President Carter. Support tends to 

be concentrated in the younger, better-educated, upper-income 

segments of the population. 

The primary reason for opposing the treaty is the feeling 

that it is seen as a "give away" of American property. Supporters, 

on the other hand, tend to feel that the Canal rightfully belongs 

to the Panamanians. 

While there is. concern among those who oppose the treaty 

that giving up the Canal will impair u.S. security, the feeling 

does not appear to be overwhelmingly strong. 

While opposition to the treaty is widespread, neither 

opposition nor support appear to be deeply rooted views. For 

example, 43% of those who favor the treaty and 49% of those who 

oppose it indicates that they really don't know enough about the 

issue to make an informed judgment. 

Cambridge Survey Research 
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Pressed for their reasons for opposing the treaty, 49% 

say that they feel that it represents a "give away" of 

American property. By contrast, only 5% name national 

security as a reason for not giving it up. The pattern 

overall is that those who oppose the treaty can see no good 

reason to give up the Canal and, since they feel it is 

rightfully ours, believe we should keep it. Those who favor 

the treaty feel that the Canal is rightfully the property 

of Panama and, because they see no real reasons for keeping 

it, we should give it up. 

A substantial indication that voters' views on the issue 

do not tend to be adamant comes from the fact that, during the 

course of the interview, 15% of the respondent's changed their 

views on the issue. While most of those who changed were 

among those who were undecided at the beginning, 15% of those 

who initially favored and 8% of those who initially opposed 

the treaty reversed their positions. 

To the extent that the survey contains good news it is 

twofold. First, the issue does not seem to be all that important 

to the average American voter , given his admitted lack of 

knowledge and the ease with which opinions seem to be changed. 

Secondly, it is possible to change the views of a fair number 

of voters who oppose the Canal treaty... 

Cambridge Survey Research 
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The bad news, however, is that the position of those 

who favor the treaty is even more weakly held than that of 

the opposition. For every voter who came to favor the treaty 

during the course of the interview~ one also came to oppose 

it • 

• 
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The Basic Question 

To find out the level of support for the treaty today, 

we asked the American people, based on what they knew about 

the treaty, whether they favored or opposed it. Our findings 

reflect that a majority of Americans today oppose the treaty, 

with less than one-third reporting that they favor it. 

Fran 'What yoo· do know about the treaty, do you 
generally favorer oppose it? 

Favor 
Don't know 
Oppose 

The following 

30% 
15. 

55 


tables show the demographic breakdowns for 

this response, from which the following patterns emerge.o 

1. Strongest political 	support for the treaty 

• 	 come from Democrats, the liberally· inclined, 

those favorable to Carter and those who think 

Carter is doing a good job. 

• 2. Strongest opposition comes among Republicans, 

conservatives and Carter detractors. 

• 
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Professionals, college graduates, those in 

high-income categories, and thirty-five years old 

and under are more inclined to favor the treaty 

than other groups. Conversely, anti-treaty 

sentiment is highest among older Americans, 

the poor, and less-educated segments of the 

population. 

Regionally, strongest support for the treaty 

is evidenced by residents of the Northeast and 

Pacific regions, while the South and Central 

regions show stronger-than-average opposition. 

Cambridge Survey Research 
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Fran what you do know about the treaty do you generally 
favor or o~tx'sei t? 

Favor Don't know Oppose 

OVerall 30% 15 55 

Party preference 
Dem:Jcrat (54) 

. Irrlependent (24) 
Republican (21) 

34 
31 
24 

16 
14 
13 

51 
55 
63 

Po1itiC"a1 idoo1ogy
Liberal (26) 
r-txlerate (29) 
Conservative (37) 

43 
37 
22 

11 
14 
15 

46 
49 
63 

cat:ter rating 
Favorable (74) 
Unfavorable (17) 
Can't rate (9) 

38 
15 
12 

16 
10 
15 

46 
76 
73 

carter performance rating 
Excellent (7) 
Good (49) 
Only fair (34) 
Poor (8) 
Don't know)2)* 

43 
39 
21 

8 
22 

21 
15 
15 

5 
70 

35 
46 
65 
87 

8 

Sex 
Female (51) 
Male (49) 

30 
31 

17 
12 

53 
57 

Race 
White (88) 
Black (10) 

29 
38 

14 
18 

57 
44 

OCcupaticn 
Professional (5) 
White collar (18) 
Blue collar (25) 
'Govermrent (6) 
Teacher (4) * 
Self-employed (7) 
Retired (24) 

46 
30 
31 
31 
52 
16 
23 

12 
13 
14 
20 
16 
17 
15 

41 
57 
55 
50 
31 
68 
63 
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Fran what you do knCM about the treaty •••••• (continued 

,.) 

Favor Ikm't kn<:M Oppose 

Education 
Sane grade school (13) 21 26 53 
Sane high school (16) 26 15 60 

! 
I~ Graduated high school (32) 27 14 59 

.Tedmica1/vocational (4)* 10 11 78 
~ oollege (18) 29 16 54 
Graduated oollege (10) 38 13 49 
Graduate/professional (7) 51 8 41 

:4 Religion 
Protestant (57) 28 14 58 
Catholic (30) 30 18 52 
Jewish (3)* 30 16 54 
other (5) 38 5 57 

...t None (4)* 44 13 43 

• 

Total household inCatE 
$0-3,999 (8) 16 27 57 
$4-6,999 (9) 18 12 71 
$7-9,999 (12) 37 14 50 
$10-12,999 (12) 28 17 55 
$13-14,999 (10) 33 9 58 
$15-19,999 (15) 32 12 56 
$20-24,999 (11) 33 12 55 
OVer $25,000 (10) 41 12 47 

Union membership 
Respondent (17) 40 9 51 
Family nanber (12) 43 21 36 
No member (71) 27 14 58 

Age group 
18-25 (10) 43 15 42 
26-35 (20) 38 17 45 

.36-45 (18) 31 14 55 
46-55 (17) 32 17 51 
.56-65 (18) 17 13 ·71 
OVer 65 (19) 21 13 67

• 

• Cambridge Survey Research 
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F:r:an what you do know about the treaty ...... (continued) 

i" 
Favor Don't know Oppose 

Areas 
Northeast (15) 39 10 51 
In:lustrial (25) 31 17 52 

~ Midlands (15) 21 27 52 
South (19) 27 13 60 
Central (14) 24 11 65 
Pacific (13) 40 13 48 

;.t 
Areas 
California (10) 42 13 44 
West (12) 27 11 62 
New York (9) 40 12 49 
South (14) 28 13 60 
Industrial (27) 30 20 50 

'" 
Border (8) 
New Englarrl (6) 

25 
39 

10 
8 

65 
54 

Midlands (13) 22 21 57 

(,) 

• 
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Reasons for support or opposition 

The strongest argument for supporting the treaty 

among those that favor it, is that the Canal really belongs 

to Panama. Other reasons that had moderate margins of support 

include the position that returning the Canal to Panama is 

the only fair thing to do, and that it is not really that 

valuable or strategic to the United States anyway. Others see 

it as a way to prevent communism by showing the World and 

South America that the United States is a fair country. 

Why do you take that :position in regards to the Panama 
Canal? 

It belongs to Panama 32% 
The right, fair thing to do 12 
'Not valuable or strategic 6 
ShaN U.S. is fair I prevent ccmrn.mism 5 
Fair to both sides 4 
President k:nows what he's doing I 

Carter's right 4 
We stole it, should give it back 3 
Not necessary 2 
Both sides happy 1 
Other 20 
Don't know 11 

" Cambridge Survey Resea.rch 
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The reason most often cited for opposing the Canal treaty 

among respondents who felt that way was the amount of money 

the United States had invested in the Canal the idea that 

because we paid for it, we have a right to it. Other responses 

by treaty antagonists had to do with the security issue: the 

fear of a Communist takeover and the need to protect the U.S. 

Why do you take that position in regard to the Panama Canal? 

U.S. spent too much in moneyI lives to 
give it up 18%} 

u.S. should keep it 11 ) 

It's ours, beloI1g"s to us 9}- 49% 

We built it, we smuld keep·it 8 } 

Why should u.S. give away everythiI1g"? 3 } 

Vital to our security 5 

The ccmnies will take over 4 

You can't trust the Panamanians 4 

U.S. might need it again, need it, need it 

• for trade 4 
Cost U.S. too much to use in future 3 
U. s. can take care of it better 3 

• 

U.S. might lose access to it 2 
Unstable government in Panama 1 
Other 13 
Don't k:ncw 11 

• 

• 
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Though most Americans had an opinion on the issue, we 

were also interested in finding out how informed people felt 

themselves to be about the Panama Canal treaty. Interestingly, 

the majority of Americans felt they were not in a position to 

make an informed judgment about it. 

Do you feel that you are currently infonned enough about 
the Panama canal treaty to nake an infonrai judgment 
about it? 

;.1 

Yes 43% 
Not sure 6 
No 51 

1"- Demographically, as the following table shows, Democrats, 

liberals, Carter supporters and the young feel less informed 

than their counterparts on the treaty. However., those in the 

upper-income groups, the better-educated and residents of the 

Pacific states -- some segments of the population that tended 

to report favorably toward the treaty -- feel they are 

sufficiently familiar with the issue to make such a judgment. 

Among those who feel they are not informed enough, blacks, 

those in blue collar occupations, lower-income groups and 

residents of the Midlands are least informed of all • 

• 
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Do you feel that you are currently informed enough about the 
Panama Canal treaty to make an informed judgement about it? 

Yes Not sure No 

OVerall. 43% 6 51 

Party Ereference 
Dem::X::rat (54) 38 7 56 
Independent (24) 49 6 45 
Republican (2l) 49 4 48 

Political ideol~ 
Liberal (26) 41 4 56 
M:ld.erate (29) 50 6 45 
Conservative (37) 45 7 49 

Opinion of treaty 
Favor (30) 
Don't kn::>w (15) 

49 
15 

8 
12 

43 
73 

OpI.X>se (55) 48 3 49 

carter rating 
Favorable (74) 
Unfavorable (17) 
Can't rate (9) 

40 
55 
36 

7 
4 
5 

54 
41 
59 

Carter ~rformance rating 
Excellcht (7) 48 6 45 
Good (49) 
Only fair (34) 

40 
42 

7 
5 

53 
'52 

Poor (8) 
Don't knew (2)* 

64 
30 

3 34 
70 

Sex 
Female (51) -38 8 54 
Male (49) 50 3 47 

Race 
White (88) 46 5 49 

,Black (10) 28 6 66 

Cambrldgo Survoy nOBoll.reh 
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Do you fee1 ••• informed enough about the Panama Canal ••• (Continued) 

Yes Not sure No 

O::cupation. 
Professional (5) 45 5 50 
White collar (18) 48 6 47 
Blue collar (25) 37 3 59 
Government (6) 51 2 48 
Teacher (4) * 41 13 46 
Self-anp1oyoo (7) 45 9 46 
Retiroo (24) 41 8 52 

Education 
Sate grade school (13) 36 11 54 
Sate high school (16) 27 11 62 
Graduated high school (32) 42 6 52 
Technical/vocational (4)* 59 4 38 
Sorre college (18) 45 3 52 
Graduated college (10) 54 3 43 
Graduate/professional (7) 53 3 44 

Religion 
Protestant (57) 46 4 50 
catholic (30) 44 7 50 
Jewish (3)* 29 13 58 
Other (5) 38 6 57 
None (4)* 37 11 52 

Total household incane 
$0-3,999 (8) 42 21 37 
$4-6,999 (9) 39 11 51 
$7-9,999 (12) 35 5 60 
$10-12,999 (12) 34 66 
$13-14,999 (10) 52 3 45 
$15-19,999 (15) 51 3 46 
$20-24,999 (11) 45 2 53 
Over $25,000 (10) 54 2 44 

Union membership 
Respondent (17) 47 4 50 
Family nanber (12) 32 11 57 
No narber (71) 46 5 50 

Cambridge Survoy UC8cIlroh 
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Do you feel ••• informed 

Age groUE 
18-25 (10) 
26-35 (20) 
36-45 (18) 
46':'55 (17) 
56-65 (18) 
Over 65 '(I9) 

Areas 
Northeast (IS) 

Industrial (25) 

Midlands (15) 

South (19) 

Central (14) 

Pacific (13) 


Areas 

California (10) 

West (12) 

New York (9) 

South (14) 

Irrlustria1 (27) 

Border (8) 
New England (6) 
Midlands (13) 

enough about 

Yes 

40 
39 
51 
47 
41 
46 

45 
43 
31 
42 
45 
56 

60 
49 
43 
42 
39 
46 
47 
36 

-22­

the Panama Canal ••• (Continued) 

Not sure No 

4 
4 
7 
6 
6 
6 

56 
57 
42 
47 
53 
48 

6 
9 
4 
4 

"4 
5 

50 
48 
65 
54 
50 
39 

7 
1 
3 
4 

10 
4 
9 
6 

33 
50 
53 
54 
52 
50 
45 
59 
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We asked those Americans who were unsure or who felt they 

were not adequately informed with regard to the treaty, what 

additional information they would need to arrive at a 

, conclusive decision. Most responded that they would simply 

like more details in general, and increased media coverage 

specifically. Smaller numbers were interested in learning the 

reactions of Panamanians to the treaty and its implications 

for the united States. 

