Ronald Reagan Presidential Library
Digital Library Collections

This 1s a PDF of a folder from our textual collections.

Collection: Reagan, Ronald: 1980 Campaign Papers,
1965-1980

Series: XV: Speech Files (Robert Garrick and Bill Gavin)
Subseries: A: Bob Garrick File

Folder Title: July 1977-December 1977
(2 of 2)

Box: 431

To see more digitized collections visit:
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material

To see all Ronald Reagan Presidential Library Inventories, visit:
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories

Contact a reference archivist at: reagan.library@nara.gov

Citation Guidelines: https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-
support/citation-quide

National Archives Catalogue: https://catalog.archives.gov/

Last Updated: 10/06/2023


https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://catalog.archives.gov/

GFFICE OF RONALD REAGAN EMBARGOED TILIL 12:00N EDT
10960 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90024
For information call:

Michael Deaver or

Peter Hannaford 202/785-1000
or 202/659-5750 {(through 9/8);
213/477-8231 (after 9/9)

THURSDAY, September 8, 1977

EXCERPTS OF REMARKS BY THE HON. RONALD REAGAN
TO THE NATIONAL PRESS CLUB
Washington, D.C., September 8, 1977

~

This morning on Capitol Hill, T had an opportunity to voice
many of my doubts about the wisdom of the Canal treaties. This
afternoon, rather than covering those Samemspecifics, T would like
to broaden the focus to a more general discussion of American foreign
policy and the constructive steps that we should consider with regard
to Latin America. First and foremost I believe our concern should be

our national security and that is in turn dependent on Hemisphere

:security.

| Possibly you remember T wasn't particularly happy with the way
the.last Administration conducted our foreign policy so it won't come
aé a complete surprise that I'm not particularly happy with this one,

either.

It is true that Mr. Carter has made cﬂanges, and some of those
changes I admire =-- or did initially. The moral tone he set out to
restore to our diplomacy struck me as especially healthy. But its
uneven application has cancelled out much of its value.

In the beginning there seemed to be reason for optimism when
declarations were made about morality in foreign policy but if there
is such it is being unevenly applied.

Our Secretary of State has come home from Mosc&w and the Mid-east

empty handed. From China he brought back ambiguity. Then our U.N.
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Ambassador went to Africa and there were some who wished he hadn't
returned at all.

Our friends are confused and our enemies who never held us in
affection now seem to hold us in disrespect. Seneca said, "He who
knows no ports to sail for finds no winds favorable". Can anyone
really say we have set a course or are we making spur of the moment
course corrections looking for a landfall.

The President.is right to call for a moral reawakeniﬁg in our
foreign policy. But we must also awaken to the hard realities of
.today's world. It is not enough to have a new morality declared; we
must also have a new realism. For too long, we have ignored or tried
to avert our eyes to the truth, and the truth is now exacting a terrible
price from us.

One fundamental reality -- indeed, the overriding reality -- of
our time iskthe expansion of Soviet power in the world. We Qere very
much aware in the early post World War II years when the Soviets
brazenly thrust into Eastern Europe, Greece, Iran and Turkey, and in
some instances -- though certainly not all -- we moved quickly to blunt
their progress. But in more recent years, as they have turned to
proxy wars in countries such as Korea, Vietnam, Zaire and now Ethiopia,
their attempts have become more subtle and we have become unsure.

Now the highest officials of our government seem almost oblivious
to their threat, even in Europe where the Communists may, before long,
plunge a dagger into the heart of our NATO alliance. The doctrine
of Lenin, "Two steps forward, one step back", is!working effectively.
When occasionally they are pushed back a step, always, always they
trudge those two steps forward -- into the Indian Ocean, into the
‘Mediterranean, into Angola, into Cuba, Jamaica, Guyana -- and if one

listens the sound of hobnailed jack boots seems a little nearer.
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We cannot deny the overriding reality of gradual but inexorable
retreat of Western power in many areas of the world. 1In the Pacific
basin today our forces are gone not only from Vietnam, but from
Thailand as well. In Korea, we go forward with plans to withdraw
33,000 men. In Taiwan, we have signalled our intention to withdraw
our forces and to slip out from under our obligation to the Republic
of China. We are negotiating over our rights at Clark Air Force Base
and Subic Naval Base in the Philippines. The Japanese are beginning
to ask the same question that DeGaulle posed only a few Years ago: 1n
the event of an attack, can we still count on help from the United
States? Even Peking is said to be worried ébout the power vacuum we
are creating.

Nor is our withdrawal of power limited to Asia. We see the same
withering of American will in Africa and Europe. When the Marxist
’rebels-swept through Angola, we stood paralyzed. When trouble knocked
in Zzaire, it was France -- not the United States -- that stepped into
the breach. Today in Europe, the West Germans are still jittery about
reports that in the event of a Soviet invasion, we would concede a
third of their territory. Our government has denied that report, but
the fact that it was so easily accepted by high officials in West
Germany speaks volumes about how we appear té others.

As we look upon our shrinking global influence, we are reminded
of what our Ambassador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
Robert Strasz-Hupe', said recently upon his retirement from that post.
"...throughout the West it seems to have engendered in the Western
Public at large that sense of fatalistic indifference which, so I have
read, living by the side of a volcano induces in the local population.”

That indifference, I believe, presents the Western world with one of

the greatest challenges of this century.
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still rising in so many parts of

P
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Still a third reality of our time, one much remarked upon,

is the tide of expectations that i
Some are frightened by the changes that it may bring, but

the world.
I believe we should welcome and respect the aspirations of people who
It was not very long ago that the United

want to better their lot.
States was a lesser developed country, and for over a hundred years

we heavily depended upon investments and loans from other countries to

it is sometimes said that the new word for

the two goals are deeply inter-

. build our own nation.
In the Third World,
Jpeace is "development". And indeed,
there will be no development; and without
The United States, I

twined: without peace,

development, there will surely be no peace.
believe, shares a responsibility to do all that we can to contribute

to both of these goals.
Yet, in this pursuit of peace and development, we would be

e

a2
~grossly foolhardy to abandon our own principles or our own interests.

Some argue, for instance, that we should pour our resources into nations

§
!
is in neither their

that have adopted Marxist, centralized regimes and want a new social
order that would include such things as mineral cartels and world-wide

That approach, I believe,
the countries that have

i
% pricing agreements.
i
As I look about the world,

interest nor ours.
achieved the greatest economic advances and have attracted the largest

Those are the

’ "x\,_,,./
guantity of private capital are not socialist regimes but those with
relatively free and stable market systems —-- countries such as the

South Korea and Brazil.

Republic of China on Taiwan,
nations where economic miracles are transforming the lives of their

Thus, by encouraging the growth of free markets and free

_ people.
trade, we serve not just our own ends but those of the developing

nations as well.
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ol By the same measure, let us reject the idea that we should

/sacrifice our strategic or political interest in order to appease

Third World nations. That may purchase some short-term friendship,

but in the long-run it will only hurt us all. Every time the United

1~jfates retreats from a hard-earned position, we squander just a bit

more or our authority and respect. As that process continues, and‘
the most powerful guardian of democratic institutions shrivels into a
shell of its former.self, prospects for peace will dim all over the
world. Let us be generous toward others, as befits a great and free
.nation; but never obseguious. We cannot abdicate our free world
leadership without abdicating our ability to keep the peace.

All of the realities that I have mentioned here -- the relentless
expansion of Marxist power, the relative decline of American power,
and the rising tide of expectations among lesser developed nations =--
-are now converging in Latin America, and it is within that context
~that I believe the United States should shape its policies toward that
region.

The United States and Latin America have, of course, always shared
a unique relationship. We were both born out of a struggle against
tyranny. Our declarations of independence roughly paralleled each
other in time, giving us a sense of unity and hemispheric identity.
Our ties are not only those of geography, but of commoh beliefs and
sharéd values. Thus, we can share equally iﬂ Bolivar and Washington,
San Martin and Jefferson, Juarez and Lincoln. They were, as it has
been said , sons of a common heritage. 1In determining our policies,
we must also be mindful of these special bonds between us;

If we are to maintain and strengthen those bonds, however, I

believe it is imperative that we develop a more thoughtful, more

rational strategy toward the Latin nations.
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It is wholly irrational, for instance, for the United States

;
to curry favor with the Marxist reqgimes of the hemisphere while
/needlessly antagonizing our own best friends. One of the first acts

U

of‘the.new Administration in Washington was to open an aggressive
drive for normalizing relations with Fidel Castro. Why the administra-
tion has been so impatient in this quest is only one of the many
question marks that still hang over Mr. Carter. Castro has made no
secret of his allegiance to the Soviet Union and has shown his filial
devotion by sending some 20,000 of his troops to foment revolution in
Africa. There are Cuban troops in Angola, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, the
Congo, as well as Ethiopia; Mozambigue may soon be added to the list.

It is entirely understandable why Castro might want to revive
American trade. His economy is sagging badly, and the Soviets are
propping him up at the rate of $2-3 million a day. Relaxing that

.burden, of course, would give the Soviets more of a free hand for
mischief making elsewhere. Moreover, if Castro is elevated to the
status of an accepted member of the Hemispheric family, he will have
scored a tremendous psychological victory over the "colossus of the
north". All of this makes eminent sense from his point of view.

But, aren't we entitled to ask, “Whaf's-in it for us?" Without
his Russian subsidy, how will he buy the American goods he admits he
needs? I can think of one answer to that; we'll provide him with low

1 interest soft loans. It seems to me normalized relations with Fidel
Castro would be more normal if he pulled his troops out of Africa,

his revolutionaries out of Latin America, released the thousands upon

thousands of political prisoners and compensated us for stolen property.

Having done all this it would seem to me we could sit down together and

[P

light up a couple of good Havanna cigars.
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R In the same fashion, I also question our budding friendship

i

with the Marxist regime in Jamaica. If the Jamaican people wish to

/
/
-

o
|
|

!

be ruled in that way, that is their right. But I see nothing but
trouble coming from Ambassador Young's recent visit to that country

when he promised to sharply increase our foreign aid to them.

