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EDWARD W. CLARK
Consular Officer
Panama City (1946-1949)

Deputy Chief of Mission
Panama City (1960-1963)

Edward W. Clark was born in New York on October 9, 1917. He obtained an A.B.
from Princeton University and then went to Cornell Law School. He was a
diplomatic courier. He served in Panama as Consular officer and then as DCM.
He also served in Asmara, Lima and Buenos Aires. He served in ARA, Personnel,
and Congressional Relations in the State Department. He retired in 1973. He was
interviewed Charles Stuart Kennedy on April 29, 1992.

Q: You went to Panama in 1946 and served three years there. What were you doing?

CLARK: My first job there was as passport officer. We had three officers in the consular
section...an officer in charge, one for visas and one for passports. I did that for about six months.
Then I did a short stint in the visa section. There was then a big turnover of some kind and within
a year I ended up in charge of the consular section which was a pretty big job for one of my
inexperience.

Q: Did Panama have a fairly large refugee population trying to get to the United States? [ am
thinking of people who got stranded there from Europe and other places.



CLARK: No, that was not a big problem there. The main problem in the passport section was
taking care of passports because there was a large American community in the Canal Zone who
had to get renewals, or first-time passports, register children who were born there, etc. That was
the main thing in the passport section. In the visa section it was mainly Panamanian, although
there were a few refugees of various kinds from the war who would drift in. But that wasn't a
major problem. There were a lot of protection cases there.

Q: What were the Americans who lived in the Canal Zone like? Could you characterize them at
this particular time?

CLARK: Like any place. You had the good and bad. There was such a clash of cultures there
between the Americans in the Canal Zone and the Panamanians. The standard of living was so
different; the values were so different. It was just normal that there would be resentment. They
had two different scales of pay...the gold standard and the silver standard. Also racially there
were problems. Many Americans were from the South which made the problem of race more
difficult. Quite frankly there were many people in the Canal Zone that I came to know very well
and liked. But as a group they wanted their privileges and would fight for it.

Q: Also it was not a period of time when one was trying to be culturally aware and operate in a
less high handed fashion.

CLARK: There was no pressure to do that. After all, the official situation was the gold standard
and the silver standard. White people only in the gold bathroom and others in the silver bathroom
and facilities. They got paid on different wage schedules. That was all official. I have seen some
ugly scenes there, very embarrassing. But [ have seen some in Washington, too, when I came in
1941. I will never forget that the first evening I was in Washington I got on a bus and all of a
sudden the bus driver said, "Get back in the bus you black son of a bitch." I saw this scene
duplicated many times in the Canal Zone. Same thing.

Q: How did the Embassy relate to the Panamanian government? Was the relationship a little
colonial?

CLARK: I wouldn't say so. On the contrary. You had the colonial attitude in the Canal Zone.

The Embassy was always trying to cope with that situation vis-a-vis the Panamanian government.
The government would make their complaints through us. We would then have to see what we
could do with the Canal Zone authorities to smooth things over. So, I think on the contrary the
Embassy's job was to try to keep irritations to a minimum.

At that time, of course, we had a major problem with the bases that we had constructed all
through the Republic of Panama during the war. We were renegotiating that agreement and it
went on for a long time. It came to a head in 1948. The Panamanian national assembly rejected
the agreement. We were asking to retain a number of bases. Secretary of State Marshall had
warned them that if this did happen we would withdraw, which they didn't believe. But it was a
very, very heated debate and a very critical time in our relationship. Within 48 hours we got
everybody out of Panama...not the Canal Zone. We must have had 20 bases in Panama.



Q: Which, of course, was a major source of work and income for the economy, etc.

CLARK: It certainly was, but nationalism was at its peak and they didn't think we would carry
out our threat. Unfortunately, the military had already reached the conclusion we didn't need
them but didn't say it. So our relations suffered a severe setback for no good reason.

Q: So we were fighting over an issue that really wasn't of major concern for us.

CLARK: Right, we had already made the decision to phase out the bases. We were just forced to
phase them out fast under pressure.

Q: Did this result in any incidents against the Embassy?
CLARK: No, I don't think so. I certainly didn't feel any of this and I lived in the center of town

almost across the street from the National Palace. It wasn't personal then, it became so later on
when things got difficult over the Canal Treaties.

ek
Q: Then you did go back to Panama again from 1960-63. What were you doing there?
CLARK: I was political officer first and then I was acting Deputy Chief of Mission.
Q: What was the situation in 1960-63?
CLARK: It was bad.
Q: Cuba had boiled over by that time.
CLARK: Yeah, we were a staging ground for part of that 1962 business.
Q: Well, you say bad, what was the situation?
CLARK: Their demands for negotiation of a new treaty was their top priority. We took the
position that that wasn't advisable, nor necessary nor did we want to. Riots took place and there
was an atmosphere of real animosity over this issue. The Embassy took the position that we
should negotiate and the Department was adamantly set against it. Of course that means that you
are a heel not just to the Department but to the guys across the way in the military command over
there too--Canal Command and the Southern Command.
Although I must say that there were some who were understanding but wouldn't put their neck
out. It was really putting your neck out at that time to go on record saying that was the route we

had to take or suffer the real consequences of a big confrontation.

That's why my second tour of duty there was not a very happy one as the first one had been.



Q: Did the Alliance for Progress, when the Kennedy Administration came in, help ease things? A
show of more concern for Latin America.

CLARK: I will just speak for Panama. It really had nothing to do with it. The Canal was it, forget
about the rest of it. They would use the Canal problem to fleece us out of more money and aid.
That was the way to get at us.

Q: Was it that the Panamanians wanted to take over the Canal completely and run it or to reach
some sort of compromise?

CLARK: Well, they wanted their sovereignty recognized which then would eventually lead to

the end of the treaty at some particular point. That was the issue. The treaty said we had this strip,
five miles wide as though we were sovereign, in perpetuity. They wanted the perpetuity clause
out and they wanted their sovereignty. Of course, if they have sovereignty they have control of it.

Q: Even though the Embassy was making representations to Washington, I take it there was no
move towards negotiations in those days?

CLARK: Well, they realized there was a big problem there and had been one for a long time.
They sent a fellow down, a special assistant to Kennedy by the name of Kaison, a very smart
cookie, to case the joint. This was before the upcoming visit of Panamanian President Chiari to
Washington. Carl Kaison came down and I was selected to take care of him. I went around with
him and made his appointments and got to know him. I never saw his report but there was no
question about the fact that he came away with the conclusion that it had to be done. If not today,
pretty soon tomorrow.