'What additional infonnation would you llDSt like to 
have to help you make a decision? 

General inforrration 19% 
MOre things published 12 
Points of the treaty 9 
MOre N coverage 6 
Rights, controls U.S. will have 5 
Hc:M Panamanians feel, alternatives 

will accept 4 
~e~th 3 
Neutrality issue, degree of U. S. 

intervention 2 
Cost to U.S. of future use of Canal 2 
Am:Junt of U.S. investJl:ent in 

Panama lost by treaty 2 
other 12 
Don't knON 24 

It 
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Further, we looked to see whether lack of information 

correlated in any way with anti-treaty sentiment. While over 

one-half of the respondents who feel they lack sufficient 

knowledge on the issue oppose the treaty, the remarkable 

finding here is that 61% of those who feel sufficiently 

informed also oppose it. 

Opinion of treaty 
i~ 

Overall 

Infonred. enough: 
,~ Yes 

No 

Testing arguments 

Favor Don't kncM Oppose 

30% 15 55 

34% 5 61 
26% 21 53 

• 

To elicit more specific reactions and fears about the 

Panama Canal treaty, we posed a set of statements to respondents 

and asked them to tell us to what degree they felt each of the 

statements to be true or false. In every instance, we found 

that the majority of respondents were more likely to claim as 

false those statements which suggested that the united States 

would lose face if the treaty was not ratified. 

• 
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Americans tend to reject the idea, for instance, that other 

countries will no longer trust the President's ability to 

negotiate, or that internal unrest in Panama will ensue if the 

treaty is not ratified. Further, the majority was inclined 

to disbelieve that the u.s. would no longer be trusted by 

other Latin American countries, or that failure to ratify the 

treaty would result in communist charges of u.s. imperialism. 

On the other hand, pluralities also reject the idea thatI'­
ratification of the treaty will have a negative impact on the 

world's image of the United States. For though a majority of 

Americans may oppose the treaty, they do not believe, by a 
.. 

• 

two-to-one margin, that the Canal treaty implies that the 

United States is growing weak and can no longer playa strong 

role in world affairs. Nor does a majority perceive the treaty 

as an indication that any little dictatorship can kick the U.S. 

around: nor would a majority be willing to send American troops 

into the Canal zone to fight guerrillas. (Though a surprising 

• 

number WOUld). 

The pattern that seems to emerge is that while the majority 

of Americans see no major disadvantage to ratification of the 

• 

treaty, they see no advantages either. In fact, a significant 

58% of Americans believe that the Canal is a giveaway of 

American property, for which they see little in return. 

• 
 Cambridge Survey Research 
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Moreover, confidence in Carter's judgment on the issue as 

sufficient reason for ratification -- while at the 40% level 

is rejected by a larger margin. It would appear that no-one 

including the President -- has given a sizeable proportion 

of Americans a persuasive argument for giving up the Canal 

zone. 

As to the charge that the Republican Party has seized on 

opposing the treaty because it is politically advantageous for 

them to do so, almost one-half of the population seem to feel 

that this is true, although a sizeable minority -- 19% -- were 

unsure about it. 

• 


• 


• 


• 
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I'm going to read you a number of statements that have been made 

about the Panama canal issue and I'd like you to tell ne whether 

each statement is very true, only scmewhat true, sarEWhat false, 

or absolutely false. 


Only 
Very sanewhat Sarewhat Absolutely Don't 
true true false false knc)"\i;- ..-,,'~.--

If the Senate refuses to 
ratify the treaty, the 
country will be hurt 
because other countries 
won't trust the President's 
ability to negotiate. 17% 27 17 29 10 

The Canal Treaty is basically 
a giveaway of American 
property. 40% 18 16 19 6 

I have enough faith in J:immy 
Carter that if he says the 
treaty is needed the Senate 
should back him up_ 22% 18 19 34 7 

The Panama Canal treaty 
indicates that any petty 
little dictatorship can kick 
the u. S. aroun::1. 25% 17 17 34 8 

If we don't ratify the treaty, 
there will be violence and 
bloodshed in Panarra.. 16% 23 21 26 15 

I '\oK)uld be willing' to send 
American troops to fight 
against guerrillas in 
the Canal zone. 25% 11 12 40 12 

If we don't help Panama. by 
agreeing to the Canal 
treaty other latin 
American countries \'JOn I t 
trust the United States 17% 21 19 33 10 

The ca:mrunists will gain a 
great deal of advantage if 
we don't ratify the treaty 
because they will be able 
to stow that the u.S. is 
only interested in itself 
and not in other countries. 17% 18 15 42 9 

The Canal treaty is just one 
nore symbol that the U.S. is 
grONing weak and can no longer 
play a strong role in 
'\oK)rld affairs. 16% 14 14 50 6 

Cambridge Survey Research 



The "give away" issue 

When we look at support for the treaty by validity of each 

statement, the sharpest polarity of viewpoints is evidenced 

by the statement that the treaty is a give away of American 

property. Treaty opposers see it as the most compelling argument 

against the treaty. At the same time, treaty supporters are 

overwhelmingly negative toward this suggestion, the implication 

being that they do not consider it American property in the first 

place. Those that are undecided are about evenly split on the 

issue. 

The Canal Treaty is basically a give cr.Nay of 1\merican property_ 

True Don't krlcM False * 

, 
Favor 23% 5 72 
Don't know 40% 18 42 
Op};X)Se 82% 4 14 

* For ease of presentation, we have collapsed the scale into a 
true-false dichotany. 

Cambridge Survey Research 
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Looking at the demographic breakdowns which follow, 

"give away" sentiment is highest among lower-income groups, 

the poor, blue collar workers, and older citizens. Residents 

of the Central states moreover are much more likely to see 

giving up of the Canal Zone as a loss of u.s. property than 

other areas. 

Those who reject the idea most fervently are liberals, 

the college-educated and professional people. Moreover, 

residents of the Northeast and Pacific regions while still 

more inclined than not see the Canal as belonging to the United 

States -- are more apt to reject this idea than all other 

geographic groups. 

• 

From a partisan point of view, there is some indication that 

feelings about the "give away" issue and feelings toward the 

Administration are inextricably linked. A very high proportion 

of Republicans (69%) and Conservatives (69%) see the treaty as 

An American give away. Further, over three-quarters of those 

unfavorable to Carter perceive the treaty as a hand-out. 

Conversely, higher-than-average proportions of Democrats, 

Independents, liberals, moderates, and those favorable to Carter 

agree with the notion that the United States is not giving anything 

away. In addition, there is a linear relationship between giving 

Carter a favorable performance ratng and being less inclined to 

perceive the treaty as a give away • 

• Cambridge Survey Researoh 
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The Canal treaty is basically a give ~y of American property. 

True Don't knOW' False 

OVerall 58% 6 36 


.. 
 Party preference 

DeI'lt:>crat ( 54) 56 7 37 

Independent (24) 55 5 40 

Re~lican (21) 69 4 27 


Political ideology

Liberal (26) 44 8 48 

M:x1erate (29) 53 7 40 

Conservative (37) 69 3 29 


Opinion of treaty 

Favor (30) 23 5 72 

Don't kn.cM (15) 40 18 42 

Oppose (55) 82 4 14 


Carter rating 

Favorable (74) 50 6 44 

Unfavorable (17) 76 5 19 

can't rate (9) 72 11 17 


~ 

carter perfonnance ratin9: 

Excellent (7) 46 7 47 

Gocrl (49) 49 6 45 

Only fair (34) 67 6 27 

Poor ·(8) 85 4 11 

Don't know (2) * 41 59 


Sex 
Female (51) 61 6 33 

M3le (49) 56 6 38 


Race 

White (88) 59 6 35 

Black (10) 52 11 38 


• 
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canal treaty 	is basically a give away (continued) 

True Don't knew False 

CccuEation 
Professional· (5) 47 2 51 
White collar (18) 52 3 45 

~ 	 Blue collar (25) 63 9 28 
Government (6) 56 2 42 
Teacher (4)* 39 62 
Sel£-anployed (7) 70 4 26 
Retired (24) 66 11 23 

Education 
Sane grade sdlool (13) 67 17 16 
Sane high sdlool (16) 64 10 25 
Graduated high school (32) 63 7 30 
Technical/vocational (4) * 73 27 
Sane college (18) 59 3 39 
Graduated college (10) 47 2 51 
Graduate/professional (7) 38 8 54 

Religion 
Protestant (57) 59 6 35 
Catholic (30) 62 6 33 
Jewish (3)* 43 57 
Other (5) 65 35 
None (4)* 44 11 46 

Total housEhold incane 
$0-3,999 (8) 69 12 20 
$4-6,999 (9) 72 8 20 
$7-9,999 (12) 48 8 44 
$10-12,999 (12) 59 3 37 
$13-14,999 (10) 64 3 34 
$15-19,999 (15) 54 8 38 
$20-24,999 (11) 51 4 45 
Over $25,000 (10) 54 1 46 

• 

union membership 
Respondent (17) 63 7 30 
Family member (12) 54 5 42 
No manber (71) 58 6 36 
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canal treaty is basically a 

Age group 
18-25 (10) 
26-35 (20) 
36-45 (18) 
46-55 (17) 
56-65 (18) 
OVer 65 (19) 

Areas 
Northeast (15) 
Industrial (25) 
Midlands (15) 
South (19) 
Central (14) 
Pacific (13) 

Areas 
California (10) 
West (12) 
New York (9) 
South (14) 
Industrial (27) 
Border (8) 
New England (6) 
Midlands (13) 

give away (continued) 

True 

56 
50 
58 
47 
70 
68 

53 
62 
61 
52 
66 
49 

47 
62 
51 
61 
62 
60 
55 
56 

Don't knCM 

4 
2 
5 
6 
9 

10 

2 
7 
6 
9 
5 

10 

9 
4 
1 
5 
6 
9 
4 

11 

False 

40 
48 
36 
47 
21 
22 

45 
31 
34 
39 
29 
41 

44 
34 
47 
35 
31 
32 
41 
32 

• 
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In a further attempt to measure respondents' sentiment 

about the rights of the United States to the Canal Zone, we 

suggest to respondents that seventy-five years after taking 

the Canal Zone from Panama I that it ...JaS only fair and an 

indication of U.S. magnamity, that we now return it to Panama. 

The majority of respondents, however, didn't buy the belief 

that the U.S. had stolen the Canal Zone or that it was time 

to give it back. 

Seventy-five years after taking the Canal Zone fran 
Panama, it is only fair and just, and a sign that we 
are a great nation, that we return it to Panama. 

Stron:J 1 Y agree 17%) 34%Scmewhat agree 17 ) 

Sanewhat disagree 18 ) 
 58%Strongly disagree 40 ) 

Don't know 8 


When we look at this response by reactions to the treaty, 

again we find that a vast majority of those opposed to the 

treaty -- and a significant plurality of the undecideds - ­

believe the United States should not return the Canal Zone 

to Panama. On the other hand, almost three-quarters of those 

who support the treaty agree that giving it back is the only 

fair thing to do. 

Cambridge Survey Research 
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Those who hold treaty position: 

') 

Favor 
Don't know 
Oppose 

-34­

Agree Don't knCM Disagree 

74% 5 21 
30% 23 48 
14% 81 6 

As the following demographic tables show, similar patterns 

emerge for this question as for the previous one, with 

staunchest support for keeping the Canal Zone coming from 

Republicans, conservatives, and those with anti-Carter sentiments. 

In addition, poorer Americans, older citizens, and residents 

of the South and Central regions hold stronger reservations than 

other groups about giving back the Canal Zone. 