— The Panama Canal treaty, of course, raises many of these same

issues as well as others. What, pray tell, is to be gained by the
United Stateé rélinquishing one of the world's greatest waterways to a
dictator who seized power at the point of a gun and who 5bviously
finds himself more at home with totalitarians on the left. Is the

world's security enhanced? 1Is there any reason to believe that the

Canal is safer from terrorists when protected by the Panamanian National

Guard that by American marines? Indeed, what guarantee do we have
that Panama will even honor the treaty? After all, the Panamanians

know as well as the rest of the world that it was under the guise of

detente that we let the Soviet Union get away with the biggest

Ve

military buildup in history, and it was under the guise of the Paris
Peace Accords that we let the North Vietnamese get away with literal
murder. Why, then, should a Panamanian regime feel any more bound by
its promises to us? I ask those questions becauée it seems to me that
in the absense of satisfactory answers, the United States neither can
nor shouid ratify this treaty. |

One facet of the present discussion that concerns me is the
contention by the Executive branch tﬂat Congress =--— particulariy the
House -- has no part to play in the treaty process. HNot only does
yesterday's madia "spectacular” at the Pan American Union suggest an

arrogant attitude by the White House toward Congress' responsibilities,

it also runs the risk of falsely faising expectations by the Panamanians

and perhaps others about U.S. intentions. It suggests that Mr. Carter
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considers Congress' ratification role under the Constitution to be a
mere anticlimax to his public relations program. Now, if Congress,
aftér full study and debate, decides not to ratify these treaties or
to pass implementing legislation, will not Mr. Carter, by his action
have increased the likelihood of trouble in Panama?

Still another argument pressed by advocates of the treaty,
one we haye heard with some frequency this week, is that ratification
is necessary in order to win friends in Latin America. Well, now I
ask you: if their friendship is so important, why has it been so
woefully neglected in the past few months when it comes to countries
such as Argentina, Chile and Brazil?

Brazil is one of the true, emerging giants of the world. One
third of all Latin Americans live there, and through dint of hard work,
good management, natural abundance, and an infusion of outside capital,
it has acquired a strong industrial base. The world's second largest
_exporter of agricultural goods and iron ore, the first largest producer
of coffee, the third largest producer of manganese, the eighth largest
producer of tin, Brazil is a country whose friendship we should treasure.
Yet, egrlier this year we tried to torpedo the nuclear reactors upon
which they were depending so heavily; we engaged in long-distance
recriminations over human rights; and exasperated, they eventually
cancelled our military-assistance treaty with them. Iﬁ seven months'
time, our relationship with Brazil has plunged to its lowest point in
13 years.: In‘all of the celebrations with Latin American leaders this
week, let us not overlook the man who isn't here: the president of the
largest land mass in South America and the second largest in the

N

Western Hemisphere.
In pursuing friendships in Latin America, it is especially

important, I believe, that our concern for human rights be pressed in
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an even-handed, objective fashion. It is dumbfounding to me that

the Administration has aimed its human rights criticisms at our.
friends such as Brazil and Argentina, and yet has showered favorable
attention on countries such as Cuba and Panama, where gross violations
of human rights have been alleged and -- in many cases -- well
documented. Indeed, the Administration has seemingly chosen the worst
of all worlds: a double standard whereby we punish our friends and
reward our enemies., The United States will not long survive as a
credible world power if we continue such incredible policies.

The final point that I wish to make with regard to Latin America
is that we should not allow the question of the Canal treaties to
obscure the more fundamental issue in our Hemispheric relations ~-
namely, what can be done to promote peaceful development in both North
énd South? Foreign aid has been an indispensable part of tﬁe formula,
but as we all know, foreign assistance.alone is insufficient to insure
_stable economic'growth. In fact, it represents a diminishing share of
the cash that now flows into lesser developed nations. TInvestment
capital has now reached 45 percent of that flow and is still growing.
To maximize our contribution to Hemisphevic development, then, let us

continue our economic assistance but let us also emphasize other

fundamentals:

-— One fundamental is the free flow of private capital. Capital
must be attracted, not forced, and for nations of both North and

South America, a stable, welcoming environment for outside investors

| —must be provided.

B

—-— Another fundamental is free trade. The United States must

resist rising protectionist sentiments within our own borders, just

i, K S T

as we hope that Latin America will do the same for our products.
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J”' —-- Third, we must encourage greater enerqgy independence
;within our Hemisphere. fhe economies of nearly all our countries
/ are suffering now because of our heavy reliance upon outside energy
sources. To overcomé that barrier, it is important that we conserve
in the United States, but it is also vitally important that we
accelerate production and that we help nations such as Mexico and
‘ others in expanding their production.
'\_&_:ﬁ; .

. -- Fourth, when asked to, we should give whatever assistance we

1
_Lﬂygan to Latin America in curbing its population explosions. All told,
.their populations number 300 million now, but by the end of this century,
they could number as many as 600 million -- a population as large as
India today. It has been well said that in Latin America, the present
mis pregnant with the future.
~-- PFPinally, it is of critical importance to Latin Awmerica, and

“to the rest of the world as well, that the United States pursue sound,

_balanced economic policies. When we allow excessive federal spending

to drive up the inflation rate in the United States, those higher

costs reverberate throughout our Hemisphere. And when our government's
stop-and-go economic policies drive us into a recession, we close down
valuable markets throughout the Hemisphere. It is imperative we
recognize that the economic progress of Latin America and the United
States are tied together: we can fall together or we can rise together.
And, we will rise only if the United States government is sound and

wise in its economic policies.

# & # #



“OFFICE OF RONALD REAGAN  FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

10960 Wilshire Boulevard September 9, 1977
Los Angeles, California 390024
For information contact:
Michael Deaver (traveling with
Gov. Reagan) or
Peter Hannaford, 213/477-8231

EXCERPTS FROM REMARKS BY THE
HONORABLE RONALD REAGAN
AT THE JACKSON COUNTY REPUBLICAN DINNER
CROWN CENTER HOTEL, KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI
September 9, 1977

I camé here to Kansas City by way of Washington. I tried it the
other way round last year and it didn't work. I was in Washington to
testify before.a Senate committee about the proposed Panama Canal
treaties.

There are indications that the Administration intends to bypass
the Congress on the matter of turning over to Panama U.S. property
and even in the appropriation of taxpayers money in the proposed
annual payments to Panama. The Constitution is very explicit in its
provision that, "The Congress shall have the power to dispose of...the
territory or other property belonging to the United States."

In addition to testifying about that point, I told the Senators of
my concern that the treaties proceed from the false premise that we
can somehow expect reliable, impartial, trouble-free, secure operations
of the Canal in the future.by relinquishing the rights of sovereignty
we acquired in the 1903 treaty. We acquired those rights to the
exclusion of the éxercise of such rights by the Republié of Panama.

It seems clear, from that treaty, that our government's intention was
to acquire a firm, unshakable legal basis for building, operating and
defending the Canal. The Canal Zone was -- and 1s -- a single-purpose

enterprise, but it is important to remember that only one nation can

exert sovereign rights over a given piece of land at one time. To this
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day, 1t 1s those rights which undergird our ability to operate ana
defend the Canal. We cannot be kicked out summarily on the whim of
some Panamanian government.

Once those rights are removed —-- and they will be, immediately;
if the new treaties become effective -- there is nothing to prevent a
Panamanian regime from deciding to nationalize the Canal and demand we
leave right away. ‘And even while the elaborate signing ceremony was
going on in Washington, the Panamanian press was gquoting their chief
negotiator to the effect that they intended to accelerate our departure
from the Canal Zone.

For more than 60 years we have operated the Panama Canal efficiently,
impartially and on a not-for-profit basis. The nations of the Western
Hemisphere have come to rely on our stable presence there to make
éure that their commerce woula go through unhindered.

We are told by treaty advocates that there will be trouble.if we
don't accept these treaties. The same pecople then assure us we can
march back in if there is trouble. Well, the Panamanians don't
think we can, as their own statements show. And, once we have said,
in effect, "We don't want trouble; we'll give up the Canal", haven't
we also said, "If the government of Panama, encouraged by leftist
extremists, plays fast and loose with the treaty, we'll decide --
since we're giving it ﬁp anyway -- "why bother?"

Already, the Panamanian government-sponsored student federatioﬂ
has declared that "the struggle will continue"” so long as there is any
American presence at the Canal.

So whether or not these treaties go into effect, we can expeét

trouble from leftist elements in Panama and perhaps elsewhere. But
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that shouldn't frighten us. Panama's economy depends on the continued
operation of the Canal, it is responsible forv25% of the G.N.P. of
Panama. Obviously, the Panamanian military regime has a stake in seeing
that Canal operations aren't interrupted. We also have to believe‘that
those New York and international banks which are propping up Panama's
nearly bankrupt economy with loans wouldn't do so if they expected to
lose their collateral.

7 Frankly, I believe we can question not only the warnings about
possible deterioration in our relations with Latin America 1if we
don't ratify the treaty, but also the glowing promises of a new era if
we do. The fact is, we do not now have a coherent policy toward our
| Western Hemisphere neighbors. And, we should because over the next
few decades our continued prosperity -- possibly even our survival --
will be closely linked to that of our neighbors within this Hemisphere.
These treaties are no substitute for such a policy. A United étates
negotiating from strength, not meekly yielding its legitimate rights
and responsibilities to avoid unpleasantness, can be truly helpful to
the people of Panama and to all the Hemisphere.

-- The Panama Canal is vital to our security and that of'the

Hemisphere;

-- The United States provides the one sure guarantee that the
commerce of the‘world will have continued access to it;

-— The rights of sovereignty we hold in the Canal Zone are the-
foundation of our ability.to remain there to operate and
defend the Canal;

~-— The proposed treaties relinquish the rights and do not prévide

adequate guarantees against future threats to the Canal:
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—-— While alternatives to these treaties should be sought whicﬁ
recognize the aspirations of the Panamanian people.
I hope you will write to your elected representatives urging them

to vote against ratifying these treaties.
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RONALD REAGAN - Former Governer of California

MR, CLARK: Governor Reagan, welcome back to {ISSUES AND ANS\WERS.

You and former President Ford lined uo this weaek on opposite sides of the Panama Canal Treaty , bringing back memories of the pitched battle

vou weged with the presidential nominations last vear.

Are we going to se¢ a reolay of that epic struggle for control of the Republican party, for what some call the soul of the party, with support of the

Pansma Canal Treaty being on one side and the rallying cry of tha conservatives being “Don’t give back the Canal?*’

MR. REAGAN: Wall, | don't think so because | think this issue is far bigger than any party divisions. Certainly it crosses tha party divisions, There is
nothing new about us heing on the opposite side of that because in his administration the then President Ford also had nagotiators and indeed part of
the same negotiating team working on this. | don’t think it is going to polarize parties or | don’t think either party really wants to take a position be-
cause there are people on both sides in each party.

For the Republicars, you could say it is official pohcy because it was a ptank in the Rzpublican platform adopted at Kansas City, that the Repub-
licans opposed the giving up of the Canal.