What Kennedy was afraid of, why Carl Kaison was sent down there, was that during this meeting
that was what the President was going to ask for, the negotiation of a new treaty, and what was
Kennedy going to say to avoid a real problem. So what happened was that when Chiari came up
here it wasn't agreed to negotiate a new treaty but there were certain things set up...I forget the
details...that would put it off for a while. It at least met a few of their demands.

That occurred in 1962 and I left at the end of the year. So we had gotten over that hurdle. But in
January of 1964 the big explosion took place, the one that would have taken place during that
meeting if some concessions had not been made and put it off for a while. That was the big
uprising where we had to call up our soldiers and people got shot and all that jazz. But that is
another story that involves me too.

Q: When was that? Was that later on?

CLARK: That was in January, 1964.

Q: How did that involve you?

CLARK: I was called back and made Director for Panama.



Q: You were supposed to go to Argentina?

CLARK: Idid go.

Q: How long were you in Argentina?

CLARK: Only a year and four months.

Q: While you were in Panama, Joseph Farland was the Ambassador. How did he operate?

CLARK: Well, Joe Farland was a nice fellow who we got to know very well. We had children
the same age as his children. He was a public relations fellow essentially. He was very good at
it...making friends, going places, dancing the tamborito, and all that. To a large extent he left the
real running of the Embassy pretty much to the DCM.

Q: With the Southern Command there did you find that the military was taking more of an active
interest in what was going on in the continent as reflected...?

CLARK: Well, of course, they had their requirements for military aid to the continent. There
wasn't any of that with Panama, so speaking from the point of view while I was in Panama I was
aware of these other requirements that they had, but it was outside of our relationship.

WALTER J. SILVA
Courier Service
Panama City (1954-1955)

Walter J. Silva was born in Massachusetts in 1925. After serving in the United
States Army from 1943-1945 he received his bachelor’s degree from Harvard
University in 1949. His career has included positions in Dakar, Panama City,
Maracaibo, Beirut, Thessaloniki, Athens, Rome, and Naples. Mr. Silva was
interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1995.

SILVA: At any rate, | got my RIF notice, as did the budget and fiscal person. She had come in
about the same time I did. They paid us off, gave us a "no later than" date, paid back our
retirement contributions, paid us for unused annual leave and our last salary payment. We were
told not to return to Washington. That was it. I got a check for $3,200, which seemed a lot of
money at the time. I took the "Julio Cesare" from Dakar to Genoa, a marvelous trip, and in
Genoa I bought an MG, paid $1,200 bucks for it and drove around Europe for a while. I sold the
car and came home, and when I got to Plymouth, there was a telegram waiting for me from the
Department of State. It was an offer of employment! So then I discovered that I had been
replaced in Dakar with a fellow from Malaysia who was married and had about five kids. They
took this guy out of Malaysia, paid his travel and moved all his household goods to Dakar to
replace me, and then two months later they wanted to hire me back. It didn't make any sense at
all. So I called the Department, I think Roween Brooks was still there, and I talked to her and she



wanted me to go to Panama. I said, "Well, I tried this Foreign Service business and I like parts of
it, but I'm not going to go back as a damn clerk, I'm going to take the exam." She said "Fine, but
in the meantime take an appointment." So I agreed and asked when the next exam would be. It
was nearly a year away. | went to Panama, where I worked in the regional office of the Courier
Service for a fellow named John Powell, who is still around. I haven't seen him in months.
Johnny Powell was one of the princes of the Foreign Service. General Services officer, never
more, but a great guy. Anyway, he was the head of the office at the time they had a scandal of
sorts. A couple of couriers were dismissed, one went to jail, for smuggling watches or something,
from Buenos Aires. In Chile they used to buy wine and in Buenos Aires they bought Romano
cheese, and then some of them also smuggled the innards of Swiss watches. The last stop before
Panama was Miami where the watch market supposedly was. So we all enjoyed the wine and the
cheese and didn't know about the watches, but I guess the FBI caught on to them. Anyway, that
was the only excitement in that office.

I was married there. My wife had just arrived, I knew her about three or four months. She was
a secretary at the Embassy. We were married in the Canal Zone. We were both living at the
Tivoli in the Canal Zone on Cuatro de Julio street, which is the boundary between the Zone
and Panama City. It was built in 1903 for the visit of Teddy Roosevelt and had not changed.
The plumbing had been somewhat improved, but that's all. It was rickety and infested with
vermin, but it was a charming place, a string trio played for dinner every evening. One of the
guests was Mrs. Marsh, the widow of a Canal worker, who had lived in the Tivoli since
Teddy's visit. That's where Mary and I both lived for a while, and then I got an apartment.
After we were married I was informed that I was being transferred to Venezuela. I complained
that it might interfere with my taking the Exam only to be told that the exam was not being
given overseas that year, that I could try getting it next time in Venezuela.

PETER S. BRIDGES
Visa Officer
Panama City (1959-1961)

Ambassador Bridges was born in New Orleans and raised in Chicago. He
attended Dartmouth College and Columbia University and served in the US Army
in France. He entered the Foreign Service in 1957 and held positions in Panama,
Moscow, Italy, and served as Ambassador to Somalia. He was interviewed by
Charles Stuart Kennedy in 2003.

BRIDGES: Meanwhile, I hadn’t gotten around to putting Oslo on my April Fool sheet. On my
last sheet, beside Moscow I had put Bogota and some other Spanish-speaking post. One summer
evening when I came home, it was very hot and we were living in a small apartment in the south
end of Arlington, we didn’t even have air conditioning, my wife said, “I don’t care where they
send us, just so it’s not the tropics; that would just be more Arlington.” About ten days later, I
came home and said, “Guess what, it’s the tropics, we’re going to Panama.” She took it very well;
she figured it couldn’t be much hotter than Arlington, and it wasn’t.

Q: You went to Panama in 1959 and you were there for how long?



BRIDGES: I was there for two years. [ was asked if [ would like to extend for a third year, and |
was happy to agree. The first year had its difficulties, because there had been riots against the
Canal Zone soon after we got there. But then things got much better, and we made a lot of
friends, we moved into a better, bigger, nicer apartment, and we changed ambassadors, and also
as a change for the better my first boss was moved out; he was kind of a miserable type, and so
things were better in every way and I was to stay a third year. But I still wanted to go to Moscow.
My hope was that after [ was promoted to Class 6 - [ was then an officer of Class 7 - I would be
sent to the Army Russian training school at Oberammergau, which was then called U.S. Army
Detachment R and is now the George C. Marshall Center in Garmisch. In the spring of 1961 I
was promoted to class 6, and soon after that an officer came traveling through from the Bureau
of Personnel. The Deputy Chief of Mission, John Shillock, kindly invited me and several other
officers to lunch to meet this guy, and he said, “Bridges, you’ve done well and congratulations
on your promotion, and do you still want to go to Oberammergau?” And I said, “Yes, what do
you think about ’62? I’ve got one more year here.” And he said, “Oh, no, you’re down on the list
for this year.” I said, “Oh, my God, when does that start?”” He said, “Well, the academic year
starts at the end of August, and it’s May now so you might be leaving pretty soon.” So we left
Panama after two years instead of three.