Again, those in the higher socio-economic groups, Democrats, 

liberals, Carter admirers, and residents of the Northeast and 

Pacific states are more inclined to feel that the Canal Zone 

belongs to the Pal1amanians 

• Cambridge Survey Researoh 
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seventy-five years after taking the Canal Zone from Panama, it 
is only fair and just, and a sign that we are a great Nation, 
that we return it to Panama. 
----------------------_.__._-------- ­

Strongly 
agree 

17% 


Party preference 

DeJmcrat (54) 19 

Independent (24) 16 

Republican (21) 14 


Political ideology 

Liberal (26) 27 

M:xlerate (29) 14 

Conservative (37) 13 


QPinion of treaty 

Favor (30) 42 

Don't krDw (15) 11 

Oppose (55) 5 


Carter rating 

Favorable (74) 21 

Unfavorable (17) 8 

can't rate (9) 9 


Carter performance rating 

Excellent (7) 22 

Gcxxl (49) 24 

Only fair (34) 10 

Poor (8) 5 

IX>n't knOll (2) * 51 


Sex 

Fanale (51) 16 

Male (49) 18 


Race 

White (88) 15 

Black (10) 23 


Somewha t 
agree 

17 


20 

16 

14 


24 

20 

15 


32 

19 


9 


21 

9 


11 


26 

20 

15 


20 

14 


17 

22 


Somewhat 
disagree 

18 


18 

17 

21 


18 

16 

18 


12 

18 

22 


18 

18 

21 


8 

23 

17 

13 


8 


18 

18 


19 

19 


Strongly 
disagree 

40 


35 

42 

45 


25 

39 

49 


9 

30 

59 


32 

59 

49 


36 

26 

49 

80 


37 

43 


42 

26 


Don't 
know 

8 


8 

9 

7 


6 

12 


6 


5 

23 


5 


9 

6 

9 


8 

8 

9 

2 


41 


9 

7 


8 

10 
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••• it is only fair and just .•• that we return (the canal) to 

Panama. (Continued) 


Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Don't 
agree agree disagree disagree know 

Ck:c:uPO=tion. 
Professional (5) 13 28 21 34 3 
White collar (18) 20 16 19 37 8 
Blue oo11ar (25) 18 18 22 33 9 
Govermlent (6) 19 14 23 35 10 
Tecicher (4) * 19 37 2 37 6 
Self-employed (7) 
Retired (24) 

8 
13 

13 
14 

17 
9 

61 
53 

1 
11 

Education 
saoo grade sclxlo1 (13) 
saoo high school (16) 

21 
12 

17 
15 

10 
10 

45 
47 

8 
17 

Graduated high sch:lo1 (32) 14 18 18 44 7 
Technical/vocational (4) * 3 16 40 41 
SatE oollege (18) 21 17 23 35 5 
Graduated college (10) 
Graduate/professional (7) 

15 
28 

22 
16 

18 
17 

38 
30 

8 
9 

Re1~ion 
Protestant (57) 
Catholic (30) 
Jewish (3)* 

16 
15 
10 

17 
17 
13 

19 
18 
15 

39 
35 
48 

9 
6 

14 
Other (5) 29 8 30 27 5 
None (4)* 23 28 10 32 7 

Total household incane 
$0-3,999 (8) 
$4-6,999 (9) 
$7-9,999 (12) 
$10-12,999 (12) 
$13-14,999 (10) 
$15-19,999 (15) 
$20-24 , 999 (11) 
Over $25,000 (10) 

17 
13 
20 
18 
19 
14 
15 
21 

16 
12 
13 
17 
14 
21 
22 
20 

10 
15 
35 
13 
22 
21 
17 
16 

55 
48 
26 
43 
40 
38 
40 
36 

2 
13 

6 
9 
6 
6 
6 
8 

Union manbershiE 
Resporrlent (17) 
Family rranber (12) 
No netber (71) 

21 
18 
16 

15 
22 
17 

19 
15 
18 

40 
36 
41 

6 
9 
8 
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... if is only fair and just ••• that we return (the canal) to 
Panama (Continued) 

Age group 

18-25 (10) 

26-35 (20) 

36-45 (18) 

46-55 (17) 

56-65 (18) 

OVer 65 (19) 


Areas 

Northeast (15) 

Industrial (25) 

Midlands (15) 

South (19) 

Central (14) 

Pacific (13) 


Areas 

California (10) 

West (12) 

New York (9) 

South (14) 

Irrlustrial (27) 

Porder (8) 

New England (6) 

Midlands (13) 


Strongly 
agree 

24 

20 

17 

21 

11 

11 


24 

17 

11 

14 

22 

16 


16 

25 

26 

14 

17 

13 

22 

10 


Somewhat 
agree 

25 

22, 

17 

14 

12 

13 


19 

19 

14 

17 


8 

27, 


28 

8 


20 

17 

17 

19 

19 

14 


Somewhat Strongly Don't 
disagree disagree know 

24 24 4 

25 30 3 

14 45 6 

21' 31, 13 

13 51 13 

11 57 10 


14 39 3 

20 37 8 

16 43 17 

17 45 8 

22 42 6 

20 29 9 


15 33 8 

25 35 7 

13 40 1 

16 44 9 

20 37 9 

18 45 5 

16 38 6 

20 43 13 
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Defense issue 

A major reason for this sentiment would appear to be that 

many people feel that the Canal Zone is still vital to the 

defense of the United States. Eve~ when given a choice of 

statements, one of which indicated that the Canal is now too 

small for many of U.S. vessels -- and consequently no longer 

important -- a majority of respondents still opted for retaining 

the Canal zone as necessary for the protection of the United 

States. 

Vital to U.S. defense 58% 
No longer important 34 
Ibn't krow 7 

When we look at this response by support for the treaty, 

it is not surprising to find that almost three-quarters of 

treaty opposers feel the Canal zone is still strategically 

necessary. It is significant that a plurality of the undecided 

respondents feel this way also. 

• Vital Ibn't know No longer ~rtant 

Treaty posilion: 
Favor 34% 6 59 
Ibn't know 48% 17 34 
Oppose 74% 5 20 

~ 
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Demographic breakdowns of this response, as the following 

table shows, reinforces many of the patterns we have seen 

previously, with the same segment of the population invariably 

more inclined to opt for keeping the Canal. 

Cambridge Survey Researoh 
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Which of these ~ statements is closer to your opinion: retaining the cana). 
am cam.l Zone is vital to the defence of the united States, or while it 
might once have been of vital importance, since our big sul:marines and air ­
craft carriers can't even fit through it, the canal is no longer really 
im};X?rtant to the u.S. defense? 

Vital to 
defense 

58 % 

party preference 
DeIrDcrat (54) 57 
Independent (24) 55 
Republican (21) 63 

Political ideolO9Y 
Liberal (26) 45 
Moderate (29) 61 
Conservative (37) 64 

Opinion of treaty 
Favor (30) 34 
Don't krDw (15) 48 
Opp::>se (55) 74 

carter rating 
Favorable (74)· 52 
Unfavorable (17) 75 
can't rate (9) 62 

Carter ~ormance rating 
Excellent 7) 54 
Good (49) 47 
Only fair (34) 68 
Poor (8) 
Don't knOll (2) * 

83 

Sex 
Female (51) 56 
Male (49) 60 

Race 
White (88) 59 
Black (10) 55 

Not really 
important 

to defense 
34 

36 
33 
31 

46 
33 
29 

59 
34 
20 

38 
22 
32 

43 
44 
25 
14 
38 

34 
34 

34 
34 

[bn' t knoy! 

7 

6 
11 


5 


8 

6 

6 


6 
17 

5 

9 
2 

6 


3 

8 

6 
4 

62 

9 
6 

6 

10 
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Which of these twJ staterrents is closer to your opinion: ••• the Canal .•• is 
vital to the defense ••. or ••• is no lorger really important ••• (Continue:::i) 

Vital to 
defense 

O::cupation 
Profession'al (5) 53 
White collar (18) 55 
Blue collar (25) 57 
Government (6) 60 

'Teacher (4)* 42 
Self-emPloyed (7) 67 
Retired (24) 67 

Education 
Sare grade school (13) 62 

Sare high school (16) 64 

Graduated high school (32) 63 

Technical/vocational (4) * 69 

Sane college (l8) 57 


. Graduated college (10) 50 

Graduate/professional (7) 45 


Religion 

Protestant (57) 61 

catholic (30) 62 

Jewish (3)* 55 

Other (5) 43 

None (4)* 38 


'Ibta1 hOUE',eho1d incane 
$0-3,999 (8) 56 
$4-6,999 (9) 63 
$7-9,999 (12) 57 
$10-12,999 (l2) 59 
$13-14,999 (10) 58 
$15-19 ,999 (l5) 63 
$20-24,999 (11) 56 
OVer $25,000 (10) 54 

Union manbershiE 
Resp:mdent . (17) 63 

-Family manber (12) 51 
No nerber (71) 58 

N::>t really import­
ant to defense Don't knaY 

41 6 

40 4 

34 8 

34 5 

50 8 

26 6 

26 7 


24 13 

22 13 

30 6 

27 4 

38 4 

46 5 

46 8 


32 6 

32 5 

36 9 

41 15 

57 6 


33 10 

21 15 

32 10 

39 2 

40 1 

32 4 

38 5 

37 9 


31 6 

37 11 

34 7 
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Which of tlese two statements is closer to your opinion: ••• the CanaL •. is 
vital to•.•defense•••or •.• is no longer really important••• (Continue:1) 

!t..9.e groue. 
18-25 (10) 
26-35 (20) 
36-45 (18) 
46-55 (17) 

. 56-65 (18) 
Over 65 (19) 

Areas 
Northeast (15) 

Industrial (25) 

Midlands (15) 

South (19) 

Central (14) 

Pacific (13) 


Areas 

California (10) 

West (12) 

New York (9) 

South (14) 

In::1ustrial (27) 

Border (8) 

Na¥' England (6) 

Midlands (13) 


Vital to 
defense 

51 
55 
51 
56 
71 
65 

62 
53 
50 
65 
59 
56 

53 
58 
62 
66 
49 
70 
62 
55 

tbt really import-
and to defense 

45 
41 
38 
35 
18 
27 

32 
37 
36 
31 
29 
41 

44 
29 
32 
29 
40 
29 
31 
33 

Ibn't knJw 

3 

3 


10 

8 


10 

7 


6 

9 


13 

3 


11 

4 


3 
13 


6 

4 


10 

1 

6 


11 
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The partisan relationship 

As we have seen previously, a relationship exists between 

feelings toward the Administration and feelings toward the 

Panama Canal treaty issue. In this regard, segmentation on 

the statement that best equates confidence in Carter's judgment 

with the need to ratify the treaty, underscores the previous 

findings. The vast majority of those who favor the treaty 

agree with the statement that if Jimmy Carter says the treaty 

is needed, the Senate should back him up. On the other hand, 

the vast majority of those who oppose the treaty feel that the 

statement is false. Interestingly, the majority of those who 

are unsure about the treaty feel the statement to be true. 

I have enough faith in Jimmy Carter that if he says 
the treaty is needed the Senate should back him up. 

True Don't knew False 

• 


Favor 71% 7 '22 
Don't knew 55% 18 27 
Op};X)Se 19% 5 77 
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In addition, the following, related patterns emerge: 

1. A majority of those favorable to Carter (54%), 

Democrats (51%) and liberals (51%) believe 

.the 	Senate should back the President up on 

the treaty issue. 

2. 	 Those that give Carter an excellent performance 

rating support the statement by a three-to-one 

margin, while support among those that give 

Carter a good rating is at the 55% level. 

3. 	 Doubts that Carter's integrity on the treaty 

issue is reflected by Republicans and conservatives 

by 66% and 64% respectively, and independents by 

57%. 

4. 	 Not surprisingly, 71% of those that give Carter 

a fair rating, and 93% of those that rate him 

poorly, reject the idea that the Senate should 

back him up. 
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Further, a majority of those who favor the treaty are more 

likely to credit the Republican Party with political motivation 

for opposing the treaty rather than because the party believes 

in it. Treaty opposers, however, were about evenly divided on 

the issue. 

The Republican Party has seized on opposing the canal 
treaty not so much because they believe in it, but 
because they think it is to their political advantage. 

True Don't know False 

Overall 46% 19 35 

Favor 58% 14 28 
Don't knOll 36% 33 31 
Op{Xlse 42% 18 40 

Looking at responses to the statement along partisan-political 

lines, it is not surprising to find that those respondents who 

are most skeptical toward the Republican Party for their' 

opposition are Democrats (58%), liberals (54%), moderates (50%), 

and those favorable to Carter (50%). In addition, those that 

give Carter excellent and good ratings feel this is true by 60% 

and 49% respectively. While the plurality of Republicans -- at 

the 49% level -- feel this statement to be false even a significant 

number of Republicans are critical or uncertain about their own 

Party's motives. 
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Positive and negative sentiment on implications of the treaty 

In order to better understand voters' reasons for favoring 

or opposing the Panama Canal treaty, we examined how those 

who favored or opposed the treaty felt about those statements 

dealing with the lon~ and short-term implications of treaty 

ratification. The results of these analyses give a clearer 

picture of both the support and opposition to the signing of 

the treaty. In addition, we examined the beliefs of those 

voters who are still undecided on the treaty -- the pool from 

which additional public support for the President's position 

is most likely to corne. 