MR, CLARK: But, Governor, a number of Republicans obvicusly look on the Panama Canal Treaty as a potentially very big political issue when

it could become a rallying point for opposition to the Carter Administration and a whole range of foreign policy objectives.

Do you rzally balieve that this is not going to be a political issue?

MR. REAGAN: Well, in that sense, yes, the Cartar Administration has to stand where it is in favor of the Canal and from that standpoint, not saying
Republican and Damocrat, but saying the forces against the Carter Administration, yes, he is going to have to defend his position and it will be an issue
where his administration is concerned.

MR. REYNOLDS: Why are you so adamantly opposed to this Canal Treaty?

MR. REAGAN: Well, Frark, you know there is a book by avery distinguished man, Lawrence Belensin, callad “The Treaty Trap,” and it has gone back
over hundreds and hundreds of years with regard to treaties and you find in this very weil documented book that no country has ever observed the terms
of a treaty if it suited its national purpose to break that treaty.

Now here we have a treaty with a government that was never elected, so therafore is not representative of the people, seized power at the point of
a gun, This government has a great stake in the Canal.

The terms of the Treaty ara such that we are phased out over a period of time and what is to say that once we have declared we are willing to give
up that Canal to this dictator and that once we begin to phase out, that he can’t just cancal out the rest of the treaty, all the assurances that we are
being told we have, that the treaty will protect us in the future, just as Nasser did when the British and the French gave up the Suez Canal, to be phased
out over a period of time. )

Two years 1ater Nasser walked in and took it and the natural result, the British and the French said, ""Well, we ware going to give it away anyway,
why make trouble’” and isn’t that exactly what the United States wouid do once we made that decision to give it up?

MR. REYNQLDS: What possible reason would there be for the Government of Panama to run that risk? | mean, if the Govermment of Panama

has a greater share now, more reason to want this Canal to coperate, wouidn't it be to their benefit to keep it going, to kesp it open?

MR, REAGAN: Well — but, to keep it open themseives and who knows with what other aliies? In the month of July there was a Russian delzgation in
Panama nagotiating to buy 50,000 metric tons of sugar at twice the world price, at the same time making arrangaments for the locating of Russian
piants and bases and factories and so forth, and fishing rights off Panama with this present Panamanian Government.

Now, we also know that there are a number of — well, the only political party that is allowed ifegally to function in Panama today is the People’s
Party, which basically is 2 Communist party.

MB. REYNQOLDS: Well, Governor, let me just follow up on that for 2 moment: Suppose we reject the treaty. Won't we then drive them even

closer to the Russians if indeed they are moving in that direction? What reason would they have then to be friends with the United States if we

reject the treaty?
MSK. REAGAN: Well, they hardly sound friendly right now, because while our negotiators ara promising us, Frank, that we have protection in the treaty,
that the year 2000 — even after we are gone and it is totally theirs — we wili have “expeditious passage” is the word for our warships in the event of
hostitities. But Pr. Bethancourt, who is the chief negotiator for Panama, has been making speeches in Panama and has been telting the prass in Panama
that the word “expeditious’ was only put in the treaty because our r2gotiators had to szl the treaty to the American people, and he said it doesn‘t
mean a thing; that the United States wanted the privilege of being able to say that, in the event of trouble or hostitities, American warships would have
priority in gioing through the Canal.

He has denied this to the Panamanians and he says there is no such thing. He says, ““The Americans wanted it. We couldn’t give it at all because
then, he said, it wouldn’t be neutral at all.”” In ather words, what he is saying is, in their viaw neutrality means if this country is at war the warships of
our enemies will be guaranteed by Panama the right to use the Canal.

MR, CLARK: Governor, looking at this from more a diplomatic and international political standpoint, President Carter put on quite a dazzling

show in Washington this week with the treaty signing ceremony attended by almost every head of state in Latin America.

Haven't you and other treaty opponents been upstaged by the President to the point that if the treaty was rejected now there would be such an

uoroar in Latin America it would outweigh any possible advantages to us in holding on to the treaty?

MR. REAGAN: Well, the President may have done this and certainly | think it was a mistake to do what he did because he also did something no other
President has done with regard to Congress.

Now we are talking about two treaties, One.is the treaty that we give up the Canal The second is the fact that we give up some nine billion dollars
worth of investment there in American property; also that we give of the American taxpayers’ money millions of dollars a year , down through the
years, to Panama.

Now, under the Constitution only the Congress of the United States can do that and at the very beginning of the negotiation of the original 1903
treaty, followed the Congress of the United States, passing the Spooner Act, which authorizad the President to spend up to a certain amount of money.

In other words, the President should have, before these negotiations were agreed upon and before he signed any treaty, the President was really
bound by law to have gone to the Congress and said, ""This is what we want to offer. | want authorization by Congress to do this.

M. CLAPK: But he did not do that and | am just looking a2t what has now been done by the President. If the Senate should reverse the President,

should override him and reject the treaty, wouldn’t it almost certainly — we would be defying every government in Latin America — wouldn’t that
. almost certainly escalate the danger of terrorism or other violence in the Canal Zone?

MR. REAGAN: Let me take the last point first. | don’t think we would be defying every country in Latin America. | think the truth of the matter is,
when you can speak privately to some of the Latin American leaders, you will find that they would much prefer, if thereis any change at all, for the
users of the Canal to have more of a voice in its operations, but not turning it over to this dictator because they are too dependent on it.

MR. CLAFRK: !f{ may just interrupt, what heads of governmant in Latin America are you talking about that might —

MR. REAGAN: Welf, | think it was significant that the President of Brazil wasn't there. On the other hand, | wouid rather not name the country because
he spoke to me privately, but the Ambassador of onz of the Central American nations, white { was in Washington said to me, “Our government doesn’t

want you to give it up.”
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| can quote another one who said, “Why didn’t your government in the beginning just say ‘No’?"”" So they have their awn agendas. Invited to such
a cercmony, they came — not all of them; some sent representatives, some didn’t come at all.

| believa there ar2 alternatives and maybe this is a good paint to say when | opposed this treaty | don't say that we shouldn’t negotiate; | don’t
say we siouldn’t have alternatives in which we can strangthen our bonds with L atin America. The trouble is, we have no coherent policy with aur neigh-
bors in Latin America and have not had for some time, and hera we are letting this great continent of ours be divided.

) This .regty is no substitute fo.r that coherent policy. | think there are many things we can do for the Panamanian people. | think we should con-
tinue to negotiate. We should not give up control of this canal. We should not give up the right which enables us to run this canal as we have for sixty
years, at no profit, never having gotten back the original investment, and for the benefit of the Panamanian people, because the canal represents 25 per
cent of their gross national product.

Now, you spoke about the trouble. The situation is, they can't have it, the advacates of the treaty, both ways. They teli us we will have trouble
if we don’t sign the treaty, but then they turn around and tell us, “Don’t worry, even after we have withdrawn we can intervene, we can go back.”

Well, if our country is going to back away in the face of threats of trouble from the ownership of the Canal, what makes us think then that we
wouid go back in and land the Marines and so forth in the event they violated the treaty? it would be Nasser all over zgain.

MR. REYNOLDS: You think that it is meaningless then, that nobody accepts that, that is just window dressing in the treaty, the idea that we

would go back in if nautrality —

MR. REAGAN: | think in practicality that is exactly what it would amount to.

Let me say something eise about trouble, Frank. Betheancourt and others, during this period since, in August, the announcement was made that
we had reached agreement, they have been talking to their people, including the Federation of Students which is the radical group that has staged all
the riots and the demonsirations and the radical group has been toid not to disband. They have bsen told literally by their own government: Stay
there, because this treaty — and the exact words of Bethancourt — he says, “This treaty has many ugly features” and he said, “We will not really be
successful until we have driven the last gringo out of the Canal Zone.”

Which means they are going to escalate our departure. They can immediately walk. in and take over the policing power of the whole Canal Zone.
We turn over the homes in which the American workers live to the Ministry of Housing of Panama.

{(ANNOUNCEMENTS)

MR. REYNOLDS: Governor, you said just a mement 2go that there are some people in Latin America who really are opposed 1o the new Panama

Canal Treaties, but cannot say so publicly, aoparently for political reasons. That is the argument really advanced by Strom Thurmond with respect

to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He suggests that they have 10 agree publicly with the President, and he implies that privately they feel otherwise. Do

you think that is true?
MR. REAGAN: Well, he might possibly, being closer to the scene and personally acquainted and having been a major general himself, he might possibly
have more personal contact with the Chiefs of Staff than | do, but 1 think what he was saying is a perfectly logical thing. We have resoected, in this
country, the tradition tnat the military is under civilian control, so the Joint Chiefs of Staff, appointed as such by the President of the United States —
and he is the Commandar-in-Chiaf. When he has detarmined policy, they only have one choice. They either go along with the policy or resign, if they
feel they can’t support it.

| think the significant thing is that past Chiefs of Staff, past commanders and past generals, such as Keagan of the Air Force, Admiral Moorer,
Admiral Arleigh Burke, Admiral Reynolds, Admiral Carney, have all come out publicly — indeed, just recently Admiral Mcorer, who was first Com-
mander of the Pacific, Commander of the Atlantic, Chief of Naval Operations, Supreme Commander of the NATO Forces, and then 2 chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Szaff, has testified before a Senate committee venemently opoaosing this treaty and pointing out the great sirategic significance.

Admiral McCane —

MR. CLARK: {f | could interrupt there, at least two of those Admirals, Admiral Carney, Admiral Arleigh Burke, go back over 20 years, back to

the early days of the Eisenhower Administration, where there was a completely different picture. Today, for instance, our big super carriers

cannot pass through the Canal. Today we have a two-ocean Navy.
MR. REAGAN: But 97 percent of the shipping of the world can pass through the Canal today and only — weli, | have heard a figure 13, but recently |
have heard it as a couple of more ships, of the whole United States Navy cannot go through.

There is also the possibility in the years ahead, as, looking at the newly developing Russian Navy, the whole structure of the Navy may change to
lighter, faster missile-carrying vessels.

But, Admiral Moorer, who is the most recent of those and who was of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at a time when we had a war going in the Pacific —
Vietnam — but when we also had tension in the Meditarranean and in the Middle East, has expressed to a Senate committee the advantage then of being
able to locate tonnage so that it could be swiftly directed whicnever way the emergency might call for.

Now, the other thing is, we have a plan — and this is onz2 of the alternatives that | think could vastly benefit the people of Panama — the alterna-
tive we have had on the books for a tong time is the third lock plan.