Q: Let’s talk a little about Panama. What job did you have in Panama?

BRIDGES: For my first year I was the junior of three political officers. The head of the section
was a man who was not a good officer. When I arrived there was no number two, but after a
while the number two position was filled by Neil McManus. Neil and his wife Claire became
very good friends of ours and we remained that until he died, and we’re still friends with Claire.
After the first year, or as the first year was ending, the Ambassador who was a career officer
named Julian Harrington retired after some years in Panama. When the Panamanians had rioted
against the Canal in the autumn of 1959, one of the leaders of the demonstrations was a man
named Aquilino Boyd. He owed his un-Castilian name to a grandfather who was an Irishman.
Boyd had been foreign minister when he was in his 30s, and Julian Harrington considered him to
be sort of a young protégé. And here Boyd was leading demonstrations against the United States,
and that was it as far as Mr. Harrington was concerned, and he retired the next year and was
replaced by Joseph Farland, a political appointee who had been ambassador to the Dominican
Republic. But he was a breath of fresh air, Joe Farland was. He didn’t know Spanish, but he
knew how to make friends and raise morale. He got off the ship - at that time there were weekly
steamships from New York to Cristobal in the Canal Zone, run by the Panama Line which
belonged to the Panama Canal Company, which belonged to the U.S. Department of the Army -
anyway, Joe Farland and his wife got off the ship and they were met not just by us staff but by a
bunch of Panamanian demonstrators saying, “Yankee don’t go home, stay here.” This meant that
our only consulate in Panama, in Colon on the Caribbean side next to Cristobal was being closed
by the Department for economy reasons. It was a small post, just two officers. And the
Panamanians were saying, “If you close your consulate, we might riot just against the Canal
Zone on the first anniversary of the 1959 riots, not to protest against the Canal Company, but in
protest because you’re closing your consulate and it means you’re rendering a negative judgment
on Colon.” Joe Farland thought that was a very bad reason to riot against the United States. He
appealed to the Department not to close the post, but the Department said, “Sorry, the consul and



vice consul have been transferred. It’s done.” Finally, though, they said, “If you’ve got
somebody that you don’t really need you can send him to Colon on a temporary basis, but the
post is officially closed to the public.” Mr. Farland decided that I could go over there and keep
the flag flying. So for six months I commuted across the continent. I would get on the Panama
Railroad in Panama City at seven in the morning and at eight I’d be in Colon, on the other side of
the isthmus, and raise the flag, literally, at the consulate and take visa and passport applications
and do what I could do in representation. It was a great job for six months, then I came back and
for the last six months I was a visa officer in the embassy.

Q. How was our embassy... It was your first post. You were the new boy on the block and were
seeing things in a different light than you would after you’d been around for a while. How did
you see our embassy work there? Was this a case of neo-colonialism?

BRIDGES: We had enemies coming from both left or right, or maybe from east or west, which is
to say that the Panamanians felt that almost everything that the Canal Zone, the Canal Company,
was doing except running the canal, was a violation of the bilateral treaties between the United
States and Panama. So we had very hard times; I’d almost say we had more difficulties with
Panama than we did with the Soviet Union, at least in terms of numbers of problems. Besides the
Panamanians, there were the people living in the Canal Zone, the so-called Zonians. The Panama
Canal Company was a corporation with just one stockholder and it was the U.S. Secretary of the
Army. The governor of the Canal Zone was always a major general from the Army Corps of
Engineers. The Canal Company had what I thought, from the beginning, was a very unfortunate
hiring policy; that is to say they would not place Panamanians in any professional position above
the level of GS-7 or 8, for supposedly security reasons. So they hired- (end of tape)

Q. We were saying the Canal Company hired locally. They would hire Americans for
professional positions in the Canal Zone locally.

BRIDGES: This meant that they were creating a race of people, the Zonians, who were
permanent residents of the Isthmus although they had American passports; many of them were
part Panamanian, ethnically because their fathers or grandfathers had some Panamanian in them.
And because the Canal Company hired locally, there were many American employees in the
Zone who were third generation Zonians. They were real colonials, and they often had the
support of Members of Congress. The Panamanians were very bitter about U.S. policies in and
on the canal, and on the other side you had the Zonians who were bitter because they didn’t
always get the treatment they wanted.

Q: Socially how did you and your wife fit in?

BRIDGES: After the demonstrations against the Canal on November third of 1959, the
Panamanian national holiday, things got very different. It seemed that almost all Panamanians,
no matter what their politics, no matter what their economic status, no matter what their ethnic-
racial background, almost every Panamanian was anti-gringo. They all thought the United States
was in the wrong, Let me get to the question that led to the 1959 riots. The US-Panamanian
treaty of 1903, which established the Canal Zone, said that in the Canal Zone the United States
should enjoy all the rights and privileges it would if it were sovereign there. And so from the



United States point of view, we had sovereign rights in the Canal Zone. But the Panamanians
said, “No you’re not sovereign, because the treaty says if you were sovereign; that means you’re
not.” So we argued over this interminably, and one of the things the Canal Company was
adamant about was that the Panamanian flag should not fly in the Canal Zone. And on November
third 1959, Aquilino Boyd and a professor named Ernesto Castillero Pimentel led a group into
the Canal Zone, to plant little Panamanian flags. Eventually the United States agreed that one
Panamanian flag could fly in the Zone. We felt quite a difference in the situation after that, and
by late 1960 we were quite happy in Panama. A very complicated country; ethnically as well as
otherwise; there was a fascinating mix of people, not just people of Spanish origin but many with
African blood, three groups of native Americans, and many people from India, from China, and
indeed from the U.S.

Q: Did you find sort of a younger group there?

BRIDGES: Yes, quite a few. One, Carlos Arosemena Arias, was a young lawyer, and he and his
wife were good friends with my wife and me. He worked for the most prestigious law firm in
town, which had been started by a foreign minister. The last news I heard of him was not too
many years ago, when somebody from the Financial Times tried to trace the funds that had been
stolen from the Banco Ambrosiano in Italy. Something like two billion dollars had vanished.
And the head of the bank had been found dead, hanging from the Blackfriars Bridge in London.
Anyway, the Financial Times traced two billion dollars to two post office boxes in Panama,
which belonged to a company represented by Carlos Arosemena Arias.

Q: Was there sort of a cavern between the embassy officers and the Zonians? How did that work?