I. Attitudes of treaty supporters 

The following table shows how treaty supporters feel about 

the pros and cons of treaty ratification. Several clear patterns 

emerge from the table. First the majority of those who support 

the treaty feel that failure to ratify will be detrimental to 

the image of the United States -- especially in the Third World 

countries • 

• 

• Cambridge Survey Research 
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1. Over one-half of those who support the 

_ treaty feel that if we don't help 

Panama by agreeing to the Canal treaty, 

other Latin American countries won't trust 

• the United States. 

2. 	 A majority also feels that if the Senate 

refuses to ratify the treaty, the country 

1-­ will be hurt because other countries won't 

trust the President's ability to negotiate. 

3. 	 Finally, one-half of those who favor the 

treaty feel that the Communists will gain 

a great deal of advantage if we don't 

ratify the treaty because they will be able 

to show selfish motivations in U.S. foreign 

policy. 

• 
In line with their idea of negative consequences if the 

treaty is not ratified, trea±y supporters reject wholeheartedly 

the idea that the treaty is a sign of U.S. weakness. 

• 
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1. 	 More than four-out-of-five reject the idea 

that the Panama Canal treaty indicates that 

any petty little dictatorship can kick the 

u.s. around. 

2. 	 Also rejected by 82% of those who support 

the treaty is the idea that it is just one 

more sign that the U.S. is growing weak and 

can no longer play a strong role in world 

affairs. 

• While accepted by a plurality of those who support the 

treaty 44% versus 40% -- the idea of violence in Panama 

if the treaty is not ratified does not appear to be a strong 

issue to supporters of the treaty. 

On the other hand, while over one-half indicate that they 

would not be willing to send American troops to fight against 

guerrillas in the Canal Zone, over one-third of those who 

support the treaty indicate that they would be willing to 

send American troops to defend it against Panamanians. 

• 


• 


• 
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Base = treaty supp:>rters 

rI 
True Don't knCM False 

If the Sena.te refuses to ratify the 
treaty, the country will be hurt 
because other countries 'INOn t t trust 
the President t s ability to negotiate. 52% 7 42 

The Panama Canal treaty irrlicates that 
any petty little dictatorship can 
kick the U.S. around. 11% 7 83 

If we don't ratify the treaty, there 
will be violence and bloodshed in'r# 
Panama. 44% 16 40 

I would be willing to send American 
troops to fight against guerrillas 
in the Canal zone. ·34% 8 58 

If we don't help Panama. by agreeing to 
~ the Canal treaty other latin AIrerican 

countries 'INOn I t trust the United 
States. 55% 5 41 

The camnunists will gain a great deal 
of advantage if we don't ratify 
the treaty because they will be 
able to show that the U.S. is only 
interested in itself and not in 
other countries. 50% 6 44 

The canal treaty is just one rrore 
symbol that the U. s. is growing 
weak and can no longer play a 
strong role in 'INOrld affairs. 14% 4 82 

• 
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II. 	Attitudes of treaty opposers 

.. 

Besides feeling that the Canal treaty is basically a 

give away of American property, an other strong motivation 

for opposing the treaty expressed by those who oppose its 

ratification is that it indicates that any little dictatorship 

can kick the u.s. around. As the following table illustrates, 

this feeling is endorsed by 59% of those opposing the treaty_ 

Nevertheless, less than one-half of the anti-treaty group 

would be willing to send u.s. troops to fight guerrillas in 

the Canal Zone, although a majority of opposers reject the 

idea that the treaty is just one more sign that the U.S. is 

no longer able to playa strong role in world affairs. 

Within the opposition, however, there are signs of areas 

where opinions may be changed, at least among a sizeable 

minority. 

• 
 1. Two-out-of-five feel that failure of the 


Senate to ratify the treaty will hurt the 

country because other countries won't 

• 	 trust the President's ability to negotiate. 

2. 	 Nearly one-third believe that if we don't 

help Panama by agreeing to the Canal treaty,

• other Latin American countries won't trust 

the United States. 
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2. 	 Over one-fourth believe that the Communists 

will gain a great deal of advantage if 

we don't ratify the treaty because they 

will be able to show that the u.s. is 

only interested in itself and not in other 

. countries. 

• 

• 

• 
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Base = treaty op[X>sers 

~ True Don't know False 

If the Senate refuses to ratify the 
treaty, the cruntry will be hurt 
because other countries lNOn' t 
trust the President I s ability to 

II neg'otiate. 41% 9 51 
The Panama Canal treaty indicates 

·that any petty IitUe dictatorship 
.can kick the U.s. around. 59% 7 34 

If we don't ratify the treaty, there 
will be violence aril blcxxlsherl in 

" Panama. 35% 13 52 
I 'WOUld be willing to serrl AIoorican 

troops to fight against guerrillas 
in the canal zone. 43% 12 46 

If we don I t help Panama. by agreeing to 
the canal treaty other Latin.. Anerican rountries 'WOn't trust the 
Uniterl States. 31% 9 60 

The carmunists will gain a great deal 
of advantage if we don't ratify 
the treaty because they will be 
able to shCM that the U.S. is 
only interesterl in itself and not 
in other countries. 28% 7 65 

The Canal treaty is just one rrore 
.syml:x:>l that the U. S. is growing 
weak aril can no longer play a 
strong role in world affairs. 41% 5 54

I 

• 
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III. Attitudes of the undecided 

As might be expected, those who are undecided about the 

treaty are split on most of the issues surrounding the treaty. 

In terms of looking for possible support for the treaty among 

members of this group, there is both good and bad news as. ~ 

reflected in the table that follows. 

On the "good news" side, we find the following: 

1. 	 Nearly two-out-of-every-three say they would 

be unwilling to send American troops to fight 

guerrillas in the Canal Zone; 

2. 	 A plurality feel that failure to ratify the 

treaty will weaken the President's ability 

to negotiate with other countriesi 

3. 	 Nearly one-half reject the idea that the 

treaty indicates that the u.s. can be kicked 

around by petty dictatorships; 

4. 	 The idea that the treaty is a symbol that 

the U.S. can no longer playa strong role 

in world affairs is rejected by nearly a two-

to-one margin. 
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On the negative side, however, the undecideds reject the 

idea that failure to ratify the treaty will hurt the united 

States' image in communist countries and Latin America. 

1. 	 Over one-half disagree that the communists 

will use the failure of the U.S. to ratify 

the treaty to show that we are only interested 

in ourselves and not in other countries. 

2. 	 A plurality reject the idea that other 

Latin American countries won't trust the 

United States if we fail to help Panama by 

ratifying the treaty. 

Undecided respondents also tend to reject the idea that there 

will be violence and bloodshed in Panama if the treaty is not 

ratified. 

Cambridge Survey Research 
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) 

Base = trea:tY undecideds 

) 
True Don I t :k:n<:M False 

If the Senate refuses to ratify the 
treaty, the country will be hurt 
because other countries won i t trust 
the President 1 s ability to negotiate. 40% 23 37J 

The Panama Canal trea:tY, indicates that 
any petty little dictatorship can 
kick the u.S. around. 38% 16 46 

If we don 1 t ratify the treaty, there 
will be violence and b10cxished in 
Panama. • 36% 23 41.) 

I wru1d be willing to sen:1 Arrerican 
troops to fight against guerrillas 
in the canal zone. 17% 19 65 

If we dOl 1 t help Panama by agreeing 

to the Canal treaty other Latin 

Arrerican countries won 1 t trust
J 
the United States. 	 34% 23 44 

The cx::mruni.sts will gain a great 
deal of advantage if we don 1 t 
ratify the treaty because they 
will be able to shCM that the u.s. 

~.J 	 is only interested in itself and 
not in other countries. 29% 20 51 

The Canal treaty is just one rrore 
sym1:x:>1 that the U.S. is grCMing 
weak and can no longer play a 
strong role in world affairs. 25% 13 42 
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Changing the Public's Mind 

Potential impacts on voters' attitudes toward the treaty 

To find out more about what might influence voters' 

attitudes toward the Canal treaty one way or the other, 

w~ asked what impact it would have on their views of the 

treaty if the statements we had made before were, in fact, 

true. Specifically, we looked to see what effect negative .. statements would have on those with positive attitudes about 

the treaty, and how the positive statements, if true, would 

change the views of those opposed to the treaty. Finally, 

we examined the impact of each of the statements on those 

who have yet to decide on the issue. 

Generally, the findings indicate that those who are 

currently in support of the treaty would be somewhat more 

affected by finding negative statements true than would treaty 

opposers who find positive statements true. Among the 

undecideds, however, it was the positive or pro-treaty state­

ments which appeared to be the more persuasive. 

We further examined how certain "trade-offs" might affect 

voters' views toward the treaty, specifically with regard 

to foreign aid to Panama, the regime in Panama, and the right 

of the united States to build a larger canal in the future. 
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Potential impacts on treaty supporters 

Among treaty supporters, we were interested in finding 

out what ramifications of the treaty might cause an erosion 

of support. As the following table demonstrates, a significa.nt 

waning of support for the treaty would result if pro-treaty 

Americans believed them to be true. 

1. 	 Over one-half said that they would be less 

inclined to support the treaty if they felt 

it was true that it indicated that the 

United States could be pushed around by 

i"" 	 petty dictatorships. 

2. 	 Fifty-one percent of the supporters indicated 

that they would be less favorable toward the 

treaty if they felt it were true that the 

treaty was really a give away of American 

~ 	 property. 

3. 	 Nearly one-half said they would be less likely 

to favor ratification if they felt that the 

treaty symbolized U.s. weakness in the area 

of world affairs. 
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4. Finally, 45% indicated that, if they had 

to send troops to fight guerrillas in the 
) 

Canal Zone, they would be less inclined to 

support ratification of the treaty. 

) 
Potential iInp::lct of "true" statements on treaty supporters. If statement 
were true, would you be: 

1vbre Less 
inclined No inclined Don't 
to support difference to support know 

The canal treaty is basically a 
give away of American property. 37% 7 51 5 

The Panama. Canal treaty indicates 
that any petty little dictatorship,) 
can kick the U.S. around. 36% 5 55 4 

I \l.Uu1d be willing to send American 
troops to fight against guerrillas 
in the Canal zone. 42% 5 45 9 

The canal treaty is just one more 
symbol that the U.S. is growing 
weak an::1 can no longer play a 
strong role in world affairs. 40% 5 47 9 

Though the majority of treaty supporters believe the United 

States should give the Canal Zone back to the Panamanians, they 

do not believe that the U.S. should also give them foreign aid. 

This suggests that there is a limit to what treaty supporters 

will accept, and that any discussion of foreign aid to Panama 

might tend to reduce favorable sentiment among a majority of 

this group. 
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I wouldn't mind giving up the canal, but we should not 
give the Panammians any foreign aid to go along with 
it. 

Agree 54% 
Don't know 7 
Disagree 39 

Potential impacts on treaty opposers 

In contrast with treaty supporters, it is notable at the 

outset that treaty opposers are even more adamant in their 

negative views of the treaty when asked to assume that certain 

positive statements about the treaty are true. In almost 

every instance, over one-half of those who oppose the treaty 

felt that such a fact would make them even less inclined to 

support the measure. 

In fact, the only "fact" that would make less than a 

majority of treaty opposers even less favorable was the state­

ment that the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the military have 

supported the treaty for some time on the grounds that the Canal 

is not defensible, and feel that the treaty would increase 

security. However, less thap four-out-of-ten of those opposing .. the treaty said that such a fact might make them more inclined 

to support ratification. 

There are some signs, nevertheless, that each of these 

statements would encourage some shift to the pro-treaty side. 

As the following table indicates, about one-in-three said they 
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would be more favorable toward the treaty if each statement 

were true. 

Potential impact of "true" statarents on treaty opp:>sers. If statem:mt 
'Were true W':)1,lld you be: 

l'bre Less 
inclined No inclined Don't 
tosupp:?rt difference to sUpfX?rt know 

If the Senate refuses to ratify 
the treaty, the country will be 
hurt because other countries 
~n 't trust the President's 
ability to negotiate. 32% 8 52 8 

I have enough faith in Jimny 
carter that if he says the treaty 
is needed the Senate should back 
him up. 33% 6 58 4 

If we don't ratify the treaty, 
there will be violence and 
bloc:xlshed in Panama. 36% 6 51 6 

If we don't help Panama by agreeing 
to the Canal treaty other Iatinlilt 
American countries won't trust 
the United States. 33% 7 55 5 

The cx:mmmists will gain a great 

I. 
 deal of advantage if we don't 

ratify the treaty because they 
will be able to show that the 
U.S. is only interested in 
itself an:l not in other countries. 32% 9 54 5 

I. 
If it was true that the Joint Chiefs 


of Staff of the mili"t<.lXY have 

supported the treaty for several 

years because they believe that 

the Canal in its present form is 
incapable of being defended am 
recognize the treaty as a means of 
improving security. 38% ' 5 45 12 

!• 
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However, a slightly wider margin of pro-treaty sentiment 

would be evidenced among opposers were the treaty to include 

a provision that gives the United States the right to build 

a new and larger Canal that could accommodate U.S. oil 

tankers and aircraft carriers. 