This calls for about a ten-year construction job, a couple of billion dollars, most of which would stimulate the economy of Panama, be used there
to build a third set of locks which would make it possible for everything except a few of the giant super tankers —

MR. CLARK: But, Governor, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as you know, General Brown, has told senatars, with the present canal it

could take 100,000 American troops to defend it. Would you be willing to make that sort of a2 military commitment and probably a larger one, if

you built a larger canai?
MR. REAGAN: Well again, how many troops would it take to taka it back, then, if it did become a canal under enemy influence and we were denied the
promises that had been made in the treaty? Again { hark back to the fact that the men who negotiated the treaty for Panama have said that they are not
going to rest until we are gone,

General Torrijos, the whole attitude is not the “men of good will hand shaking agreement” that our own people are telling us about. General
Torrijos arrived in Washington last-week for that circus and said, “We don’t recognize this as a present from the United States, this is the result of a
conquest.”

MR. REYNOLDS: Well, l am not sure | know exactly what the General was talking about but that does raise the question of how we got the thing
in the first place. You sa:d the other day before the Senate that we have nothing to be ashamed of and much to be proud of. Well, there are quite

a few pecple who hold quite a different view with the marality of our acauisition of the Canal. Are you entirety satisfied that we behaved like a

good neighhor back in 1903 when we dug it?

MR, REAGAN: Yes, { am, and { think there has been a great rewriting and distartion of history. Theodore Roosevelt veas Presidant —

MR. REYNOLDS: And he said, “’I took the Isthmus.”

MR. REAGAN: But after he was no longer President, he said this with a remark about his own relationship with Congress. But at the time you will find

his own words in which he ordered hands off.



-3-

Nows the situation was that for 80 times, in 70 years, Panama tried, after freeing itself from Spain, as Colombia had freed itsalf from Spain, tried to
free itself from Colombia, revolted. Always the revolts were put down. The United States Congress passed the Spocner Ac. and uuthorized the President
°f the United States to nzgatiate a treaty, either with Micaragua or with Panama for a canal. The French had failed. The French were trying to sell their
rights in whataver they had. Colombia did not want to and would not accept our treaty at the time because they knew we were going t2 pay the French
$40 million. The Fiench contract ran out in two years. Colombia was simply stalling, hoping at the end of two years they would get the 540 million
because they would! et everything back free from France. This time the Pansmanians saw a chance and they separated again from Colombia and thay
immediately hired o Frenchman who represented the Canal Company, the French company, Bunau-Varitla, and made him minister plenipotentiary to
negotiate immediately a treaty with the United States because thay knew their oniy hope of becoming a separate state was with the economy of a canal
being built there so this is what they did.

MR. CLARK: Gavernor, | don’t want to interrupt a very interesting history lesson, but we have two or three questions we want to get onto.

There is consiiarable speculation in Washington as to how active a role you were going to take in this canal fight. There is, | heliave, a fund left

over from your presidential campaign last year that is currently something over a million dollars, and | believe is generally intended to help con-

servative candidates. :

My question would be, will opposition to the Panama Canal bs one of the tests that a candidate will have to meet in order to get any money from

that fund?

MR. REAGAN: Wall, Bob, you would have to take that up with the whols Board of Directors or Governors of that fund. The fund that was laft over
created what is called the Citizens for the Republic, with the idea of elacting Republican candidates. We stay within the party. Republican candidates.
But in so doing | have no more control over that than one vote on the Board of Directors and so far the policy has been that it will be used mainly in
the support of nativnal candidates. But | have the forums of my own radio commentary, my news column and the fact that | am out on the mashad
potato circuit about six or eight times a month speaking, and as the debate coes forward | am quite sure that it would seem sirange if on those forums
| did not express my views —

MR. CLARK: And on= other personal gquestion. Is this battle over the Canal going to make it more or less likely that you will be a candidate for

the Republican nomination in 19802
MR. REAGAN: I dun'g think it has any bearing on it. | just don’t know whather | am going to have a decision to make in 1880 and | don’t think any-
one could know at this time, and you will have to wait until closer to the day to know whether there even is a decision to be made, and | think that
applies to everyona. it certainly applies to me.

MR. REYNOL 0S: Would you like to try it again?

MR. REAGAN: Agan, ! will have to fet you know much closer to the day. )

MR. REYNOLDS: Governor, if by some miracle you suddenly found yoursaif advising the President, with nothing except his political well being

at stake, what \would you tell him to do about Bert Lance?

MR. REAGAN: Oh, Frank, that is his problem and it calls for a hypothetical answer.

MR. REYNOL DS Wall, do you think Lance should resign or be dismissed?

MR. REAGAN: Well, here again | am going to let them make a decision. At the moment | would think that Mr. Lance should be happy he is not a
Republican.

MR. CLARK: And, Governor, another blatantly political guestion: Vculd President Ford, former President Ford's support of the Panama Canal

Treaty make it more difficult for you to support him if he should by chance become the Republican presidential candidate again in 19807
MR. REAGAN: Wall, the answer to that is that in the last campaign I knew his administration was negotiating this give-away and when the decision was
made at Kansas City | campaigned for him in 25 states; | did national commericals for him; | sent out a fund-raising letter; | did everything | could to
help him get elected,

MR. CLARK: You have just indicated that his support of the Canal vwas one of the reasons you battied him down to the line to try to get the

presidential nomination. Would you oopose him in any effort to gat the nomination because of his support of the Ganal?

MR. REAGAN: No. tut | would do the same thing that | was doing before and that is, urgas the people of this country to write their congressmen and
their senators to urge that there not be ratification.

At the time w were debating this in the campaign, you vsill have to remember - and, incidentally, | didn’t make that an issue, the people did.
This thing has been regotiated in secret, really, and this again indicates something wrang in keeping the people from knowing.

In the campsi:~ the people discovered the negotiation. Well, the only thing is, | know we don‘t hzave any time, but remember at that time there
were 39 senators, envugh to block it, who passed a pledge they would not racify such a treaty and | accepted that as they way to be.

MR. CLARK: CGovernor, we are now out of time. Thank you very much for being with us ocn ISSUES AND ANSWERS.
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When it comes to human rights, you might expect the government
of Panama-to be on the Carter blacklist. Freedom House, an inter-
nationally respected monitor of human rights, rates Panama as one of
67 nations that is "not free". They rate political rights on a scale
of One to Seven, with Seven being "least free". Panama scores Seven.
Freedom House rates civil rights the same way and Panama gets a rating
of Six.

For approximately two years before the treaty was announced, the
demands of Panama's military dictator, General Torrijos, had been
getting sharper. He regularly made thinly veiled threats of violence
if the United States didn't get on with the business of handing over
tﬁe Canal.

Those stepped up demands may turn out to have been a not-so-funny
coincidence. Just last week allegations were revealed to the effect that
our government had "bugged" the Panamanian negotiators' private dis-
cussions; that Torrijos had gotten transcripts and used them, in effect,
to blackmail our negotiators. -

The Senate Intelligence committee has been investigating the
charges in closed-~door sessions. Its members have avoided the.press.
No one is talking, but they should, and soon, for the American people
deserve to know if there is any truth to these serious charges. "Regard-

less of ones' position on the Canal, I'm sure we all hope and pray the

charges will prove to be groundless.
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But beyond the known thre;ts by Torrijos and the possibility
fﬂz% undue pressure, I believe the treatilies themselves are fatally flawed.
They proceed from the false premise that we can somehow expect reliable,
impartial, trouble-free, secure operations of the Canal in the future
by relinguishing the rights of sovereignty we acquired in the 1903
| _treaty. We acquired those rights to the exclusion of the exercise

of such rights by the Republic of Panama. It seems clear that our
government's intention was to acquire a firm, unshakable legal basis
for building, operating and defending the Canal. The Canal Zone was =--
and i1s —-- a single-purpose enterprise, but it is important to remember
that only one nation can exert sovereign rights over a given piece of
land at one time. To this day, it is those rights which undergird our
ability to operate and defend the Canal. We cannot be kicked out
summarily on the whim of some Panamanian government.

Once those rights are removed —- and they will be, immediately,
if the new treaties become effective —-- there is nothing to prevent a
Panamanian regime from deciding to nationalize the Canal and démand we
leave right away. And even while the elaborate signing ceremony was
going on in Washington, the Panamanian press was quoting their chief
negotiator to the effect that they intended to accelerate our departure
from the Canal Zone.

For more than 60 years we have operated the Panama Canal
efficiently, impartially and on a not-for-profit basis. The nations
of the Western Hemispﬁere have come to rely on our stable presence there
to make sure that their commerce would go through unhindered.

We are told by treaty advocates that there will be trouble if we
don't accept these treaties. The same people then assure us we can
march back in if there is trouble. Well, the Panamanians don't ﬁhink

we can, as their own statements show. And, once we have said, in effect,
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"We don't wanﬁ trouble; we'll give ub the Canal", haven't we also

said, 1if the government of Panama, encouraged by leftist extremists,

plays fast and loose with the treaty, we'll decide =~ since we're giving

it up anyway -- "“why bother?" |
Already, the Panamanian government-sponsored student federation

has declared that "this struggle will be continﬁous...until the lasf

invading soldier leaves" -- and that means us.

So“whether or not these treaties go into effect, we can expect
trouble from leftist elements in Panama and perhaps éelsewhere. But it
would be designed primarily to frighten us and not to do maximum damage,
for Panama's economy depends on the continued operation of the Canal.

It is respoﬁsible for 25% of the G.N.P. of Panama. Obviously, the
Panamanian military regime has a stake in seeing that Canal operations
aren't interrupted. We also have to believe that those New York and
international banks which are propping up Panama's nearly bankrupt
economy with loans wouldn't do so if they expected to lose their

collateral.

Frankly, I believe we can question not only the warnings about
possible deterioration in our relations with Latin America if we don't
ratify the treaty, but also the glowing promises of a new era if we
do. The fact is, we do nqt now have a coherent policy toward our
Western Hemisphere neighbors. And, we should because over the next
few décades our continued prosperity ~- possibly even our survival --
will be closely linked to that of our neighbors within this Hemisphere.
These treaties are no substitute for such a policy. A United States
negotiating from strength, not meekly yielding its legitimate-rights
and responsibilities to avoid unpleasantness, can be truly helpﬁul to

™~
Y the people of Panama and to all the Hemisphere. I believe....

—--"The Panama Canal is vital to our security and that of

the Hemisphere;
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-~ The United States provideé the one sure guarantee that the
commerce of the world will have continued access to it;

-— The rights of sovereignty we hold in the Canal Zone are
the foundation of our ability to remain there to operaté
and defend the Canal;

—~- The proposed treaties relinguish the rights and do not

G e e ot L s et

provide adequate guarantees against future threats to
the Canal;
-—- Alternatives to these treaties should be sought which
L recognize the aspirations of the Panamanian people.
I hope.you will write to your elected representatives urging

them to vote against ratifying the treaties as proposed.