BRIDGES: There was a divide between the embassy and Zonians, but the embassy of course
worked closely with Canal Company officials. The secretary of the Canal Zone government was
a man named Paul Runnestrand, and he and I were good friends. There was a U.S. federal court
in the Canal Zone. That was one of the things Panamanians complained about; they said we had
no treaty right to have a federal court. The judge was a man named Crowe, and he too he was a
good friend. So we had friends in the Canal Zone, but by and large I would say the Zonians were
disgusted with our embassy because they didn’t think the embassy stood up for them the way
they should, and indeed we didn’t. Not always.

Q: Were you feeling any repercussions at that point?

BRIDGES: Yes, Margot Fonteyn, the British ballerina, was married to a man named Roberto
Arias who came from a well-to-do family in Panama. He paid to have a kind of mini-invasion of
Panama by one or two old landing crafts; God knows what was in his mind. They caught
everybody that landed, maybe a hundred men, and Arias took refuge in a foreign embassy and
eventually got out of the country. It was kind of kid stuff. The saddest thing I remember must
have been taken place in 1960, when the Cuban Revolution was new; it had been a year since
Castro took over his country. A group of high school students in Santiago, the capital of
Veraguas, a province lying between the Canal Zone and the Costa Rican border, were very much
taken by the Cuban revolution. There was a lot of injustice in Veraguas, and so the kids gathered
up all the guns they could find, probably their fathers’ hunting rifles, went up into the sierra,



which is not very high, and sent a message down to Santiago, saying “We’re declaring the
Panamanian revolution.” I don’t know how many kids there were, maybe a hundred. Well, the
Guardia Nacional, the combined military-police force, sent a couple of companies up into the
hills and basically slaughtered all these poor kids. It made an impression on me; it was so
hopeless, there was a lot of injustice in Veraguas but these kids didn’t have a clue as to how to
promote reform. But they were influenced by Fidel.

Q. How about the American military? Did you get involved one way or another with them?

BRIDGES: We got to know some military officers, and we joined the officers' club at Fort
Amador, and went swimming there pretty much every day. There was not a very heavy
American military presence there. In World War II we had practically occupied the Isthmus of
Panama; I think we had probably a hundred thousand troops stationed along the coast of Panama.
But after the war the sixteen inch guns were decommissioned and shipped off and melted down,
and the naval force we had in Panama by the time I was there amounted to just one minesweeper
at each end of the canal. There were no combat aircraft in the Canal Zone. When we were still
there they decided to send an Army battle group into the Canal Zone. Until that, there were no
combat troops.

The minesweeper on the Caribbean side came in very handy when I was called on by a group
from Nombre de Dios, a poor little town; this was when I was vice consul in charge of the
consulate at Colon. The group from Nombre de Dios, about forty miles from the coast, came to
call on me to ask for help. Back in the early 1900s, when the Americans were building the canal,
they’d gone down the coast and found that the mouth of the river by Nombre de Dios had the
best sand they could find, and dredged up tons of it for mixing to make concrete for the locks on
the Caribbean side of the canal. Over the years the river had silted in. These were the years that
we were proclaiming an Alliance for Progress in Latin America. “Alliance for Progress,” my
visitors said, “if you could just bring your big canal dredge down the coast and dredge out our
river again, that would be good for your public relations and it would be awfully good for us and
our fishing boats.” I told the ambassador that it would be fun to go down and take a look; there
was no road but I did know the commander of the minesweeper and maybe we could take the
minesweeper. He said, “Sure.” The commander said, “Well, I’d love to do it but you've got to
talk to my admiral.” So the ambassador talked to the admiral and we took a ride down the coast
to Nombre de Dios, and it was a fascinating trip. [ wrote a somewhat fictional account of the trip
in a piece I did many years ago for the Foreign Service Journal. But the Canal Company never
agreed to send their dredge down the coast.

Q: Was the canal operating pretty well at this time?

BRIDGES: I think it operated very efficiently. At that time the Atomic Energy Commission was
still talking about peaceful uses of atomic energy, and still saying that we could build a new
canal with nuclear explosions. Thank God that never happened, I don’t know what it would have
done to the earth but anyway they were still talking about that. The size of the canal locks was a
limiting factor and still is because they are one hundred and ten feet wide, and even at the end of
World War II we were building carriers that were too wide to go through the Panama Canal.
Work had begun on a third series of locks during the war but that was never completed. Anyway,



the canal was well run. I sometimes wonder how well it’s run now by the Panamanians; I see no
information on that at all.

Q: This is probably a good place to stop.

BRIDGES: I have one thing about the canal, though. I had a friend in the Atlantic division of the
Canal Company. I told him one day about my Russian expertise, and he said, “You know, a
certain number of Soviet freighters come through the canal, mostly carrying cargo out of Cuba to
the Soviet Far East. We always put Marines aboard, as well as Canal Company sailors to handle
the ship through the locks, and of course there is a Canal Company pilot”. In the Panama Canal,
unlike other bodies of water, the pilot has absolute control. He gives the orders to the captain. So,
my friend said, “At some point when a Soviet ship comes through we might need an interpreter,
would you like to go through the canal on a Soviet freighter?”” And I said, “Oh, boy, yeah.” And
I did one time, and it was a lot of fun going from the Caribbean to the Pacific on the bridge of a
Soviet freighter.

O: Today is the 30™ of October, 2003. Peter, you wanted to add something about Panama.

BRIDGES: I was going to say I published a number of articles of my experiences in one place or
another and I published one about Panama which was called On the Isthmus, a Young American
in the Panama Embassy 1959-1961. That came out in the U.S.-U.K. journal Diplomacy and
Statecraft, in July 1998, and since then it has been republished in the electronic journal called
American Diplomacy, along with a couple of other articles I had written.

CLARENCE A. BOONSTRA
Political Advisor to Armed Forces
Panama (1959-1962)

Mpr. Boonstra was born in 1914 and raised in Michigan. He earned degrees from
Michigan State College and Louisiana State University and later pursued studies
at the Universities of Michigan, Wisconsin and Chicago. An agriculture specialist,
Mpr. Boonstra served in Havana, Manila Lima, Buenos Aires and Rio de Janeiro,
variously as Agriculture Officer and Agricultural Attaché. He served as Deputy
Chief of Mission in Rio de Janeiro and Mexico City, and from 1967 to 1969 Mr.
Boonstra was the United States Ambassador to Costa Rica. Mr. Boonstra was
first interviewed in 1989 by Donald Barnes and again in 2006 by Allan Mustard,
W. Garth Thorburn and James E. Ross.