If Panama agrees as part of the current treaty to give us 
the right to build a new canal, h.cM inclined wculd you be 
to supfOrt the treaty? 

M::>re inclined 40% 
Less inclined 46 
No difference 7 

. 8Don't know 

Moreover, it is evident, that the regime that presently 

exists in Panama is a major factor in opposing the treaty. 

I'- A sizeable majority of treaty opposers report that they would 
I 

be willing to give the Canal to Panama if it had a free, 

Democratic government instead of the dictatorship presently 

ruling.~ 
I 

I 

I'd agree to give the canal to Panama if it had a free, 
J.)em:)cratic government but I don't think we should give 
it to the dictatorship that currently rules. 

Agree 60% 
Don't know 3 
Disagree 36 

.­ Cambridge Survey Researoh 
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Potential impacts on the 	undecideds 

It is the opinions of the 15% who are still undecided on the 

issue which are of special interest as they are probably the most 

susceptible to change. To get a better picture of this group and

• 	 how it might be brought over to the "supporter" side, we first 

looked at the impact which both positive and negative "facts" 

would have on their attitudes •

• Looking at the imp~cts of the positive statements, we find 

the following: 

1. Over one-half say they would be more favorable 

toward the Canal treaty if they found it was 

actually supported by the Joint Chiefs of 

r Staff. 

I 2. 	 Over one-half say they would be more favorable 

toward the Canal treaty if it were true that 

failure to ratify would hurt the President's 

ability to negotiate with other countries. 

~ 
I 3. 	 Forty-two percent would be more inclined to 
I 
i 	 support the treaty if failure to ratify would 

give the communists the opportunity to say 

that the u.s. doesn't care about other countries. 
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4. 	 Pluralities of the undecideds would be more 

favorable toward the treaty, if they felt 

that riots would result in Panama, or that 

Latin American countries would not trust 

the United States if the treaty were not 

ratified. 

5. 	 Only one-quarter, however, would be more 

inclined to support the treaty if they felt 

the Republican Party had ulterior motives 

in opposing the treaty. 

~ 
I, 

The impact of negative IIfacts" appear to be considerably 

weaker than the impact of positive ones among the undecideds. 

~ 
I ,I 

1. 	 If they felt that the Canal treaty was simply
I 

another symbol of U.S. loss of world power, 

40% would be less inclined to support the~ 
i 
I 	 treaty. 
i, 

2. 	 If they were willing to send U.S. troops to 

the Canal Zone to fight guerrillas, nearly one-

half would feel less inclined to support the 

treaty. 
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3. 	 Pretending that the treaty was simply 

a give away of American property or 

that it showed petty dictators could 

push us around, resulted in only the 

slightest plurality shifting from 

undecided to less inclined 
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Potential impact of "true" stai:eJ:rents of the urrlecide::ls. If stateItent 
'Were true would you be: 

More 	 Less 
incline::l No incline::l Don't 
to support difference to suPIX?rt. know 

If the Senate refuses to ratify the 
tre3.ty, the country will be hurt 
because other countries won't 
trust the President's ability 
to negotiate. 51% 7 21 21 

The Canal treaty is basically a 
give away of A1rerican property. 33% 2 38 27 

I have enough faith in JiItn¥ Carter 
that if he says the treaty is 
nee::le::l the Senate should back 
him up. 50% 4 24 21 

The Panama Canal treaty indicates 
that any petty little dictator­
ship can kick the U.S. around. 36% 3 37 24 

If WE! don I t ratify the treaty, 
there will be violence and 
bloodshe::l in Panan:a. 41% 6 29 24 

I would be willing to send American 
troops to fight guerrillas in 
the Canal zone. 23% 3 48 25 

If we don't help Panama. by agreeing 
to the Canal treaty other Latin 
American countries won I t trust 
the unite::l States. 41% 4 30 25 

The carm.mists will gain a great 
deal of advantage if we don It 
ratify the treaty because they 
will be able to ShCM that the 
U.S. is only interested in it ­
self and not in other countries. 42% 5 33 21 

The Canal treaty is just one nore 
symbol that the U.S. is grCMing 
weak and can no lOn;Jer play a 
strong role in world affairs. 28% 6 40 26 

The 	RepJ.blican Party has seize::l on 
opposing the Canal trmty not so 
much because they believe in it 
rut because they think it is to 
their political aclvantaqe. 25% 9 36 30 

Cambridge Survey Research 



I National -66­
~ 
! 

Impact of "true" stata:nents on undecideds (continued) 

~ 

If it was true t.'1at the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff of the military 

~ have supp:>rted the treaty for 
several years because they 
believe that the Canal in its 
present fonn is incapable of 
being defended and recognize 
the treaty as a rooans ofr improving security. 

r.t:>re less 
inclined No inclined IX>n It 
tosupp:>rt difference to supp.::>rt knCM 

52% 5 16 

Among the "trade-off" issues, those that would shift 

the undecideds to a pro-treaty stance were the following: 

1. Fifty-two percent of the undecideds would be 

more inclined to support the treaty were it 

to include a provision that gave the u.s. the 

right to build a new and larger Canal. 

l), 

2. A plurality (48%) supported the argument that 

they wouldn't mind giving up the Canal Zone as 

long as foreign aid to Panama was not part of 

the deal. 

~ 
I 

In addition, a Democratic government in Panama would make 

a majority of the undecideds (56%) more favorable toward the 

treaty. 
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To find out whether discussion of the issue had, perhaps, 

changed respondents' views on the treaty, we asked them to 

give us their vote again. Overall, the responses were much 

the same as before, with 3% of the undecideds dividing two-

to-one against the treaty. 

However, when we look at the actual crossovers, 15% of 

treaty supporters now have doubts or have shifted to the anti-

treaty column. 41% of the undecideds have reached a conclusion, 

with slightly more opposing the treaty than favoring it. Treaty 

opposers remain firmest in their initial decision, although 

some positive shift is evidenced. 

For Not sure Against 
~ 

Treaty position: 

Favor 85% 7 8 
Don't know 18% 59 24 

•! Oppose 5% 3 92 
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When we asked respondents who had changed their positions 

on the treaty issue their reason for doing so, a surprisingly 

high percentage were not sure why they had. This suggests 

that some Americans are still fuzzy on the issues surrounding 

the treaty, and subject to change their minds again. 

The primary reason cited by pro-treaty respondents for 

changing their minds was that discussion of the treaty had 

made them more aware of the issues. 

[Not sure or favored the treaty] 'What if anything stands 
out as a reason for changing your mind? 

Mditional information 15% 
Keep CCmnunism out, U. S. rrore 

secure 7 
Shouldn't give it OYIay, u.s. built 

it 7 
Sending troops 6 
Opening to CCmrnmism 2 
ot:l':er 27 
Don't knav 36 

~ Additional information was also cited by those who had 
I 
, 

originally opposed the treaty as the main reason for changing 

their minds. The idea of se~ding troops into the Canal Zone 

had disturbed a small minority of switchers; others had been 

convinced by the idea that we shouldn't get involved in Panama, 

. that it's too small and of no military value any more. 

~ 
I 
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[Not sure or opp)sed the treaty] What is anything stands 
out as a reason for changing your mind? 

Additional infonnation 23% 
Sending our troops 6 
u.S. shouldn't get involved 4 
Panama is too small, has no 

military value 4 
[IF] Joint Chiefs of Staff are 

foi 	 in favor of it 2 
Other 27 
Don't know 34 

Demographic breakdowns for the second vote on the treaty 

show much the same overall patterns as for the initial response. 

However, the Midland region shows a net gain of 10% in the 

'number who oppose the treaty, and is now second only to the 

Central region in lack of treaty support. The Border states 

moreover, reflect an 11% increase in the number of people 

supporting the treaty, while the Southern states reflect a 6%" 
increase in support. 

Professional people, teachers and the self-employed all 

showed stronger gains than other occupational groups, as did 

college graduates among educational groups. Those in the 18-25 

year old age group made a marked shift into the anti-treaty 

column, although those in the 36-45 age group reflected a six-

point gain in support. 
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Net change between first and second response 

For Not sure Against 

OVerall + 1% - 3 + 2 

Pa.rty preference 
Darocrat (54) - 2 +1 
In.:3.eperrl.ent (24) + 1 - 3 + 2 
Republi~ (2l) + 2 - 2 + 1 

PolitiCal ideology 
Liberal (26) + 2 - 2 + 1 
MJderate (29) - 4 + 2 + 2 
Conservative (37) + 2 - 4 + 2 

Carter ratm 
Favorable 74) +2 - 3 + 1 
unfavorable (17) - 1 - 1 + 1 

~ -Can 't rate (9) - 4 + 4 

Carter perfonnance rating: 
Excellent (7) + 3 + 2 - 3 
Gcx:xi (49) + 2 - 4 + 2 
Only fair (34) + 1 - 3 + 2 

~ Poor (8) - 2 - 1 + 3 
Don't krx:Jw (2)* 

Sex 
Female· (51) + 1 - 1 
Male (49) + 1 - 4 + 3 

It 
Race 
White (88) + 1 - 3 + 2 
Black (10) + 3 + 2 - 5 

OCCUpation 

~ Professional (5) + 2 - 4 + 6 
White collar (18) - 1 - 5 + 3 
Blue collar (25) + 2 + 2 - 1 
GovernIllE!l1t . (6) - 5 - 4 - 3 
Teacher ( 4) * - 1 - 7 +11 

• 
Self-employed (7) + 3 - 2 + B 
Retired (24) - 2 

I 
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$0-3,999 (8) 	 + 5 + 4 - 9 '" 

$4-6,999 (9) - 1 - 1 + 1 
$7-9,999 (12) + 4 - 3 - 1 
$10-12,999 (12) + 2 - 9 +7 
$13-14,999 (10) + 3 - 3 

~ $15-19,999 (15) - 2 - 3 + 4 
I $20-24,999 (11) + 4 - 4 + 1 

OVer $25,000 (10) - 2 + 5 - 2 

Union manbershie 
Res:£X>Ildent (17) - 2 + 4 - 1., Family member (12) 	 - 6 - 1 + 8 

I No member (71) 	 + 3 - 3 + 1 I 

Age 9EOUP 
18-25 (10) - 5 - 4 +10 
26-35 (20) + 5 - 2- 4 

~ 
I 	

36-45 (18) +6 - 6 
46-55 (17) - 2 - 2 + 4 
56-65 (18) + 1 + 3 - 5 
Over 65 (19) + 1 - 3 + 2 

~ 

I 

Cambridge Survey Resoarch~ , 

Naticmal -71­

Net change (ccntinued) 

Far Not sure A9:ainst 

Educaticn 
Sate grade school (13) + 7 - 5 - 2 
Some high school (16) - 2 + 4 - 2 
Graduated high school (32) + 2 - 1 
Teclmical/vocational (4) * + 9 + 1 - 9 
sCtmcollaje (18) + 2 - 8 + 7 
Graduated oollaje (10) - 1 - 4 + 5 
Graduate/professional (7) - 3 +1 + 2 

Religion 
Protestant (57) + 2 - 3 + 1 
Catholic (30) + 1 - 2 + 2 
Jewish (3)* + 7 - 7 
other (5) - 6 + 3 + 3 
None (4)* +3 - 7 + 3 

Total household incane 
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Net change (continued) 

, 
For Not sure Against1\oJ 

I 
i Areas 

Northeast (15) + 2 - 2 
IOOustrial (25) - 1 1- 2 
Midlands (15) + 2 -11 +10 

i'IIJ South (19) + 6 - 6 
Central (14) - 2 - 1 + 3 
Pacific (13) - 4 + 4 

Areas 

California (10) 
 - 7 + 7 + 1 

~ WeSt (12) + 2 - 1 - 1 
New York (9) + 1 - 2 
South (14) + 3 - 6 + 2 
Industrial (27) - 3 + 3 
Border (8) +11 - 5 - 6 

"" 
New England (6) - 3 + 4 - 1 
Midland (13) - 2 - 8 +10 

! 