4 # &+ # 4
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THE PANAMA CANAL TREATIES:
RATIFICATION, NO;
ALTERNATIVES, YES

By Ronald Reagan

(Special to the Baltimore SUN)

Should the Panama Canal treaties be ratified? No, for they
are based on a false premise which could one day jeopardize the
security of the Wes£ern Hemisphere. That premise is that we can
expect impartial, trouble-free, secure operations of the Canal in
the future by relinquishing the rights we acquired in the 1903 treaty.

In that treaty we acquired the rights of sovereignty over the
Canal Zone, to the exclusion of the exercise of such rights by the
Republic of Panama. To this day, it is those rights which undergird
our ability to operate and defend the Canal. We cannot be kicked
out summarily on the whim of some Panamanian government.

But, once those rights are removed -- and they would be
immediately if the new treaties become effective -~ there is nothing
to prevent a Panamanian regime from deciding to nationalize the Canal
and demand we leave at once. In that case we would face the very
thing treaty advocates say we want to avoid: confrontation (or its
alternative, unceremonious withdrawal in the face of an arbitrary
demand) .

For more than 60 years we have operated the Canal efficiently,
impartially and on a not-for-profit basis. The nations of our
Hemisphere have come to rely on our stable presence there to make

sure their commerce would get through unhindered.
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Ronald Reagan
(Special to the Baltimore SUN)

If these-treaties go into effect can we be certain that key
personnel now operating the Canal will not leave much sooner than
predicted? They are concerned, as any American would be, about falling
under the jurisdiction of a military dictator. Can we be certain that,
as the American presence is withdrawn from the Canal Zone, new demands
for accelerated withdrawal will not-be made under threat of violence?
The leader of the Panamanian Student Federation has warned, "This
struggle will be continuous until the last...soldier leaves". General
Torrijos' warm friendsﬂip for Fidel Castro is well known. He also
éntertained, this summer, a delegation of Soviet Union officials whq
were interested in plant sites, trade possibilities, even the estab-
lishment of a bank. Can we be certain that, once the foundation of
the U.S. presence in the Canal Zone is removed, outside influences
hostile to Hemispheric security, will not seek to take advantage of
the situation?

Can we expect the wording of the neutrality tfeaty to mean
anything when it says our ships will have "expeditious" passage
under Panamanian jurisdiction? - Romulo Escobar Bethancourt, the chief
Panamanian negotiator, has already told audiences in his country that
"expeditious" amounts to waiting in 1line and that the word was put in
simply to help the U.S. government sell the treaty to the American
people.

How important is this? We have been told the Canal is declining
in military importance, yet all but a handful of our naval vessels
can use 1it. Who can say what shape the Navy will take two or three
decades from now? It may very well consist -- in this missile age --

of small, fast ships relying on guick accessibility to both oceans.
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Ronald Reagan -
(Special to the Baltimore SUN)

President Carter cites a statement by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff that the treaties are satisfactory in terms of our defense needs.
Yet, fdur former Chiefs of Naval Operations (Admirals Moorer, Burke,
Carney and Anderson) no longer on active duty and thus free to speak,
in a recent letter to the President, said, "The Panama Canal, under
control of a potential adversary, would become an immediate crucial
problem and prove a serious weakness in the overall U.S. defense
capability, with énormous conseqguences for evil."

Our ongoing presence at the Canél inhibits potential inter-
national trouble makers. This is far better than the proposed
neutrality treaty which does not guarantee us unilateral interventidn,
but says only that Panama and the United States "agree" that the
Canal will be "permanently neutral". This means, of course, that in
time of hostilities, ships of nations belligerent to us could
use the Canal just as we.

Whether or not the treaties go.into effect, we can expect some
trouble from leftist elements in Panama; perhaps elsewhere. 1Its
purpose, however, would be primarily to frighten us and not to do

permanent damage, for Panama's economy depends on the Canal.

]

The Panama Canal is vital to our security and that of the
Western Hemisphere. If we give up the basis for our right to operate
and defend it -~ as these treaties would do -- we increase our

vulnerability and call into question our leadership role in the free

| world.

—

What should be done in place of these treaties? Within the
framework of a reinvigorated United States policy toward all of Latin

America, we should immediately seek alternatives to the treaties that

are beneficial to all parties. One that merits serious discussion is
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Ronald Reagan
(Special to the Baltimore SUN)

the Teminal Lake-Third Lock modernization plan. It would take $1-2
billion and about 10 years to complete. We could make certain that
Panamanian workers and contractors were engaged extensively in the
project, thus directly benefiting the people andweconomy of Panama.
The modernized Canal could expect stepped up traffic and revenues,
for it would accommodate all but a few of the world's largest ships.
Another alternative would be to enlarge the scope of the
Canal's government board by adding international directors. 1In
addition to the permanent U.S. seats, it might have a group of
Panamanian seats and a third groups of seats to be rotated, by term,

among Canal-using nations.

I A


















I AIELLELS S A B
i

a A
- Gov.Ronald Reagan

- on
Carter, Politics,

‘and the
Panama Canal

Crossfiled Under:

?a’“ﬁ“—ﬁv L2 -5
W ddle Eaar 5

U§ %—,»e\,? éo/(f@ 14
] CO’VW (Y




OFFICE OF RONALD REAGAN " EMBARGOED TILL 8:00 p.m. PDT {
10960 Wilshire Boulevard :

Los Angeles, CA 90024 . : SATURDAY, October 1, 1977

For information call: _ :

Michael Deaver or

Peter Hannaford

213/477-8231 .

EXCERPTS OF REMARKS 'BY THE HON. RONALD REAGAN
TO THE CALIFORNIA STATE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
San Diego, California, October 1, 1977

A few months ago our party seemed shattered. Oh; there were
still pockets of Republiéan resistance here and there, but the
political writers were already writing solemn obituaries. And, we
‘must confess, the figures bore them out.

.«+. Only 12 Republican governors.

eeea Only 5 Republican state legislatures.

.... Less than one third of the Congress.
And the Presidency, resplendant in cardigans and dungarees, was 1in
the_hands of our opponents.

Those'ﬁere not the best of times. Some of the obituaries even
said we would go out, not with a bang, bﬁt a whimper. One journalist
even recalled the words of Alice Roosevelt Longworth when learning of
the death of Silent Cal Coolidge said, "But how can they tell?"

'Well, I prefer to think of us as more like the gutsy fighter,
early in this century, who lay on the operating table with a 45
slug in his chest. The doctor was pessimistic about ﬁis chances but
his manager said, "Start counting ana he'll get up." 1I've addressed .
meetings like this over the past several weeks in a half-dozen states,
'and'in every one there was a turn-away crowd filled with enthusiasm
and determination to return our party to a place of résponsibility and
honor in American politics.

Are you aware that since the '76 election people have gone to

the polls in special elections four times to' fill vacancies 'ip

-
-




‘ the United States Congress. In those four conagrer=sional elections,
Republican candidates have won three. In all three -- Minnesota,

: Wéshington State and Louisiana  -- the districts were solid blue-collar
Democrat districts, but Renublicans replaced Democrats.

incumbents. Our candidates went to the people -- to the housewife,

to the blue-collar worker, to the man in the street, as well as the
man}in-the suite —--.and welded togéther strong, durable coalitions
that .carried them'to victory. The§ campaigned on the issues;

_ talked jobs, inflation and taxes, not as abstract theo;ies, but in
language the people could understand. ‘

Elections to state legislatures have confirmed the'treﬁd..TwentY
nine times people have gone to the polls this year to vote in special
state legislative elections, ahd 18 times -- almost two out of three--
Republicans have won, replacing Democrat. incumbents in 15 of those.
races.

'Across the country, not just the personalitites but the
issues are cuttiné in our favor.

In New Jersey, Democrat Govefnor Brendan Byrne has stirred
the wrath of his citizens for imposing onerous tax increases, and
they are preparing to replace him this fall with Republican Ray
Bateman.

" In 'Viréinia, the Democrats have chosen the plumed knight of
red-hot liberalism as their gubernatorial choice, and Republican
candidate John Dalton has him worried enough.that the President
cris#crossed the state two weeks ago in support of the Democrat
candidate.

In North'Carolina and South Carolina, two stalwart

Republican Senators, Jesse Helms and Strom Thurmond, targeted as

i




’ céndidétes for extinction by the Democrats’ allies in the hierarchy
of organized lébor, are, apparently, turning back the challengé by their
strong oppostion to the Panama Canal T?eaties;
- Income security, ﬁob security, international secﬁrity -- all
of these are our issues as Republicans and they are issues we can
build upon for the future.

’—Therg is something eise at work inh American politics today.,
something else that is far more iméortant. I have sensed it here
on the West Coast and, recently, in the EastAas well. So far, public
opinion polls have only fegistered a few jiggles, but we may be
seeing the first hints of public disillusionment with the politics
of piety and spiritualism now in vogue among Democrats from
Sacramento to Washington, D.C: People are bheginning to discover that
some of the prophets, who proclaimed themselves above crass politics,
have feet of clay. People have had a chance to look behind the
shimmering rhetoric and found intellectual confusion and a tendency
toward politics as usual. The new prophets seem to know a great
deal about very little. Our éhips of State and nation are drifting -=
élowly, but unmistakably, toward a calamitous end. There is no one
at the helm trying to guide us to safety. Our leaders are down
talking philosophy to thelcrew. Our nation cries out for strong
leadership. And we, of the Republican Party, must answer that call.

The two symbols of the new politics offered by our opponents --
the present administration in Sacramento and the new administration
in washington, D.C. -- seem obsessed with style rather than
substance. At times they resemble a ventriloguist agt,_but we can't

tell which one is Edgér and which one, Charlie -- or are they both
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Mortlmer Snerd?
There are, of course, major substantive differences

between the two administrations, just as there are major differences

in respon51b111t1es, but the parallels are much more striking --
ﬂehd hﬁth more dangeroue.
At least you have to glve the administration in Sacramento
thls much credlt: they started it. The new politics is almost
;htireiy theif own.patent.‘ It was.in Sacramento, after all, that
the ecript was first written -- the mattresses on the floor, the
.Zeh_mantras, economic theories as taught b§ Ruddha, etcetera.