BOONSTRA: So, anyway, that's a painful memory. I stayed there for several years, but then my
wife died in Washington and the State Department was very good to me. I wanted to get out of
the State Department. I didn't know what to do, but I had lost my house, I had no money, I had a
couple of children. They arranged very nicely for me to go as political adviser to the armed
forces in Panama. At that time, we called it Caribbean Command, now the Southern Command.
We changed the name while I was there.



I got along very well with them, and it gave me a chance to travel all over and to try to reform
the School of the Americas, which I lectured at that school every week when I was in Panama.
But I spent a couple of very profitable years there, and I met Margaret there, who was in the
embassy, my wife, whom you've met. We didn't marry then. We married later.

JOSEPH S. FARLAND
Ambassador
Panama (1960-1963)

Ambassador Joseph S. Farland was born in West Virginia on August 11, 1914. He
attended the University of West Virginia, where he received his JD in 1938. He
served in the US Army as a Liaison Officer from 1944 to 1947. His career has
included positions in the Dominican Republic, Panama, Pakistan, and Iran.

Ambassador Farland was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy on January 31,
2000.

Q: We'll pick up Panama now. You came back from the Dominican Republic. It's still the tag end
of the Eisenhower administration. What was waiting for you when you got back to Washington?

FARLAND: I had definite indications that I was going to Panama. When I got back, I started
being briefed on Panama. We sat around and waited. There were problems in Panama that I
couldn’t believe. I began to understand them better as I heard about them. In came a telegram
from Harrington, who was then ambassador in Panama. It said, "Please don't ask me to leave
until the head man here in the Canal Zone leaves," at which point Dulles blew up. He said, "Tell
him to get out of there." So, Harrington then left. Did you know him?

Q: No.

FARLAND: He was very much a part of the State Department. He said that the ambassador there
in Panama was a good man, but his wife was a definite detriment. But you can't put that in an
efficiency report.

Q: No, but this often can be a problem.

FARLAND: I wish someone would tell me why you can't put that in an efficiency report.

Q: It used to be and they took it out. But even when you allowed it in, it didn’t get in.

FARLAND: They've gotten an efficiency report... At least when I left, you had to show it to the
man, get his approval before you sent the thing in. This is not the way to run a...

Q: Anyway, you were ambassador to Panama from 1960 to when?



FARLAND: To 1963, I think.

Q: You were ambassador from 1960-1963. What were you told about the situation in Panama in
1960 before you went out?

FARLAND: I was told that it was a mess and to clean it up. I was told that the ambassador was
not speaking to the governor of the Canal Zone, the governor of the Canal Zone wasn't speaking
to any of them, and no one was talking to anybody else. The Panamanians were playing against
each other.

Q: The governor of the Canal Zone was an American.

FARLAND: That's right.

Q: The general of the Southern Command was an American.

FARLAND: Very much so.

Q: And then you had the Panamanians. So, these were all three powers unto themselves.
FARLAND: Three American powers there that were not talking to each other.

Q: This was before you went out. Were you told why they weren’t? Was it personality?
FARLAND: Personalities. I brought this up with Eisenhower. I requested that when I went out
and if the governor of the Canal Z one and I could not agree on the policy, then it should be
referred to him for decision. He agreed to that. That was in the basis of my departure.

Q: What about the general in charge of Southern Command?

FARLAND: Generally speaking, of no particular effect on policy, although at the end, proved
himself to be quite a pain, if you know what [ mean.

Q: Usually what happens when the American military (really any military) has its own zone, it
tends to be rather oblivious to civilian desires, whether they're American or Panamanian.

FARLAND: Well, generally speaking, we had one commander down there who was oblivious to
most everything because he was on the bottle all the time. But while I was there, I'm glad to say
that the governor of the Canal Zone and I had no difference of opinion. If we had, they were
minor and they were solved between us. And that worked.

Q: Since this is for the historical record, could you explain what the situation was when you went
out there, how the situation in Panama was at the time in 1960?

FARLAND: It was ready to explode again.



Q: I'm talking about the actual governmental situation. Could you explain a bit about the role of
the Republic of Panama and the role of the Zone? For the reader of this, they won't be as
familiar with this as you and I are.

FARLAND: I don't know how to even begin to explain that. It was a situation in which there had
been a hiatus between all of them and [it was possible] for the locals, the Panamanians, to exploit
and bid. I tried to heal that situation.

Q: For somebody who is not familiar with the role of the United States at that time, there was
this American sovereignty right in the middle of Panama called the Canal Zone.

FARLAND: This is true.
Q: I'm talking about somebody reading this later on.
FARLAND: They're going to have to do a lot of studying to get a full understanding of it.

Q: What was your understanding of the role of the ambassador and the role of the governor of
the Canal Zone?

FARLAND: The governor of the Canal Zone was supposed to be the governor of the Canal Zone.
The ambassador of the United States was supposed to be the ambassador to the Republic of
Panama. The people in the Canal Zone felt that the American ambassador was also their
ambassador, which, in fact, he was in one sense of the word, but in reality he wasn’t. The
governor was interposed between us. It was a unique operation which no longer exists because of
the change in status. But it didn't have to be that way. It didn't have to be as demarked as it was.

Q: What was the government of Panama like at that time?

FARLAND: The government of Panama was as it always was. Ernesto De La Guardia was then
president. He was a delightful man who I enjoyed the company of. I liked him very, very much.
The government was run by Anofson Blaya. It was a republic. It was not bicameral. It was one in
itself, sometimes less than appropriate people, but mostly it was pretty well done. I don't know

exactly how to get to your question.

Q: What I'm trying to do is to paint a picture for somebody who is going to read this a century
from now. We are trying to recreate what the situation was at the time there.

FARLAND: They had an ongoing government that was operational.
Q: Did we consider the government of Panama to be a friendly government?
FARLAND: Yes. I did.

Q: We'll talk about the Zone a little later, but let's talk about Panama to begin with. As you went
there, what did you see as the major problem with our relations with the government of Panama?



FARLAND: The problem always was the Canal Zone. That was the problem. We had no other
basic problems.

Q: With the Canal Zone, what was seen as the clash? Was it just that it shouldn't be there, that
the Panamanians should take it over?

FARLAND: No, no, no, no, no. I've said this a thousand times. I never once heard one
responsible Panamanian request the turnover of the Canal to Panama while I was there. Never.
Surprising as that may sound in view of the fact that it has been turned over.

Q: What did they want?

FARLAND: They wanted a partnership. President Shoddy, who was subsequent to the president
we just discussed, kept saying, "I worked on the Panama Canal" and I had to go to the silver
window and the Americans went to the gold window." We practiced a form of separation there-

Q: Segregation.

FARLAND: Precisely. That was in 1955. They attempted to get rid of it. It was not gotten rid of
until I got down there and Bob Fleming, who became governor of the Canal Zone, and we
pointed out some of the vestiges that were still hanging on and we eliminated them then, and not
until then.