I 

J.J 
I 

~ 
I 
I 
I 
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Sanet:iroes as we discuss an issue and bring up arguments for and against 
s::>mething, people switch their min:is about it. We've raised arguments 
for am against the treaty in this discussion. Given all you're heard 
do you think if you had to vote yourself right now for or against the 
treaty, how ~u1d you vote? 

CNerall 

Party preference 
Datocrat (54) 
Independent (24) 
Republican (21) 

Political ideology 
Liberal (26) 
M:x:1erate (29) 
COnservative (37) 

QPinion of treaty 
Favor (30) 
Don't k:J:l:.)w (15) 
Oppose (55) 

Carter rating 
Favorable (74), 
Unfavorable (17) 
Can't rate (9) 

Carter~ormance 

Excellent (7) 

Good (49) 

Only fair (34) 

Poor (8) 

Don't know (2) * 


Sex 
Female (51) 
Male (49) 

Race 

White (88) 

Black (10) 


rating 

For 
31% 

34 
32 
26 

45 
33 
24 

85 
18 

5 

40 
14 
12 

46 
41 
22 

6 
22 

31 
32 

30 
41 

Not sure 
12 

14 
11 
11 

9 
16 
11 

7 
59 

3 

13 
9 

11 

23 
11 
12 

4 
70 

16 
8 

11 
20 

Against 

57 


52 

57 

64 


47 
51 
65 

8 

24 

92 

47 
77 
77 

32 
48 

67 

90 

8 

53 
60 

59 
39 
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••• for or against the treaty, how w:m1d you vote? 

O::cupation 
Professiorla1 (5) 
White collar' (18) 
Blue collar (25) 
(;(:rtrerrroent ( 6) 

-Teacher (4)* 
Se1f-anp1oyed (7) 
RetirErl (24) 

Education 

Scree grade schcx:>l (13) 

Sene high school (16) 

Graduated high schcx:>l (32) 

Technical/vocational (4) * 

Sare college (18) 


. Graduated college (10)i ­
Graduate/professional (7) 

ReU.:9:ion 
Protestant (57) 
Catholic (30) 
Jewish (3)* 
Other (5) 
None (4)* 

Total household incane 
$0-3,999 (8) 
$4-6,1)99 (9) 
$7-9,999 (12) 
$10-12,999 (12) 
$13-14,999 (10) 
$15-19,999 (15) 
$20-24,999 (11) 
Over $25,000 (10) 

For 

46 
32 
30 
33 
47 
15 
26 

28 
24 
29 
19 
31 
37 
48 

30 
31 
30 
32 
47 

21 
17 
41 
30 
36 
30 
37' 
39 

38 
37 
30 

l'btsure 

8 
8 


16 

20 

11 
10 
13 

21 

19 

13 

12 


8 

9 

9 


11 

16 

23 


8 
6 

31 

11 

11 


8 

9 

9 

8 


10 

12 

20 

11 


Against 

47 

60 

54 

47 

42 

76 

61 


51 

58 

59 

69 

61 

54 
43 

59 

54 

47 

60 

47 


48 

72 

49 

62 

55 

60 

54 

52 


50 

44 

59 
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"••• far ar against the treaty, hew Y.'Ould you vote? 

Far 

l\se group 
18-25 (10) 38 
26-35 (20) 43 
3&:-45 (18) 37 
46':'55 (l7) 30 
56-65 (18) 18 
OVer 65 (19) 22 

Areas 
Northeast (l5) 39 
Industrial (25) 31 
Midlands (l5) 23 
South (l9) 33 
Central (l4) 22 
Pacific (l3) 36 

Areas 
California (10) 35 
West (12) 29 
New York (9) 41 
South (14) 31 
Irrlustrial (27) 30 
Border (8) 36 
New England (6) 36 
Midlands (13) 20 

N:>t sure 

11 
13 

8 
15 
16 
10 

12 
16 
16 

7 
10 
17 

20 
10 
12 

7 
17 

5 
12 
13 

Against 

52 

43 

55 

55 

66 

69 


49 

54 

62 

60 

68 

48 


45 

61 


. 47 

62 

53 

59 

52 

67 
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Regardless of whether you vote or not, do you generally consider yourself 
a Democrat, a Republican or what? 

Derrocrat 46% 
Independent 29 
Republican 
])()n I t know 

22 
3 

Do you generally think of yourself as nore of a liberal, or nore of a 
conservative? 

Liberal 28% 
M:xlerate 16 
Conse:rvative 47 
Don't know 8 

The United States government has rec:ently concluded a treaty with the 
governnent of Panama to return the Panama Canal, and the Canal zone to 
Panama over time finishing by the year 2000. The U.s. would retain rights 
to defend. the Canal and Panama agrees to maintain its neutrality and keep 
it open. 

Do you feel that you are currently infonned enough about the Panama Canal 
treaty to make an infornro judgment arout it? 

Yes 43% 
Not sure 6 
No 51 
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What additional infonna.tion \\iOUl.d you llOst like to have to help you make 
a decision? 

loDre aba.lt it, what it involves, general infonna.tion, a 
whole lot 19% 

Read llOre about it, llOre things published. on it 12 
Points of the treaty, details in ne;Jotiations 9 
MJre coverage on TV news 6 
How nuch use will the u.s. have, what will our rights be, 

what control will the u.s. have 5 
Hc:M do the Panamanians feel, llOre about different 

interpretations of the treaty, the alternatives the 
Panamanians will accept 4 

The ~th 3 
Neutrality issuer 'W"Ould we fight if the Russians came in, 

h:JW nuch can 'We intervene, hCM much will our military 
be involved 2 

How much will it cost, how' much will u.s. have to pay for 
future use of canal 2 

How nuch are we losing, heM much is invested. there 2 
Other 12 

I Don I t kn::7w 24 

I 

Fran what you do know about the treaty do you generally favor or oppose it? 

r 
 Favor 30% 

Don't know 15 

I Oppose 55 
I 
I 

I " 
I 

I 
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Why do you take that position in regards to the Panama Canal? 

FAVOR 

It belorgs to Panama, it isn't ours, they own it, it's on 
their land, it's their country, it's in the middle of 
Panama 32% 

It's the right thing to do, it's t."1e just thing, it's 
fair to them 12 

Not valuable or strategic, not 'WOrth that much 6 
. It will shCM the world arrl South America that we are fair 

and wi.!l help prevent ccmmmism fran caning in 5 
It's fair to roth sides, tenus are fair 4 
President knows what he I s doing, Carter is right 4 
We stole it originally, we should give it back 3 
Not necessary 2 
If it made roth sides happy 1 
Other 21 
Don't know 11 

OPPOSE 

We spent too much in lIDney and lives to keep it or build 
it, we've invested too much in it to give it up, we 
paid for it 18% 

We should keep it, don't think we should give it up 11 
It's ours, it belongs to us 9 
We built it, we built it and we should keep it 8 
Vital to our security, might need it during tine of war, we'd 

be jeopardizing our national security 5. 
The Camri.es will take aver 4 
You can 1 t trust the Panamanians, they might not keeep their 

premises 4 
Never know when we might need it again, we need it for 

trade, we need it 4 
Why should we give away ev~g 3 
Will cost us too much to use it m the future, what future 

expenses might be 3 
We can take care of it better 3 
We might lose access to it 2 
Other 16 
Don't know 11 
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Ilm going to read you a number of statements that have been made aOOut the 

Panama Canal issue and I I d like you to tell me whether each statement is 

very true, only sarewhat true, sanewhat false or absolutely false. 


# 
flt 

~f!J 
(y1l- ../'" ~ ~ 

.#' /"'."Jl''/1 Y ~ _<f4, _ -4?~'0 
If the Senate refuses to ratify the treaty, 


the country won't trust the President I s 

ability to negotiate. 17% 27 17 29 10 


The Canal Treaty is basically a give 

away of Arrerican property. 40% 18 16 19 6 


I 	 have enough faith in Jinmy Carter that 

if he says the treaty is needed the 

Senate should back him up. 22% 18 19 34 7 


The Panama. Canal treaty indicates that 

any petty little dictatorship can 

kick the U.S. around. 25% 17 17 34 8 


If we don't ratify the treaty, there will 

be violence and bloodshed in Panama.. 16% 23 21 26 15 


I would be willing to send American 

troops to fight c..sainst guerrillas in 

the Canal zone. 25% 11 12 40 12 


If w"'e don't help Panama by agrreing 

to the Canal Treaty other Latin Arrerican 

countries won't trust the United States. 17% 21 19 33 10 


The com:nunists will gain a great deal of 
advantage if we don't ratify the treaty 
because they will be able to show that 
U.S. is only interested in itself and 

not in other countries. 17% 38 15 42 9 


The canal treaty is just one nore sy:ml:x:)l 

that the U.S. is grOlNing weak and can 

no longer play a strong role in world 

affairs. 16% 14 14 50 6 


The 	ReJ?Ublican Party has seized on 0plX)sing 

the Canal Treaty not so nlllch because they 

believe in it but because they think 

it is too their political advantage. 23% 24 13 22 19 


Cambridge Survey Research 



National AS 

Now, that we've established whether or not you feel each of these 
statenents was true or not. I'd like you to asSlllte that these statements 
are true and go through the list again and tell me if it was true \\Uuld 

• 
it make you much nnre inclined to support the treaty, sanewhat nnre 
inclined, s~at less inclined or much less inclined to suptX)rt the 
treaty? 

Ir ::-,.--$'I1:y/ &­
v "-4i7 -4 -4::-,.• --$'O.#(Q ~~ ~ 

"yet !? /.#(Q XI (Q~XI 0 

~~ '// .tf'~~/:,;~~ 
• If the Senate refuses to ratify the treaty, 

the OOillltry will be hurt because other 
countries \\Un' t trust the President IS 

ability to negotiate. 20% 24 15 24 7 10 
The canal Treaty is basically a give aJNay of 

• American property. 15% 15 16 42 5 7 
I have enough faith in Jimmy Carter that if 

he says the treaty is needed the 
Senate sll:.>uld back him up. 25% 23 14 27 5 6 

The Panama Canal Treaty indicates that any 
petty little dictatorship can kick the 
u.S. around. 15% 15 14 43 5 8 

Ie If we don I t ratify the treaty, there will 
I 
I 

be violence and blcxXished in Panama.. 24% 20 14 27 6 9 
I 

I \\UUld be willing to send American troops 
to fight against guerillas in the 
canal zone. 20% 15 14 36 6 10 

If we .din' t help Panarra by agreeing to the

I- canal Treaty other latin American 
countries. \\Unit trust the United States. 20% 23 16 27 7 7 

I The ca:rm.mists will ga.in a great advantage
I if we don't ratify the treaty because 

they will be able to shCM that the U.S. 
is only interested .in itself and not

l- in other countries. 23% 19 15 28 8 8 
I 
I The canal Treaty is just one nnre symbol 

that the U.S. is growing weak and 
can no longer play a strong role in 
world affairs. 15% 18 17 35 6 9 

The Republican Party has ceased on opr;:osing 
~ the Cmal Treaty, not so mICh becauseI 

I 
I 

they believe in it but because they 
think it is too their IX>litical 
advantage. 13% 17 19 30 10 12 
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If it was true than the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff of the military have 
supported the treaty for several 
years because they believe that the 
Canal in its present fom is 
incapable of being defended and 
recognize the treaty as a :neans of 
llnprO'lTinq security. 26% 24 13 19 6 13 

Which of these ~ statements is closer. to your opinion: 

Retaining the Canal and Canal Zone is vital to the 
defense of the United. States. 58% 

While it might once have been of vital importance, 
since our big sul:marines and aircraft carriers 
can't even fit through it, the Canal is not 
longer really important to the U.S. defense. 34

I Don't know 7 
I 

i 
One fact about the Panama Canal is that it is currently too small for many 
of the largest ships -- oil tankers and aircraft carriers. A solution to 
that would be to build a new Canal. If Panama. agrees as part of the current 
treaty to give us the right to build a new Canal would you be much nore 

! inclined, somewhat nnre inclined, sanewhat less inclined or much less inclined 
! to supp::>rt the treaty? 

Much nnre inclined 29% 

ScrneINhat nore inclined 21 

Scm:!what less inclined 12 

Much less inclined 23 

..Mclkes 00 difference 6 

Don't know 9 


~ 
I 
I 

I 

I 
Cambridge Survey Research 
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• 	 National A7 

• 
Would you strongly agree, SCI'Ieflh.at agree, sc:meNhat disagree or strongly 
disagree with the following staterrents: 

Seventy-five years after taki.n:J the canal Zone fran Panama., it is only fair 
ani just, and a sign that we are a great Nation, that 'We return it to 
Panama. 