By the time the.script had been edited down ianeofgia, the
actors had new lines -- they had to tote their own bags and
spend a lot of time down emptying the pond -- but still, the idea
was the same. |

As one of Mr. Carter's chief advisers explained to him ih a
now famous memorandum, "The old cliche about mistaking style for
sﬁbstance usually works in the reverse in politics. Too many
good people have been defeated because they tried to substitute
.substance for style; they forgot to give the public the kind of
visible signals that it needs to understand what is happening."
The euthor of that marvelous bit of Machiavellianism was pollster
Patrick Caddell. He_is Jimmy Carter's Tom Quinn. 2After all, is
there a difference between selling off the Cadillacs at the White
House and parking an old Plymouth outside the Governor's office?

I do not mean to be overly critical about this matter of |

style. Every polltlcal figure acquires a personal 1mage, whether he

wants it or not. I've heard, "win one for the Gipper" so often.I




. think I should be inducted into the Football Hall of Fame.
--. . Yet there is something deeply distressing when style is

elevated so far above substance that style seems to be the only thing

. -

tbat counts. The new admlnlstratlon in Washington can claim mastery

Qf style --— they rode that horse all the way to the 1naugurat10n.

Et ls_when they come tQ the tough hard policy choices; the actual job

Qf governlng that the lack of substance is apparent. One could p01nt

~

to thelr handllng of the Lance affalr, but that was minor compared

e

to the waffling and indecision on the issues of human rights, arms
negotiations, farm policies, the energy package and economic policies.

In Washington, what we see are elected political leaders who
. have surrounded themselves with appointees who have had almost no
preparation for public life, and even less regard for the traditional
rights and values of their constituencies. And~here the similarity
with our own state capitol is most pronounced.

There are exceptions in California, of course, and some of
»those exceptions are our friends. But there are others in this
administration who have given it a distinctively cultist flavor on
matters such as the environment and industrial growth. I have
tried,to lean over backwards to avoid criticizing the current
administration in Sacramento, but none of us -- none of us =-- can-
tolerate men and women in places of appointed responsibility trying
to destroy the economic hopes and dreams of this great state. Before
our Governor asks the people for another term in.office, let us ask
him first: how much excess baggage are you bringing this time?

| The zealots of the New Look in Washington haven't had time yet
to put their stamp on government, but they'li be on hand for the

first meeting of the Ralph Nader alumni association. In fact, there
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have been some rumblings already. The new head of the Federal Trade
Commission said the other day, for instance, that -- QUOTE -- "business

has every.reason.to fear us" -- UNQUOTE -- while the new head of OSHA
has already promised to harrass the pésticide industry. And they
must be well entrenched at the State Department. How else can one

explain the fact that the administration continually berates our

close friends for human rights'violations, but then welcomes to its

bbsom sucﬁwhobie Specimens as Fidei Céstro of Cuba and Omar.Torrijos
6f.f§namé? | » —

‘In Washington and in Sacramento, the men in charge are considered
gfeat public4mysteries, not easily categorized as libergl or

conéérvative, moderate or hardline. If their actions seem incomprehenéible,
ih;onsistent and incoherent — and often they do -- is it because

their guiding philosophy of government is incomprehensible,

inconsistent and incoherent? Are they, in truth, engaged only in
day-to-day tactical maneuvers designed to keep the candidate in officé?

In Sacramento, for example, some of the same people who used to talk

about lowered expectations and limits to growth , are now sporting

buttons saying, "California Means Business". It's the greatest
transformation since Renee Richards went back to the tennis courts.

I appreciate tﬁe fact that as people gain moré experience in
government, they also learn a few lessons. And, certéinly, there have
- been many lessons to learn these past few years in California. When
a survey of 200 companies finds that as many as 30 percent may move
out of Calfornia, surely there is a lesson there about the State's

' staggering business and inventory taxes. When a company such as Dow

Chemical cancels a $500 million project involving 2,600 jobs because
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it can't jump over all the environmental hurdles, there is also

a lesson about the price we are‘paying for environmental extremism.
Ana when our state unemployment rate continually hovers a full
percentage point over the national average, you cannOtfignore the fact
_that somewhere, somehow, something-ié amiss.

ET;;ESO,‘if the folks in Sacramento say they've learned a few

lessons, I can certainly understand -- and I think we can give them
'a_little‘_credit for intellecfual.érogress; But, if they wént to

be convincing, then they must also learn the'lesson oficonsistency.
Théy-could start with small things. It made no sense, for example,
.to«participate in "Whale Day" demonstrations aimed at J;panese industry
and- then,only a short time later in search of new industry here,.to
call upon Japanese leaders. &et that is a minor point. Where
consistency is more desperately needed is on the big issues =-- the

" pocketbook issues that affect every working man and woman in the
state.

They claim, as one of their proudest accomplishments, that they
never raised taxes on the people of California. If that's true, we
mﬁst-;ll have holes in our pockets because the money is getting away
-somehow. .In just three years time, they have increased government
spending in this state by almost 50 percent, and murdered the
state with taxes that are surpassed only in New York,-where industry
is ieaving in droves. Tax revenues have increased 75 percent in the -
first three yeafs of this Administration. With inflation it isn't
necéssary to raise the rates when you have a progressivé income tax
that sees people paying higher surtax rates because of cost of living
pay raises. And, of course, the properéy tax increasés reflected

inflationary increases in assessed valuation. When they proposed

3
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property tax relief it was only a thinly disguised form of income
redistribution. There are better answers; answers which treat people
fairly and squarely. Californians warmly weicomed the direct.rebates
and other forms of tax relief in our Republican administration. I
believe they would welcome, with equal fervor, our Republican plan
to index Califorhia'taxes.» Inflation is a direct product of

’ ‘irresponsible government, it comes when government spends more than
government takes in -=- it will go away when government s£ops doing
.that. The state can take the lead by making its own éystem of
taxation inflation-proof, and we should hope.the Federa} government
would follow suit. It is outrageous that the same politicians who
create inflation reap the rewards of their sins by letting
government profit from that inflation. |

If the current administration in Sacramento cannot undérstand

that -- and I see no evidence that they can -- then the first order
of business in 1978 is to replace them with new faces, new blood and

new ideas all the way from the court house to the state house.

By the way, Sacramento's ambitions still seem to stretch to
Washington. The other day, an aide of the State's Chief Executive
told a reporter, in commenting on the forthcoming visit of
Prince Charles, "What you'll have here that day is a man who has
been(trained and educated all his life to become ruler of Britain
.some day, talking with a guy who'd like to be ruler of the U.S.
some day."

Before we put the Sacramento crowd in the dock, however, let
us plainly recégnize that their brand of politics is by no means
'unique. "No, the "unsafe and unsound" éolitical practices that we find
here stretch the length and breadth of the Democrat party and

nowhere, as I have said before, are they more prevalent than in

—
-

Washington, D.C.
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While those in Sacramento dream of "ruling”, let me speak about
Washington and I do not speak lightly when I tell you that in
Washington today, we héve an administration that,Ain only eight months
has practically set a new national record for misjudgments,
misstatements and mismanagement.

"777 I am not sure anyone in this audience could intelligently
" deséribe our nation§l policy today toward human rights, toward thé
Middle East, toward energy, or toward balanced bﬁdgets because
é&eff one of these areas is bogged down in massive confusion and
contradiction.

Ask the people of Oklahoma and Texas how they feél-foday about
cénsistency in the new administration. A year ago, Candidate Carter
wrote their governors a letfef promising that if elected, he would
5sk:for the deregqulation of new natural gas. But now,.today, the Presiden!
not only opposes deregulation, he would extend it for the first time
to inﬁrastate gas and wvows to veto a deregqulation bill if it reaches
his desk. His press secretary -- when he's not spreading rumors about
‘Republican senators -- attacks deregulation as a "massivé rip-off®.

~ As for the rest of Mr. Carter's so-called energy plan, he told
us that it would be the»"moral equivalent of war" -- and so we are
reminded, once again, that Sherman was right. This isn't an energy
program it is a tax program; tax on gasoline, a tax 6n domestic crude
0il, a tax on the industrial use of oil and natural gas, and a tax on big
automobiles =-- more than $50 billion in new taxes in all, with the money
going, not into the discovery of new energy supplies but, into new
— . . 8T
bureaucracies. It.is no small wonder that Mr. Carter's%plan faces a

demolition squad in the Senate Finance committee, which we can hope will

see its duty and do it.

| S
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The President has ignored the need, not just for conservation,

bﬁt’for'new supplies of energy. The only way we're going to break the

T e e

OPEC hammerlock on our foreign policy is to begin exploring and

"developing new sources of oil. Simply burning less fuel and turning

our problem over to an energy czar in Washington will leaye us as
dependent as Qe are now. No bureaucrat has éver produced a barrgi of
oil; The best answ;r —-- the only answér -{kigwﬁé'ggggvgépour

faitﬁ in the productive genius of the American people and the

! wvitality of the free market. Then we will work our way out of this
.

\Erisis with the same fighting spirit that brought this country

to the pinnacle of man's hopes and dreams.

The pattern of contradictions and inconsistencies in the new
administration runs, I'm afraid, far beyond queétions of energy.

The President talks about the need for morality and honesty
in goﬁernment, but while we can admire him for standing by a friend,
we could admire him more if he had.stood by his principles.

We have his promise to balance the budget, but in the past few
weeks his proposed welfare reform, public employment program, farm
suppofts, cargo preference make it plain the budget will certainly
not be balanced by lowering the cost of government.

He talks aboﬁt the need for greater capital investment by business
in the years ahead, but once again his words are‘not followed by

rhction. Huge new taxes on the energy industry, substantial new Sociél
Security taxes on employers, elimination of any favored treatment for
capital gains Shows scant regard for the true needs of American

industry. In the last few days, across Ohib, steel plants have shut

"down and laid-off workers have joined the ranks of the unemployed.

I very much fear this is only a foretaste of what's to come unless we
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\étrengthen.incentives for new investment in this country.
- The list goes on and on. Mr. Carter told us he would produce a
welfare plan that would not cost a penny more than today's monstrosity.
He has.come up with a pregram that will raise costs by $15 billion or
more. .

Hg.has told us that his administration would bring a sharp
reduction in governmental regulations; In the first six months
of thié aaminisfration, new regulations were running atqan all-time
high.— » |

' We were told that he is committed‘to free trade. . But when the
first concrete protectionist issues hit his desk, new quota schemes
were promptly worked out with other nations.

Céndidate Carter told us he didn't believe'in wage and price
controls. But, already we have them in the hospital field, and his
HEW secretary has hinted that controls over doctors may be just over
the horizon.

Serious observers in Washington suggested the Carter.
gdministration had a hidden aéenda that would gradually unfold.