Q: What had prevented getting rid of this blatant segregation? Wasn't it also a matter of toilets
and drinking fountains?

FARLAND: Everything.

Q: It was really very much a deep South mentality, wasn't it?

FARLAND: I'm a southern boy and I love the South. I love my fellow man. I love my fellow
man regardless of his color. I was not going to stand for any of the continuation of these vestiges.
I've talked to Bob about it. I said, "Look, these are still existing in these forms." He said, "We'll
get rid of them immediately." He was completely cooperative. I couldn’t have had a better
partner in this.

Q: How had this discrimination existed up to then?

FARLAND: It just passed by. People were both ignoring it and practicing it in the State
Department and the embassy.

Q: There had been no pressure from anybody to...

FARLAND: There was none coming out of the embassy. I can get very hot about this. This is
one thing that I object to strenuously.



Q: We're beginning to go through the segregation fight from 1955 on in the South, but there
wasn’t any reflection of that?

FARLAND: It was once removed and the practices were still in operation. Many of them had
been canceled. I don't mean to say that they weren't. In 1955, many were, but there were still
vestiges of it there. When I pointed this out to Bob, he agreed wholeheartedly.

Q: What was Bob Fleming's background? Was he a Zonian himself?

FARLAND: No, he was a United States engineer and a one star general. He was from the Corps
of Engineers.

Q: When you arrived there, what was your initial impression? Here were these people who
weren't talking to each other.

FARLAND: Well, the absurdity of it was a major impression upon me. I decided I was going to
do something about that immediately. In the first place, the three principals didn't do any talking
to each other and left by that time. I arrived with a clean slate. We had the best possible relations.
Bob Fleming, a military man, a feisty little guy in many respects, couldn't have been a better
companion to my efforts.

Q: How did you find the embassy at the time, your DCM, etc.?

FARLAND: The DCM was an awfully nice man who wasn't the least bit happy about seeing a
non-career officer come in. When he left, he made a speech saying that he was very much
opposed to me arriving and that that attitude had completely changed and he appreciated the
work that I had done.

Q: Did you feel that you were going into a difficult situation?

FARLAND: I didn't realize I was going into that much of a situation. I knew it was going to be
difficult. Carl Davis- (end of tape)

Carl Davis was a very close friend in the Dominican Republic. He went to Panama. He was
writing me, telling me what was going on in Panama.

Q: What was his position?

FARLAND: He was head of the USIS. There was much [discussion] about a former coal miner
coming to Panama.

Q: They must have had political appointees before that.

FARLAND: Oh, they did.



Q: And you were not coming straight out of East Oshkosh. You were coming from a difficult
embassy. You were coming with professional credentials.

FARLAND: That didn't make any difference. The head of the CIA over there and the
ambassador spent long weekends up in Al Baliay, which was a watering spot up in the mountains,
playing bridge. They were exchanging information between themselves and they didn’t know
any information. As a result, the embassy was going flat and the embassy was sitting there on
their cans writing reports based upon the local newspapers. My first meeting... [ had my spies
there, let's put it that way. I knew what was going on. At the first staff meeting I had, a secretary
came in and said, "The staff is ready." I said, "Let them wait 10 minutes" and I sat there. I said,
"Tell them to come in" and I sat there. I didn't get up. They walked in. You've got to remember
my background. I said, "My name is Joseph Simpson Farland and I don't have a damn thing to
prove to any of you, but each one of you have a great deal to prove to me. I don't give a damn if
you never write another report. If you're sitting here on your pots writing reports based upon
what you read in the newspapers, it means nothing as far as I'm concerned or the Department is
concerned. I want you to get out and meet the people and start showing them by the way you act
and conduct yourself and the way you talk what makes the United States great. We have the
greatest government in the world. Prove it to these people. Show them. That is what I expect.
That is what you will do if you're going to stay at this embassy. I have more clout than you have.
If there are no questions, this meeting is adjourned." That is virtually verbatim.

Q: What was the reaction or your impression of it?

FARLAND: There was a quiet that set over the entire embassy. One fellow I saw in the hall and
I'said, "Do you have a car?" He said, "Yes." I said, "I'd like to go down and see Fourth of July
Avenue." He said, "Your chauffeur isn't here." I said, "You said you had a car." He said, "I
have." I said, "Well, does it have four wheels." He said, "Yes." I said, "Can you drive?" He said,
"Yes." I said, "Could you drive me down?" He said, "In my car?" I said, "Sure, why not?" He
said, "Certainly." So, we drove down to Fourth of July Avenue. They didn’t understand that I
wasn't just striped pants out of nowhere. I meant what I said. I had one officer that couldn't take
it. He went by the board. The rest of them came to. I had some good officers there. They just
needed direction.

Q: There had been nobody pushing them to get out and mix and meet?

FARLAND: No. When the boss goes up in El Baliay for a weekend all weekend, what is their
point in getting out working? You've got to set an example by working yourself. They didn't.

Q: Can you talk a bit about arriving on the scene and getting to know people, getting involved?

FARLAND: The first morning I got there, I went down to the embassy and walked in the front
door. There was no American flag flying. That was a very important point. There was no
American flag flying in front of the American embassy. This Marine was standing there and I
said, "I have trouble finding this embassy. Usually, there is an American flag flying. This is the
American embassy?" He said, "Yes, Sir." I said, "Why isn't there an American flag flying?" He
said, "That is the ambassador's orders, Sir." I said, "Listen, Gyrene, ['ve got news for you. I'm the



American ambassador and when I present my credentials, I want that flag on that flagpole. Does
that suit you?" He said, "Yes, Sir" and that is the way we had one upstairs. From then on, it was
all history.

Q: Why hadn't the flag been flown?

FARLAND: The ambassador was afraid they'd tear it down. When I told Eisenhower that, he
said, "What are you going to do about it?" I said, "I'm going to put the flag up." He said, "You'd
better God damn well do that." I said, "I intend to. We've got a lot of flags to keep flying."

Q: Eisenhower had actually served in the Panama Canal Zone.

FARLAND: He did.

Q: He had been there. This was a very formative period for him.

FARLAND: Yes.

Q: Was there the feeling that not only was undirected but also was hunkered down, too?

FARLAND: It had hunkered down. We had a Foreign Service officer that was afraid, afraid of
his title, afraid of the future, afraid of what was going to happen to him.

Q: You mentioned the Fourth of July. What was this?

FARLAND: This was sort of the dividing line between Panama City and the Canal Zone. It was
a business section. It's still called Avenue de July Fourth. I had friends on it.