• Strongly agree 17% 
SoIrewhat agree 17 

SaIewhat disagree 18 

Strongly disagree 40 

J):)n 't knc::IIN' 8 


• 
I'd agree to give the Canal to Panama if it had a free, DenDcratic gO'l1ernm:mt 
but I don't think we should give it to the dictatorship that currently rules. 

Strongly agree 	 36% 
Sarewhat agree 	 20I­

I 	 Scm::!what disagree 20 

! 
I 	 Strongly disagree 17 

Don't know 7 

I­ I wouldn't mind giving up the Canal, but we should not give the Panamanians 
I any foreign aid to go along with it. 

Strongly agree 31% 

Sanewhat agree 16 

5atewhat disagree 24 

Str~ly disagree 22 

Don I t knc::IIN' 8 


I. 	 San'etimes as we discuss an issue and bring up arguments for and against 
sarething people switch their minds about it. We've raised argurrents for 

I and against the treaty in this discussion. Given all you've heard do you 
.think if you had to vote yourself right now for or against the treaty, 
how would you vote? 

For 31% 

Not sure 12 

Against 	 57 

Cambridge Survey Research 
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National AS 

You said earlier you [FAVORED/OPPOSED] the treaty. What if arrJ things 
starrl out as a reason for changing your mind? 

FOR 

My lack of krlcMledge, need to think about it rrore! have 
raised sane goc::XJ questions, additional infonnation has 
changed my mind 23% 

Al::::out sending our troops 6 
We shouldn't get involved. 4 

. It's too small anyway, it has no military value 4 
[IF] Joints Chiefs are in favor of the treaty 2 
Other 27 
Don't lmow 34 

My lack of knowled.ge, need to think alx>ut it rrore, 
have raised sane gocd questions, additiona! infonnation 
has chang-ed. my mind 15% 

Help keep CCmnunism out, help make U.s. nore secure 7 
Shouldn't give it away, we 
AOOut sending our troops 
Opening to Ccmnunism 
Other 
Don't know 

• 

• 

• 

should keep it, we built it 7 
6 
2 

27 
36 

Cambridge Survey Researoh 
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Warren Christopher's Evening Report 
October 1, 1977 

Canal Tr~atie5. During last week's Senate Foreign 
RelatIOns Conmlittee hearings, two broad issues surfaced 
on which I want to make recommendations today. 

(a) Releasing Documents. The first issue concerns 
Senator 3aker's request that the Administration prov1ue 
the COnlIni ttee wi t_h all its records concerning the treaty 
negotiations. He asked specifically for minutes of the 
n~gotiations with the Panamanians, cables, internal 
position papers, and co~unications between you, Cy 
and our negotiators. 

We have quickly reviewed the historical precedents 
and can find no case in which the Executive Branch has 
released to the Senate the full and confidential record 
of treaty negotiations or the record of its internal 
deliberations. There are coses, beginning with the Jay 
Treaty in 1796, in which the President has refused such 
requests. Over the years, Presidents have endeavored to 
resolve disputes with Congress over provision of doc~~ents 
bv practical accorrunodations, including swmnaries and 
briefings, but have resorted to the exercise of executive 
privilege where necessary. 

It is our recommendation that the Adntinistration 
should not release the minutes of the negotiating ses­
sions. Vole have a Clear understanding wi th the 
Panamanians that the negotiations are to be kept 
confidential and, moreover, the prec~dent set by their 
rclc.3se could cause massive future problems. ~e olso 
recommend that a stern position be t::1ken against the 
release of any PresidAntial documents (e.g., PRM 1). 

. DEClASSIFIED 
E.O.12958. Sec.3.& 

PER ((Xl()() N t;;t:.. RE '"L.C.. -CJ:)..(J.'¥ 
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As a matter of con~titutional practice and conduct 
of foreign affairs, it is very tempting to turn down 
Baker's request. But a flat refusal could lead him to 
oppose the treaties and might well lead to Senate re­
jection of them. Therefore, it is recommended that we 
respond to Senator Baker's request by the following: 	 .1 

(i) offer a full briefing to Senator Baker, or uny other 
Senator, on any aspect of the treaties in which they are 
interested, (ii) provide summaries, on a confidentiill .~ 
basis, of the minutes of the negotiatinq sessions ,.: 

I 

beginning with the Tack/Kissinger Principles of 1974 f 
where specifically requested, and (iii) provide care-

;~, 

fully controlled access to defined categories of 
negotiating documents such as position papers exchanged t 
between the parties since 1974. On the latter two points, ~Iwe 	 would need to get the concurrence of the Panamanians, lXli 

...... 1and also insist that the summilries and documents not be :j -l ' 

published. 0::1 
UJ 

.; I ­

(b) Interpretation of the Treaties. As a result « 0:: 
wof questions raIsed by senators Baker, Stone and others, 
>­it 	is apparent that it will be important to try to resolve c..l 

, O!several questions of interpretation which have arisen. w' 
Some but not all of these questions arise from the 
August 19 and 22 statements of Panamanian negotiator 
Escobar. The principal questions appear to relate to 
neutrality, "intervention,1I and expeditious passage. 

I recommend that we begin to explore the possibilityJ of an interpretive exchange of notes, and ! met with o ~ ~~assador Bunker this afternoon to ask that he and Sol 
J 	 ..Y start the process. There are several delicate issues 

~ involved. Torrijos may be reluctant to agree publicly
/u to our interpretations prior to his October 23 plebiscite. 


Iv.(e~/;· Moreover, an early exchange would be subject to the risk 

7/~ 4'~ that new questions of interpretation may arise as Senate 

'A/~~' I consideration of the treaties proceeds, and it might

I~~w r'e~ not be possible to have a further exchange which ad­
VUL/;, '~1ff~II'1 dressed them. On the other hund, an exchange of" notes 


aft~r the plebiscite could be open to challenge as not 

being binding on the Panamanians. After we have given 

further consideration to these matters of timing and 

subst LInce LInd tested the WLI ter vd th the Pdnamanians, 

we will make specific recon~cndations to you. 


I'\,...~l""'--
\",I" f" , • t 



W.'..SHI:SGTO:S 

November 2, 1977 

Dear General Torrijos 

Let me again extend my congratulations to you and your govern­
ment on the successful vote on the Panama Canal treaties. You can 
be proud of the free and open discussions in Panama on the Canal 
treaties. The debate and tlle vote demonstrated to the world that 
the Panamanian people support the treaties. In ratifying the 
treaties. Panama has set an example, which I pledge to you the 
United States will follow. 

Upon his return from Panama. Bob Pastor reported to me about 
his enjoyable and useful conversation with you. I have read 
through the reports of your trip. which you gave him. and I 
found them fascinating. informative, and extremely valuable. 

I especially appreciate your efforts at obtaining international 
support for the treaties. The statement by Prime Minister 
Begin that he will ask Senators who are friendly to Israel to 
vote favorably on the Canal treaties is an important one. 

You have a keen ability to know people very quickly and your 
insights were very interesting. I especially appreciate the 
trust you have put in our friendship by sharing your thoughts 
and experiences with me. 

My best wishes, 

Sincerely, 

His Excellency 
General Omar Torrijos Herrera 
Chief of Government of the 

DECLASSIFIEDRepublic of Panama 
Panama City ~~2lJ:' Sec. 3.. 4PER RE -M~LC-41:--, 

BY - . NARS. DATEI;:_ 



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

November 17, 1977 

TO: HAMILTON JORDAN 

FROM: BOB PASTOR 

Zbig condensed the original memo, but 
I am attaching it because it offers a 
couple of other reasons why we may 
want to move more slowly on the 
democracy in Panama issue. 



MEMORANDUM 
-c WrtlUtll11AL 

THE WHITE HOeSE 

WASHINGTON 

o:;;:bOWFIDiNTIAL November 14, 1977 

MEMORAImUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ZBIGNIDV BRZEZINSKI ~ ~ 
SUBJECT: Senator ByrdTs Trip -­ An Assessment 

By all accounts, the trip by Senator Byrd and six other Senators to Panama 
was a success. It was well planned to give the Senators a flavor of 
political dissent in Panama, to permit them to see the full commitment of 
the Panamanian people to the Canal Treaties, ~~d to be briefed on PanamaTs 
plans for the future economic development of Panama and the Zone. It also 
gave the Senators an opportunity to see a good cross-section of well­
educated and intelligent Panamanians. Torrijos spent a good deal of time 
with the Senators, and came to like and respect Senator B~Td. 

There is one set of issues on which the Senators pressed Torrijos quite 
hard, and which may cause us some problems. It is the future of democratic 
government in Panama. 

There is the danger that some Senators will seek concessions in the area as 
a way to divert attention from the Treaties. If Torrijos does not make the 
concessions regarding democracy that several believe he promised, they could 
use that as an excuse to vote against the Treaties. Therefore, I think 
it is in our interest not to couple the democracy-in-Panama issue with the 
Canal Treaties. I think we are more likely to lose votes if Torrijos does 
not make good on his supposed concessions than win them if he does. 

DECLASSifiED' 
E.O. 12356. Sec. 3.4 

PER~RE ~1t-~-2~ 
BV ~ NARI. DAlLa 
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CONFIDENTIAt: 

THE WHITE HOl'SE 

WASHI'iGTO:-; 

:MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI 

SUBJECT: Senator Byrd's Trip -- An Assessment 

By all accounts, the trip by Senator Byrd and six other Senators to Panama 
was a success. It was well planned to give the Senators a flavor of political 
dissent in Panama, to permit them to see the full commitment of the Panamanian 
people to the Canal Treaties, and to be briefed on Panama IS plans for the future 
economic development of Panama and the Zone. It also gave the Senators an 
opportunity to see a good cross-section of well-educated and intelligent 
Panamanians. Torrijos spent a good deal of time with the Senators, and 
came to like and respect Senator Byrd. 

There is one set of issues on which the Senators pressed Torrijos quite hard, 
and which may cause us some problems. It is the future of democratic 
government in Panama. While Torrijos was tolerant of the criticism and 
even somewhat accommodating of the recommendations, I think this is one 
area ""here it would be wise to suggest more cautiousness in the future. 

For one, the future structure of the Panamanian government is not really 
relevant to the Senate's decision on the Canal Treaties. Any and all 
Panamanian governments will have a considerable stake in the smooth 
implementation of the Canal Treaties and the efficient operation of the Canal. 
One would be hard-pressed to argue that a more democratic Panamanian 
government would be a better guarantee of a well-run Canal. 

There is no question that the Senators "'lill seek concessions in the area as' 
a way to divert attention from the Treaties. If Torrijos does not make the 
concessions that several believe he promised, they will use that as an 
excuse to vote against the Treaties. Therefore, I think it is in our interest 
to de-couple the democracy-in-Panama issue from the Canal Treaties. I 
think we are more likely to lose votes if Torrijos does not make good on his 
supposed concessions than win them if he does. 

eGOt'TFIDBWT"*AL-GD S 
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A second and in many ways equally important reason why we should tread 
lightly on the democracy issue is because it carries paternalistic connotations 
which could undermine the new approach you have outlined for U.S. relations 
with Latin America. All of us in the lJ.S. and most people in Latin America 
believe that all governments are justified in speaking out on human rights 
violations, v:herever they occur. While many in the U.S. believe we are 
justified in telling other countries how they should organize their govern­
ments, this view is not shared by Latin Americans. Indeed, many believe 
the Alliance for Progress failed primarily because we placed such great 
emphasis on the importance of democratic government (as we kno\v it) 
as a means to the pursuit of our lofty goals. Latin Americans saw this as 
a new form of imperialism or evangelism. 

I believe the success of your new approach to Latin America has been that 
we have avoided telling the Latin Americans how to organize their go\'ern­
ments 1 but rather have stated in very general terms that we have an obvious 
preference for those countries which share our democratic values. Rather 
than suggesting changes in governments, we have tried to create a climate 
where such changes can become more likely. One possible result of t.~is 
approach is the stated intention of five Latin American military governments 
to begin the transition toward democratic and civilian rule. I think this 
process \vould be setback if our appY'oach to this issue were to become any 
more explicit or direct. 

In summary, I would recommend you suggest to Byrd the dangers to the Canal 
Treaties and to our overall relations \vith Latin America of linking the Treaties 
to progress towards a more democratic form of government in Panama. 



PERSONAL AND eORP'IDENTIAL 

TO: PRESIDENT CARTER AND DR. BRZEZINSKI 

FROM: HAMILTON JORDAN '119­
RE: CALL FROM AMBASSADOR GABRIEL LEWIS 

I received a call today from Panama from Ambassador 

Gabriel Lewis who asked if he could come and see me 

as soon as possible. I replied that he could and 

thought nothing of it as we stay in touch constantly 

on matters related to ratification of the Treaty. 