The impression grows that if there is a plan they are making it up

as they go along -- waiting each day for pollster Patrick Caddell

to tell them which way the people are going, so they can hurry and
lead them. It was Mr. Caddell who told the éresident-elect, before
his first inaugural, that style, not substance, waé the way to insure
the:e would be a second inaugural. Maybe that will work for a while,
with our tradition of granting new Presidents a honeymoon, but this
haphazard publiq relations approach has friends and gllies abroad

confused and disturbed.




There was the human rights' campaign and a groundswell of support
for the basic idea. 1Indeed, most of us strongly endorse the
conéept. But, here again, there is inconsistency -—- a selective
pattern with regard to where we find human rights being violated.
We condemn countries in Latin America and in Asia, long-time friends,
but we.embracg North Vietnam, Cuba and Panama.
| Speaking of Papamé, we now have before the.Senate a pair of
treaties that, if ratified, could éreaté an inviting-power vacuum that
Castro and his patfon, the Soviet Union, might well be tempted to fill.
The Administration is trying to sell its treaty packagé like bars of
soap. I think the Senate should wash its hands of thésé treaties
and start over, working on constructive alternatives that protect
our security and that of the ﬁemisphete.

Over at the U.N. our freewheeling ambassador to that body
prides himself on attacking discrimination in South Africa, where a small
number of political prisoners are incarcerated. So far, that's kept
him too busy to find out about what's going on in Cambodia. Of course,
ﬁhere aren't many political prisoners in Cambodia. They've all been
murdéred in one of the greatest human slaughters man has ever known.
Still, someone should weep for the victims -- a gentle people who are

suffering a most inhumane genocide. At least let us be consistent and

even-handed; and above all, stop condemning our friends and coddling

our enemies. In Washington today the administration seems unaware
of the difference between a diplomat and a doormat.

' The President tells the world that he will engage in hard
bargaining with the Soviets over arms limita;ions, but then unilaterally
gives away one of oﬁr biggest negotiating chips =-- the B-1 bomber.

He tells the world that we will be strong in protecting our allies,

but in Asia he leads one of the biggest military retreats in our history.

"
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We hear a pledge that we will stand firmly by our NATO allies,
but then the press reports on an internal document saying, that in the
event of the Soviet attack, we would concede a third of West Germany
before putting up a struggle.

It's true this has been denied, but our NATO allies are
disturbed. One day we tell the Israelis they can e#pect, "defensible
berders"; the next day we say no. One day we tell the Palestinians
they can ekpect their own "homelané"; the next day we say no, it will
only be -- QUOTE -- "entity" -- UNQUOTE ~~ whatever that may mean.
We have to wonder if the administration has really abandoned its
hasty desire to dump the Republic ¢of China on Taiwan. The people on
Taiwan today have little confidence in the firmness of American purpose.

As we survey the politicél scene today, from the prophets who
have come to Washington to those who now dwell in Sacramento, there
are great opportunities and new hope for our Grand 0l1d Party. And I
am not suggesting wevshall inherit new power only because of our
oppohent's failure. We have something affirmative to offer.

We can win the allegiancé of millions of Americans who are, at
last, aware that an omnipotent government, capable of sclving all
.ﬁhe.problems of human misery, is an impossibility. We must raise high
a banner which makeé, unmistakably, clear the principles for which we
stand; that we do not stand for continuation of the status gquo; the
same aimless drift and economic tinkering carried on by different people.
In the place of massive confusion, let us offer clear vision.

ASome say that we have become such a tiny minority that we will
never recover. Dwight Eiéenhower once said, -~ QUOTE -- "It's not

the size of the dog in the fight that counts; it's the size of the

fight in the dog." -- UNQUOTE.
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A political party is an organization created to further a cause.
It is the cause, not the organization, that attracts and holds the
members together. There is a new majority out there waiting for

a cause around which to rally. We have such a cause.

Kiz
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A few months ago our party seemed shattered. Oh, there were
still pockets of Republican resistance here and there, but the

nnlitical writers were alreadv writing solemn obituaries. And, we
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THE PANAMA CANAL TREATIES:
RATIFICATION, NO; ALTERNATIVES, YES

By Ronald Reagan
(Special to the Los Angeles TIMES)

Ambiguity can be a useful diplomatic tool in international
negotiations, but clarity 1s essential when a treaty is finally
drafted. The idea 1s to leave as little room as possible for
differing interpretations -- and misunderstandings -- later.

When they briefed me on ﬁhé proposed Panama Canal treaties,

" Ambassadors Sol Linowitz and Ellsworth Bunker, chief U.S. negotiators,
confidently assured me that the neutrality treaty (which would continue
indefinitely after the year 2000) would give us the right to intervene
unilaterally in case of neutrality violations. They also said ﬁ.S.
ships would be given special treatment.

In his Senate testimony recently, Linowitz said, "U.S. ships go
to the head of the line even if other ships are waiting to get into
the Canal." But, his Panamanian counterpart, Romulo Escobar Bethan-
court, had a much different view. He said, in a speech in his own
country, "If, after examing the provision, the gringos with their
warship say, 'I want té go through first', then that is their problem
with the other ships waiting there."

Already, such sharply diffefing interpretations cast doubt oh
the meaning and value of the treaties.

Their ambiguity is one of several reasons I believe the treafies

should be rejected by the Congress and replaced by new negotiations

leading to constructive alternatives.
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Unfortunately, the treatie$ are based on a false premise which
amounts to a fatal flaw. That is, that we can expect trouble-free,
secure operations of the Canal in the future by relingquishing the
rights we acguired in the 1903 treaty.

In that treaty, still in force, we acquired the rights of
sovereignty over the Canal Zone, to the exclusion of the exercise
of such rights by the Republic of Panama. Those rights undergird
our ability to oper;te and defend the Canal. We cannot be kicked
out summarily on the whim of some Panamanian government.

Remove those rightsk——Aand ratification of the new treaties would
do so on the date they become effective -- and there is nothing to
prevent a Panamanian regime from nationalizing the Canal and demanding
we leave at once. What ﬁhen,.confrontation, or, its alternative,-
unceremonious withdrawal in the face of an arbitrary demand?

The government-sponsored Panamanian Student federation and other
more radical groups have already used high voltage rhetoric to claim
that they won't rest till the last Aﬁerican soldier leaves. Onée the
basis for our being there has-been removed, General Torrijos, the
dictator, may be tempted to take the course of "instant nationalization"
and get the credit, rather than wait 23 vears for the first of the new
treaties to run its course.

For neérly 60 years we have operated the Canal efficiently, on a
not-for-profit basis. Western Hemisphere nations and other major
users have come to rel? on our stable presence there to insure that
their commerée would go through without trouble. The new treaties
seem to take it on faith that stdbility and efficient, fair operétions
would prevail after Panama takes over. But, given the erratic nature

of the left-leaning government of that country, can we afford to be

anything but skeptical?
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If these treaties are ratified can we be certain that key
American personnel now operating the Canal will not leave much sooner
than predicted?

It is no secret that Fidel Castro and his patron, the Soviet Uﬁion,
both covet greater influence in the Isthmus. As the American presence
is withdrawn, can we be certain that a tempting.power vacuum will not
be created?

Just how importéht is the Canal? We have been told it is declining
in milita?y importance, yet all but a handful of our naval vessels can
use it. And, who can say what shape the Navy will take two or three
decades from now? In this missile age, it may consist of small, fast
ships relying on guick accessibilify to two oceans.

President Carter has cited a statement by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff that the treaties are satisfactory in terms of our defense needs.
Yet, four former Chiefs of Naval Operations (Admirals Moorer, Burke,
Carney and Anderson) no longer on active duty and thus free to speak,
in a letter to the President, said, "The Panama Canal, under control
of a potential adversary, would become an immediate crucial problem
and prove a serious weakness in the overall U.S. defense capability,
with enormous conseguences for evil."

Our ongoing presence at the Canal inhibits potential international
troublgmakers. During times of war i1t has been vital to us and its use
has been denied to enemies. The new neutrality treaty says that the
Canal will be "permanently neutral", meaning that in time of hostilities,
ships 6f nations belligerent to us could use the Canal just as we do.

Would our failure to ratify the treaties bring trouble in.Panama?
Probably some. So would ratification. We can expect trouble frqm |
leftist elements in either event. Its primary purpose, however, would

be to frighten us and not to do permanent damage, for Panama's economy
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depends on the Canal and the Torrijos' regime has it within its
power to control such trouble.

The Panama Canal is vital to our security and that of the
Hemisphere. If we give up the basis for our right to operate and
defend it -- as these treaties would do —-- we increase our vulnerability
and call into gquestion our leadership role in thé free world.

What about alternatives to the treaties? We should seek them as
part of a reinvigoré£ed U.S. policy toward all Latin America. One
would be tge Terminal Lake~Third Lock modernization plan. It would
take about 10 years and $1-2 billion to complete. Panamanian workers
and contractors could be engaged extensively in the project, thus
directly benefiting the Panamanianvpeople and economy. Modernized,
the Canal would accommodate all but a few of the world's largest ships
and could expect increased traffic and revenues.

Another alternative would be an enlarged governing board for the
Canal. 1In addition to the permanent U.S. seats, 1t might have a group
of Panamanian seats and a third group of seats to be rotated among

Canal-using nations.

o e

-

Still other alternatives worth study: 1) arrangements to turn

over to Panamanian court jurisdiction Panamanian citizens who violate

s

\laws in the Canal Zone; 2) construction of one or more new bridges

across the Canal to improve access by Panamanians to both halves of

their nation.
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EXCERPTS FROM REMARKS BY THE HON. RONALD REAGAN
SALUTE TO THE REPUBLIC DINNDR

Citizens for the Republic
and
Harris County Republicans
Houston, Texas

A funny thing happened to the Panama Canal treaties on the

way té the Senate. They become subject to 180-degree differences in
interpretation by U.S. and Panamaniah officials.

After their White llouse meeting last Friday, Presidént Carter
and the Panamanian dictator, General Torrijos, said they had cleared

it all up. True, the statement they issued interpreting the Neutrality

Treaty does say that we have the right to act unilaterally in the future
in case the Canal's neutrality is violated, and our naval ships do have
the right of priority passage in case of need. But, they forgot one
thing. .Saying so doesn't make it so. For the statement to be worth
anything it needs to be formalized as a protocol, signed by both

parties as part of the total treaty package. Short‘bf that, the
problems remain.