While I was there, Stuart, we never had a riot. When I got there, we were faced with one. I told
the staff, "We have to work to prevent the riot. There is one coming up. We're all dedicated to
preventing that."

Q: Why was there going to be a riot?

FARLAND: I don’t remember exactly the reason, but it was very much in vogue at that time.
Q: There were a series of riots coming up.

FARLAND: Yes.

Q: How did you go about preventing the riot?

FARLAND: Well, in the first place, I called in a group of Americans that I had been told were

key Americans in the community. I said, "What do we do to prevent this?" They gave me their
opinion.



Q: Which was basically what?

FARLAND: Start being friendly. Start being partners. Start being neighbors. How do you
become friends? You become a friend by being one.

Q. How did you find the Panamanians? Had they been sort of ignored? I'm talking about both in
the government and the people, opinion makers and all that?

FARLAND: They felt like they were left out of it. Panamanians basically wanted to be
considered part of the partnership. President Shoddy told me this one time. They wanted to feel
like they contributed something to this. They didn’t want to feel like the cousin that had an
abortion or something. There was plenty of good feeling among the Panamanians. It was there,
but it had to be corralled and it had to be supported.

Then I brought in all the Panamanians I could think of and we had a session. Then I got
Americans and Panamanians together and we had a session. We talked. How else do you get to
know people? You talk.

Q: Looking at the other side, what was your impression of your initial meetings with the people
from the Panama Canal Zone, the Americans? These have all been portrayed as being very
insular.

FARLAND: There was a small group in the Zone who were insular. It was headed up by none
other than Judge Crowell. I use his name very carefully. The judge was a very important man in
the Canal Zone. He had a judgeship and he ran it over the smallest territory. He did quite a job.
He didn't like me and I didn't like him.

Q: Did you see the American Canal Zonians as one of the groups you had to deal with?
FARLAND: A small group, yes. The basic Zonian, no. Some of my best friends were Zonians
who had been there for a couple of generations. They didn't have that feeling. They felt they
were part of Panama. They did not. I can't stress that point too strongly. There were a few (and
they had a constituency in the United States government in the Congress) and they were loud and
made all kinds of noises, but it was a small group.

Q: How did this affect you all and what you were trying to do?

FARLAND: It didn’t help in the least. He represented most of [what] was accredited to the
Zonians.

Q: Was it that he was prejudiced?
FARLAND: Yes, he was highly prejudiced.

Q: What was his background?



FARLAND: I don't know his background.

Q: When you arrived, were there ongoing problems of jurisdictional complaints between
Panamanians and Zonians?

FARLAND: Those were problems which could have been solved easily, but they weren't. But
they weren't ongoing. This didn’t represent a major problem. Looking at it from a Panamanian
standpoint to be judged in an American court because you’re on that territory particularly was
aggravating, but that was not a fundamental problem. It became a problem. Now that's all passed.
You're talking about "has been." But no, that was not something that raised any havoc.

Q: I am told that one of the great irritants was the fact that a Panamanian, in order to go from
the north to the south of his own country had to be stopped by military police and all that going
through the Zone.

FARLAND: They wanted a right of passage, which would have been a simple thing to do. We
had some stubborn people in the United States that couldn’t see the obvious. We agreed to build
a bridge. That is a long, sad story. We didn't build it. We didn't build it. We didn't build it.

Q: Was the bridge designed to sort of go over-

FARLAND: Yes, it went over the Canal. There was a nice, wonderful old gentleman by the
name of Thatcher. They named the ferry that ran across there "Thatcher Ferry" and then they
wanted to name the bridge "Thatcher Ferry Bridge." The President of the United States, one of
the speechwriters, and I were in conference. The President said, "Go see Mr. Thatcher and see if
he will agree to taking his name off that bridge." Well, we went. I felt sorry for the old man,
honestly. He was sitting there in an old office that had the dust of centuries in it. His breakfast
for several years had been on it. He said, "I would like to acquiesce to the President's suggestion,
but I have friends that won't understand. I will be letting them down if I take my name away
from that." I felt sorry for him.

Q: Why did they want to take the name away?

FARLAND: So it could be named "The Bridge of the Americas" and have no connection with
the Panama Canal. But Thatcher's Ferry was a name that was synonymous with the Canal. And
there was almost a riot the day the bridge was [transferred]. They, the Panamanians, changed the
name of it that day.

Q: Was it built during your time?

FARLAND: Yes.

Q: It did get built, but did that mean that the Panamanian-

FARLAND: Not during the time I was there, but it was promised in 1955.



Q: Could a Panamanian then go across that bridge without touching-
FARLAND: No problem. All you had to do was drive across it.

Q: It later became a big problem. Were you concerned about the younger generation,
particularly high school kids, in the Zone?

FARLAND: Those younger kids were egged on by their parents. They wouldn't do that by
themselves. Before that happened, Shoddy went to Washington to see the conference with
Kennedy, a Washington trip. Kennedy (and I was in the meeting and heard it precisely) told him
that he understood it was a marriage consummated with a shotgun, but be that as it may, we were
considering the possibility of... He said, "First, right now, with politics being what it is, we can't
very well do too much to change things. Secondly, we're considering the possibility of a sea level
canal to be dug by nuclear energy. That would take about seven years to ascertain the "yays" and
"nays" of that situation. So, we don't want to do anything during that period." Shoddy bought it.

Then we start home and Shoddy had only asked for so many hours to be away. We were flying
back in a Panamanian plane from Miami. We got over Cuba and we lost an engine. Dickie
Audies, a former president, came back to me and said, "Joe, we've lost an engine." I said, "Don’t
give me that stuff, Dickie! I'm tired. I'm worn out. I want to sleep a bit." He said, "No, I mean it.
We're going back to Miami." I said, "Are we?" "Yes, we are." And back to Miami we came.
Well, Shoddy came to me and said, "Look, if I don’t get back to Panama, I will no longer be
president. If I am not there by midnight, I am not going to be president of Panama. I know what
those politicians are doing. They are down there figuring out who is going to be president.
You've got to get a supersonic jet." I arrived back in Miami and got a hold of a phone. I think it
was PanAm. I don't know who paid for it. But I called the White House, SAC, everyone. They
wondered who the crazy guy was yelling about saving the president of Panama. And I'm yelling
for a supersonic plane. Finally, somebody said, "Well, the plane will be at Helmeted Air Base." |
said, "How in the hell do I get there?" He said, "We'll have a helicopter come and pick you up." I
said to Nino (Charlie's nickname), "Nino, who do you want to go with us?" He said, "Well, I
guess my foreign minister." "You mean Nyato Galileo Solis?" "Yes." So, the three of us get in
this helicopter and go through all that traffic and out to Helmeted. We get off the plane and there
are a couple of pilots in work clothes that had just been torn out of a cocktail party with a 707.
Nino Shoddy said, "That's not a supersonic plane." I said, "No, that's not a supersonic plane." He
said, "Take me back to Miami." I said, "Okay. Call that chopper back." It came back in. We got
in and flew back over to the airport in Miami and dropped down into the traffic circle. At that
point, Charlie is going literally out of his mind. He is no longer going to be president. I saw
purely as a coincidence, one of these things that happen, a Panamanian flag on the tail of an
airplane with the motors running. I said, "Nino, get your butt up on that plane. That is a
Panamanian plane. As soon as it's three miles out, you’re in Panamanian territory." He ran up to
the plane, up the steps, and Galileo followed him. I went to bed. That actually happened! Nino
Shoddy knows that I saved his presidency that night. That plane took off. I'm not sure it took off
by twelve o'clock, but that's when it was recorded at.