I asked him how he was doing and he responded that, 

"things are going badly here - that is why I must 

talk to you as soon as possible". 

This was a curious remark so I inquired of Bob Pastor 

as to any recent information on the internal situation 

in Panama. He provided me with the following inform­

ation and the attached memorandum. From all that I 



can learn, Torrijos has become personally despondent 

for several reasons. 

First, the Panamanian economy is in poor shape. 

Unemployment and inflation are high and foreign in­

vestment is off. Torrijos thinks that potential for­

eign investors are holding off because of uncertainty 

about treaty ratification and/or rejection and the 

implications of either action. 

Secondly, for the first time, Torrijos has permitted 

criticism of his leadership and the treaty and the 

groups of people opposed to him and the treaties are 

exercising their new rights freely. He has been booed 

at several rallies and was shaken by it. 

Thirdly, and probably most importantly, they do not 

understand our system of government and are confused 

about the repeated delays in final consideration of 

the treaties by the Senate. We told them initially 

that we would work for an October vote on the treaties 



and have postponed the likely date for a vote several 

times. All we can say now is that after the energy 

bill is passed, we will focus on the Panama Canal 

Treaties. 

At any rate, I believe that Gabriel and General 

Torrijos need to be reassured that the treaty will 

be taken up early in the year, that we are working hard 

for ratification and that prospects for passage are im­

proving. We get criticized on the Hill for "not doing 

enough on the Panama Canal Treaties" so I am sure 

that it must be difficult to see any interest or momentum 

from Panama. 

We need to keep Torrijos in a positive frame of mind 

so that he will continue to make positive statements 

and gestures in Panama in addition to courting the 

Senators who visit. For that reason, I plan to do the 

following with Bob Pastor when we meet with Gabriel 

Wednesday: 



-Review likely timetable for Congressional action 

-Point out that we are delaying SALT II for Panama 
Canal Treaties 

-Point out recent good signs (mail, polls, etc.) 

-Review what we have been doing, including White 
House briefings, support of Citizens' Committee, 
endorsements received, work with individual Senators, 
Speakers' Bureau that has been set up, etc. 

Generally, without misleading Gabriel on underestimating 

the difficulty of ratification, I would like to reassure 

him of the prospects and our own commitment to its 

passage. 

If you and Zbig think it is appropriate, I might like 

to bring Gabriel in to see you just briefly so he can 

report back to General Torrijos that he got to see you 

and has your personal reassurance. You might just pick 

up the telephone and get Senator Byrd to spend five 

minutes with Gabriel outlining the likely Senate schedule 

for consideration of the treaty. 

Torrijos has been very helpful and it is in our own 

interests to reassure him and keep him positive. 



7ge'",./- ..
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Letter from General Torrijos to Menachem Begin, Prime 

Minister of Israel - For Delivery to President Carter 


Panama City, December 3, 1977 

Dear Friend: 

Allow me to make, briefly, a series of comments reflecting 


the way I see things after having familiarized myself with 


the Middle East problem. 


Your accession to the office of Prime Minister of your 


country does not represent the election of a new leader, but a 


change in the attitude of a people. 


In times of very serious crises, people find themselves 


again, close ranks, and look for someone to direct them and 


lead them, not someone to manage them. The leader who 


says "Follow me" replaces those who say "Go," or "This 


must be done." 


Prolonged periods of tension prevent people from thinking 


calmly and from seeking someone capable of remaining calm when 


everything is in disarray. This justifies taking dangerous 


risks, provided that they break the status quo. 


The slogan of a boss is: "When in doubt, stop," that of 

• a leader is: "When in doubt, attack." 



-2 

Your country is in a permanent state of alert. I have the 

impressions that in your region there are many who love 

hatred. Their hatred has claws and powerful destructive 

machinery. Your generation gave the Jewish State a 

Fatherland, a home, a sanctuary, a passport, and a place 

where, in respectful reverence, all can bow their heads at 

the sacred shrines of their faith. 

Several decades have passed since these unquestionable 

conquests took place. Although they have been very serious, 

your subsequent generations have had to pay a very high 

price: that of being born to die, rather than being born 

to live. This is unnatural, and all unnatural things must 

come to an end. 

I was imEressed by the destructive capability of the 

"Centurion," but I was even more impressed by the age of the 

children who are handling these war machines. The ages of 

the five of them combined did not amount to 100. They are 

children prematurely aged by life. A sad child is a 

very sad thing to see. I was not completely shocked because 

their tanks were protecting the kibutz1m. If they had been 

protecting large estates, I would have ended my trip that same 

day • 
• 
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At the officers' mess luncheon, when the colonel who 

commanded the base was talking to me, I asked him to explain 

the enemy's battle plan. "Syria has so many tanks in this 

or that position," he said. Then I asked him to tell me 

about his counterpart in the Syrian forces. "We both have 

10 years' combat experience," he said. "During the war of 

'67 he did not have much training, but he has been improving. 

He trains a lot and his men are well trained. I must 

admit that in the Yom Kippur war he acted like a true 

professional. II 

I found such honesty and~professionalism in this Israeli 

colonel! He described his enemy counterpart as the man 

really is, not as a fanatic would describe him. 

I, as an old soldier, wondered: Who can possibly sleep 

in peace before so many threatening tanks? Behind his pre­

maturely aged features I saw the youngest old man that I have 

ever met. At 32, having spent 10 years in combat, this 

fellow does not laugh; he does not have the normal cares 

of people his age. He lives with the fixed idea that his 

country is not to be invaded through that front. I thought 

that the other one, the Syrian, was in exactly the same 

situation. 

......;' .. 
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If each one of them were to walk 10 kilometers some 

night, alone, unarmed, and if they were to meet somewhere 

where they could talk about their sadnesses, their hopes, 

their frustrations, it would not be fallacious to think that 

they might reach agreement and to join forces and aim their 

guns at everything they feel is preventing them from living 

the normal life of a man just turned 30. 

These men in uniform who impressed me so highly expect 

a lot from you. Do everything in your power to make happiness 

return to their faces. 

Please forgive me if I am meddling in what is not my 

business, but remember that one only talks to a friend in 

these terms. 

You set the date for your trip to my country. I want 

to be able to take care of you as well as you took care of 

me. I ask only that you give me 10 days' notice. 

Cordially, 

Omar'Torrijos H • 

• 

. 
""., to 
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PERSONAL AND COWFIBEMTI~ 

TO: PRESIDENT CARTER AND DR. BRZEZINSKI 

FROM: HAMILTON JORDAN tl.9. 
RE: CALL FROM AMBASSADOR GABRIEL LEWIS 

I received a call today from Panama from Ambassador 

Gabriel Lewis who asked if he could come and see me 

as soon as possible. I replied that he could and 

thought nothing of it as we stay in touch constantly 

on matters related to ratification of the Treaty_ 

I asked him how he was doing and he responded that, 

tlthings are going badly here - that is why I must 

talk to you as soon as possible", 

This was a curious remark so I inquired of Bob Pastor 

as to any recent information on the internal situation 

in Panama. He provided me with the following inform­

ation and the attached memorandum. From all that I 
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~.o. 12356. Sec. 3.4 

PER 1 ~'L \\r: RE "'R=+l.&..L-it:>.-'l./.. 

BY NAU. DATE 1l?nl4. I 



can learn, Torrijos has become personally despondent 

for several reasons. 

First, the Panamanian economy is in poor shape. 

Unemployment and inflation are high and foreign in­

vestment is off. Torrijos thinks that potential for­

eign investors are holding off because of uncertainty 

about treaty ratification and/or rejection and the 

implications of either action. 

Secondly, for the first time, Torrijos has permitted 

criticism of his leadership and the treaty and the 

groups of people opposed to him and the treaties are 

exercising their new rights freely. He has been booed 

at several rallies and was shaken by it. 

Thirdly, and probably most importantly, they do not 

understand our system of government and are confused 

about the repeated delays in final consideration of 

the treaties by the Senate. We told them initially 

that we would work for an October vote on the treaties 



and have postponed the likely date for a vote several 

times. All we can say now is that after the energy 

bill is passed, we will focus on the Panama Canal 

Treaties. 

At any rate, I believe that Gabriel and General 

Torrijos need to be reassured that the treaty will 

be taken up early in the year, that we are working hard 

for ratification and that prospects for passage are im­

proving. We get criticized on the Hill for "not doing 

enough on the Panama Canal Treaties lt so I am sure 

that it must be difficult to see any interest or momentum 

from Panama. 

We need to keep Torrijos in a positive frame of mind 

so that he will continue to make positive statements 

and gestures in Panama in addition to courting the 

Senators who visit. For that reason, I plan to do the 

following with Bob Pastor when we meet with Gabriel 

Wednesday: 



-Review likely timetable for Congressional action 

-Point out that we are delayi~g SALT II for Panama 
Canal Treaties 

-Point out recent good signs (mail, polls, etc.) 

-Review what we have been doing, including White 
House briefings, support of Citizens' Committee, 
endorsements received, work with individual Senators, 
Speakers' Bureau that has been set up, etc. 

Generally, without misleading Gabriel on underestimating 

the difficulty of ratification, I would like to reassure 

him of the prospects and our own commitment to its 

passage. 

If you and Zbig think it is appropriate, I might like 

to bring Gabriel in to see you just briefly so he can 

report back to General Torrijos that he got to see you 

and has your personal reassurance. You might just pick 

up the telephone and get Senator Byrd to spend five 

minutes with Gabriel outlining the likely Senate schedule 

for consideration of the treaty. 

Torrijos has been very helpful and it is in our own 

interests to reassure him and keep him positive. 



---
PERSONAL AND eeM~IDE~lA~ 

TO: PRESIDENT CARTER AND DR. BRZEZINSKI 

FROM: HAMILTON JORDAN'll9­
RE: CALL FROM AMBASSADOR GABRIEL LEWIS 

I received a call today from Panama from Ambassador 

Gabriel Lewis who asked if he could come and see me 

as soon as possible. I replied that he could and 

thought nothing of it as we stay in touch constantly 

on matters related to ratification of the Treaty. 

I asked him how he was doing and he responded that, 

"things are going badly here - that is why I must 

talk to you as soon as possible". 

This was a curious remark so I inquired of Bob Pastor 

as to any recent information on the internal situation 

in Panama. He provided me with the following inform­

ation and the attached memorandum. From all that I 
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can learn, Torrijos has become personally despondent 

for several reasons. 

First, the Panamanian economy is in poor shape. 

Unemployment and inflation are high and foreign in­

vestment is off. Torrijos thinks that potential for­

eign investors are holding off because of uncertainty 

about treaty ratification and/or rejection and the 

implications of either action. 

Secondly, for the first time, Torrijos has permitted 

criticism of his leadership and the treaty and the 

groups of people opposed to him and the treaties are 

exercising their new rights freely_ He has been booed 

at several rallies and was shaken by it. 

Thirdly, and probably most importantly, they do not 

understand our system of government and are confused 

about the repeated delays in final consideration of 

the treaties by the Senate. We told them initially 

that we would work for an October vote on the treaties 
I' 

f 
I 

I 

\ 

I 




and have postponed the likely date for a vote several 

times. All we can say now is that after the energy 

bill is passed, we will focus on the Panama Canal 

Treaties. 

At any rate, I believe that Gabriel and General 

Torrijos need to be reassured that the treaty will 

be taken up early in the year, that we are working hard 

for ratification and that prospects for passage are im­

proving. We get criticized on the Hill for "not doing 

enough on the Panama Canal Treaties" so I am sure 

that it must be difficult to see any interest or momentum 

from Panama. 

We need to keep Torrijos in a positive frame of mind 

so that he will continue to make positive statements 

and gestures in Panama in addition to courting the 

Senators who visit. For that reason, I plan to do the 

following with Bob Pastor when we meet with Gabriel 

Wednesday: 



-Review likely timetable for Congressional action 

-Point out that we are delaying SALT II for Panama 
Canal Treaties 

-Point out recent good signs (mail, polls, etc.) 

-Review what we have been doing, including White 
House briefings, support of Citizens' Committee, 
endorsements received, work with individual Senators, 
Speakers' Bureau that has been set up, etc. 

Generally, without misleading Gabriel on underestimating 

the difficulty of ratification, I would like to reassure 

him of the prospects and our own commitment to its 

passage. 

If you and Zbig think it is appropriate, I might like 

to bring Gabriel in to see you just briefly so he can 

report back to General Torrijosthat he got to see you 

and has your personal reassurance. You might just pick 

up the telephone and get Senator Byrd to spend five 

minutes with Gabriel outlining the likely Senate schedule 

for consideration of the treaty. 

Torrijos has been very helpful and it is in our own 

interests to reassure him and keep him positive. 
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