And, even with such a protocol, the basic treaty, designed to

run to the end of the century, still has 'a fundamental flaw. That is,
the assumption that we can expect smooth, trouble-free ope;ation of
the Canal by giving up the-rights of sovereignty we now have. The
1903 treaty, now in force, says that we will exercise these-rights to

the exclusion of their exercise in the Canal Zone by Panama. The
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United Nations Charter condones expropriation of foreign property.
Without the rights of sovereignty anything we retain there is "foreign
proéerty" and there is nothing to prevent a Panamanian go%ernment from
suddenly nationalizing the Canal and telling us to get out == long

before the year 2000.

who would want that to happen, other than some leftist elements
in Panama, Fidel Castro and the Soviet Union?

If the treaties are ratified and the Panamanians degide to make

-

things difficult for us, we dqn't even have the a%ternativé of building

-~

another Canal elsewhere without their permission.

v’

I believe the best .course of action has two elements. One is

to discuss, consider and negotiate constructive alternatives. Alterna-

tives such as the large-scale Canal modernization program which has

ot

been proposed. Also, possible international participation on the Canal's

¢

‘governing board by Panamanian representatives and those of user nations.
\ ' ' ' .
Also, a possible agreement to turn over to Panamanian courts any

Panamanians who violate the law in the Canal Zone. And, also the

possibility of builaing additional bridges across the Canal to improve

’~

Panamanian access to elther side. ]

The other element in our course of action should be for the
United States Senate to vote not to ratify these ambiguous, incomplete
and flawed treaties.

L R OF OB #
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EXCERPTS FROM REMARKS BY THE HON. RONALD REAGAN
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A funny thing haépened to the Panama Canal treaties on the
way to the Senate. They become subject to 180-degree differences in
interpretation by U.S. and Panaﬁanian officials.

After their White House meeting last Friday, President Carter
and the Panamanian dictator, General Torrijos,.said they had cleared
it all up. True, the statement they issued interpreting the Neutrality
Treaty does say that we have the right to act unilaterally in the future
in case the Canal's neutrality is violated, and our na?al ships do have
the right of priority passage in case of need. But, they forgot one
thing. Saying so doesn't make it so. For the statement to be worth
anything it needs to be formalized as a protocol, signed by both
parties as part of the total treaty package. Short of that, the
problems remain.

And, even with éuch a protocol, the basic treaty, designed to
run to the end of the century, still has a fundamcntal flaw. That is,.
the assumption that we can expect smooth, trouble-free operation of
the Canal by giving up the rights of sovereignty we now have. The
1903 treaty, now 1in force, says that we will exercise these righté to

the exclusion of their exercise in the Canal Zone by Panama. The
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United Nations Charter condones expropriation of foreign property.
Without the rights of sovereignty anything we retain there is "foreign
property" and there is nothing to prevent a Panamanian government from
suddenly nationalizing the Canal and telling us to get out -- long |
before the year 2000.

Who would want that to happen, other than some leftist elements
in Panama, Fidel Castro and the Soviet Union?

If the treaties are ratified and the Panamanians decide to make
things difficult for us, we don't even have the alternative of building
another Canal elsewhere without their permission.

I believe the best course of action has two elements. One 1is
to discuss, consider and negotiatebconstructive alternatives. Alterna-
tives such as the large-scale .Canal modernization program which has
been proposed. Also, possible international_participation on the Canal's
governing board by Panamanian representatives and those of user nations.
Also, a possible agreement to turn over to Panamanian courts any
Panamanians who violate the law in the Canal Zone. And, also the
possibility of building additional bridges across the Canal to improve,
Panamanian access to either side.

The other element in our course of action should be for the
United States Senate to vote not to ratify these ambiguous, incomplete

and flawed treaties.
¥ o4 0 # ¢
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It is hard to know how accurate that Paﬁamanian plebiscite was
in favor of the Canal treaties since the dictator, General Torrijos,
wasn't elected himself and hasn't allowed an election till now in
the nine years he and his regime have held power.

In any case, it should not affect the debate in the U.S. Senate.

'/fz believe the'Senate should reject these treaties because they have
serious flaws. Instead, negotiations should be reopened to work out
’EOnstructive alternatives.

The so-called Neutrality Treaty suffers from ambiguous language
regarding priority passage of our ships and our right to act uni-
laterally in case the Canal's neutrality is violated. Make no mistake,
the statement issued by President Carter and General Torrijos that
supposedly "clarified" this treaty the other day has no legal status
at all. It wasn't signed. It isn't a formal part of’the treaty and
unless it becomes part of it it will be no more than an expression of
opinion in the history books.

But, even if it were incorporated into the Neutrality Treaty,
the other treaty -- the one that is designed to run till the end of
this century -- has a basic flaw. It assumes that wé.can expect smooth,

trouble-free operation of the Canal by giving up the rights of

sovereignty we now have there. The 1903 treaty, now in force, says
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that we will exercise these rights to the exclusion of their exercise
by the Rebublic of Panama. If we relinquish those rights of
sovereignty any property we retain there becomes "foreign property",
and the U.N. Charter condones expropriation of foreign property. In
other words, there would be nothing to stop a Panamanian regime from
suddenly nationalizing the Canal and telling us to get out —-- long
before the year 2000.

Who would want that to happen, other than some leftist elements
in Panama, Fidel Castro and the Soviet Union?

As for finding constructive alternatives to those treaties, there
are several that should be discussed. One is the large-scale moderni-
zation program called the Terminal Lake-Third Lock plan. It wouid
take $1-2 billion and about 10 years to complete. When finished, the
Canal could handle all but a few of the world's very largest ships.

Another alternative wduld be to add international representatives
to the Canal's governing board, some from Panama and some from user
nations.,

Also, we can discuss a possible agreement to turn over to
Panamanian courts any Panamanians who violate the law in the Canal
Zone. There 1is alsé the possibility of building additional bridges
across the Canal to improve Panamanian access to either side.

These alternatives -- and possibly others -- wouid address them-
selves to Panéma's economic needs and to its national pride -- all without
jeopardizing our control of this vital link in the security of the

Western Hemisphere.

# & # #
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It is hard to know how accurate that Panamanian plebiscite was
in favor of the Canal treaties since the dictator, General Torrijos,
wasn't elected himself and hasn't allowed an election till now in
the nine years he and his regime have held power.

In any case, it should not affect the debate in the U.S. Senéte.
I believe the Senate should reject these treaties because they have
serious flaws. 1Instead, negotiations should be reopened to work out
constructive alternatives.

The so-called Neutrality Treaty suffers from ambiguous language
regarding priority passagerof our ships and our right to act uni-
laterally in case the Canal's neutrality is violated. Make no mistake,
the statement issued by President Carter and General Torrijos that
supposedly "clarified" this treaty the other day has no legal status
at all. It wasn't signed. It isn't a formal part of the treaty and
unless it becomes part of it it will bé no more than an expression of
opinion in the history books.

But, even if it were incorporated into the Neutrality Treaty,
the other treaty -- the one that is designed to run till the.end of
this century —-- has a basic flaw. It assumes that we can expect smooth,
trouble-free operation of the Canal by giving up the rights of

sovereignty we now have there. The 1903 treaty, now in force, says
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.that we will éxercise these rights to the exclusion of their exercise
by the Republic of Panama. If we relinquish those rights of
sovereignty any property we retain there becomes "foreign property",
and the U.N. Charter condones expropriation of foreign property. Tn
other words, there would be nothing to stop a Panamanian regime from
suddenly nationalizing the Canal and telling us to get out -- long-
before the year 2090.

Who would want that to happen, other than some leftist elements -
in Panamé, Fidel Castro and the Soviet Union?

As for finding constructive aiternatives to those treaties, there
are several that should be discussed. One is the large-scale moderni-
zation program called the Terminal Lake-Third Lock plan. It would
take $1-2 billion and about 10 years to complete. When finished, the
Canal could handle all but a few of the world's very largest ships.

Another alternative would be to add international representatives
to the Canal's governing board, some from Panama and some from user
nations.

Also, we can discuss a possible agreement to turn over to
Panamanian courts aﬁy Panamanians who violate the law in the Canal
Zone. There is also the possibility of building additional bridges
across the Canal to imprqve Panamanian access to either side.

These alternatives -- and possibly others —-- would address them-
selvés to Panama's economic needs and to its national pride -- all withon
jeopardizing our control of this vital link in the security of the

Western Hemisphere.
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I spoke of the need to communicate. Never has there been
a greater opportunity té make clear to the working men and women of
Aﬁerica the fundamental difference in philosophy between the two
major parties.

The energy program presented to Congress is in reality the
biggest single tax increase in the history of our nation. 1In their
usual fashion the Democratic leadership has described most of phe
tax as being imposed on the o0il producing companies, but every penny
of it will be paid by the consumer in the final retaii price of
gasoline, heating o0il and natural gas. The budget for the gigantic
new energy agency alone amounts to 10 cents a gallon for every gallon
of gas we will buy in the coming year.

The second éigantic tax increase is in the Carter Administration's
answer to the Social Security mess. The average worker will find his
of her payroll deduction tripled over the next ten years. It is
already double or more what the worker can expect to get back in
benefits. The employer's share will be tripled in the next two years.
Here again we're told it is business who pays. But that tax must be
passed on to the customer in the price of the product. So, we'll all

pay that one too. All of this is a temporary expedience not an

answer to the real problem of Social Security.
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In last year's campaign %‘spoke of estimates that Social
Security was actuarially out of balance by more than two trillion
dollars. For'saying this I was charged with being an alarmist and
ridiculed for what was called extreme campaign rhetoric. I get no
happiness from saying I told you so, but the 1977 report by the
Board of Trustees of Social Security puts the imbalance at 17 trillion
dollars.

Step number three in the Administration's tax proposals has to
do with reform of the income tax, which we are told will be revealed
next year. Well, next year is only several weeks away and news of the
coming plan leaks the word that reform may include sharp restrictions
on the amount of home mortgage_interest you will be able to deduct
from your income tax.

Are the people aware that the Democratic congress in this
session alone has five times voted down a Republican proposal to cut
the income tax . for every American?

T Congressman Jack Kemp of New York has authored a bill to.increase

productivity and create jobs by way of an across—-the-board cut in the

. T

i

income tax averaging about one-third for every taxpayer over a three-

year period.

D e T

The base tax would drop to eight percent and the ceiling would

T Y srpg

\ be 50 percent. Corporate taxes would be cut from 48 to 45 percent

and small business would have its exemption doubled. Tax cuts of this

kind were made in the early Twenties and in the Sixties and each time

i

the incentive for economic growth was so great that at the lower rates

even the government got more money.
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An economic study of the Kemp plan has projected that the gross

national product would be increased by $300 billion and seven-and-a
half million jobs would be created over the next three years. This
is the story we must tell to the working people of America who
presently are having almost half their earnings confiscated by

government.
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