Q: You went out there in the summer of 1960 under the presidency of Dwight Eisenhower. By
January 20, 1961, John F. Kennedy was president and here you were appointed by one president.
Did you feel your position was precarious?

FARLAND: I was probably ready to go home, if that's what you mean.
Q: Normally, when a new president-

FARLAND: They ask for your resignation. I was perfectly willing to resign... For reasons that I
have been told, that a petition that was signed, the first name on it was Nino Shoddy was sent to
the presidency asking that I be kept. I don't know. I don’t think anybody did me a great favor by
keeping me there. I got into nothing but trouble from there on.

Q: Let's talk about the trouble. First, what sort of support were you getting when the Kennedy
administration came in? Each time a new administration comes in, there is always a learning
curve. The Kennedy one, as I recall, particularly in Latin American Affairs, was sort of an
amateur takeover at the beginning.

FARLAND: It was amateur. I sat back and enjoyed it. There was not anything I could do about it.
I was there. Dean Rusk comes down and I take him to meet the President. On the way down, he
told me in no uncertain terms that [ was not his choice as ambassador and I'd better mind my Ps
and Qs. I didn’t appreciate those comments a bit.

Q: It seems sort of grumpy on his part.

FARLAND: It seemed grossly inappropriate.

Q: Did you have any reason why he felt that way?

FARLAND: I have no idea why he felt that way. I was a Republican, of which they were well
aware. [ was the only Republican they kept. I got along fine with Kennedy as far as person to
person was concerned. I'm not quite sure at the end of it, but...

Q: Who was originally the head of ARA at that time, the deputy secretary?

FARLAND: Ed Martin was appointed by Kennedy. Ed Martin did not like me. He and Rusk
must have had conversations about it before because he didn't like me a bit. It became mutual
after a while.

Q: Did you have words with Martin?

FARLAND: I was told by Martin one day, "You will not go up on the Hill and talk to
congressmen. You will not do that and I'm telling you right now." I said, "You're telling me that I

cannot exercise freedom of speech? I intend to go up to the Congress and talk to congressmen.
What do you intend to do about it?" He said, "I'm telling you not to?"



Q: Why would you be going up there?

FARLAND: I wanted to tell them what was going on. I wanted support for some projects that I
had. Naturally, I wanted support. With AID, I was having all kinds of problems. AID had wanted
to build superhighways from here to there with no traffic on them. I wanted to build little roads. I
wanted to build little schoolhouses with people using a machine to make bricks, which could be
built for about $5.00. I came from West Virginia. I saw this done. In West Virginia, we had dirt
roads. You don't have to have superhighways to open up commerce. I opened up Tro Bray,
which opened up a whole new area of Panama. I don't know how many people came down to tell
me | couldn’t do it.

Q. Where was the impetus coming from for the superhighways?

FARLAND: Out of AID/Washington.

Q: Was it that they were enamored with it?

FARLAND: That's the way it should be, government to government on a big scale.
Q: How about your AID director?

FARLAND: He was a nice man. He had bulldozers, shovels, scrapers, jackhammers, and
Ingersoll compressors all over the field. The were digging holes and filling them up. I said, "The
hell with these apples. Let's get them in the line and build a road." That's what we did at between
four and five thousand dollars a mile. We opened up a whole new section of country. We were
told we couldn't do it and we did it.

Q: I would imagine that the AID director would begin to feel conflicted.

FARLAND: He was going back and forth to Washington. I don't know how much it cost every
trip he made, but he told them that I was going ahead and doing this, that, and the other. They
told me that we couldn't build houses because the people wouldn't work. Once they got their
house built, they would... I said, "You don't understand how it's done. We will build five houses
with these men working on them. We will supply the equipment. At the end of that time, we will
have a drawing for who gets the house. All the houses are going to be built the same." It's simple.
It was done by the pilgrims when they first came over here the same way. We were in virgin
territory. There was no reason why we had to start big. We opened up a whole area which was a
hotbed of communism down at Sonawa. I think it was about four or five thousand dollars a mile.
They're now exporting rice from that area. Before, Panama was importing rice. This to me was
so self-evident that I was willing to fight for it.

Q: Did you feel that the administration was set to only do large projects?

FARLAND: This was their policy. It was government to government. They didn't believe in
government to people. And I did.



Q: Under the Kennedy administration, there was the Alliance for Progress.

FARLAND: Alianza Para El Progreso. It was a good thing, but there wasn’t enough money in
that to do what they were planning to do. There wasn't enough money. There wasn't enough
money in the United States to rebuild Latin America.

Q: Did it have any impact on Panama?

FARLAND: Oh, I made some speeches to that effect and when I did, I said, "I'm going to put up
some signs indicating what we're doing here." "You can't do that. They'll tear them down." I said,
"You're nuts. They won't tear these signs down." As far as I know, they're still there. They
weren't torn down while I was doing it. I had Alianza Para El Progreso, Panama and the United
States joined in partnership shaking hands, building a road together. They're going to tear that
sign down? No way. They didn't.

Q: All during this time, particularly the Kennedy administration, you had almost a habitual
Cuban crisis. What about the Bay of Pigs? Did that Cuba have any effect on Panama?

FARLAND: I got rid of it early on. I got the Cuban ambassador kicked out of Panama by the
government. Panama was a route that the communists were coming up into Latin America,
especially into Mexico and across Cuba. Did that have an effect on Panama? Not particularly at
that point. Things were pretty well under control by that time. I was settled in.

I want to tell you about the flag. President Eisenhower said, "What about the flag issue?" That is
when I said there were two issues. He was talking about a flag in front of the embassy. He said,
"I want you to go down there and give me your best opinion on whether or not we should raise
the flag in the Canal Zone." I did and I talked to Panamanians, Americans, and those who the
locals knew. Finally, I decided to raise a flag. I so indicated to the President. He decided that he
would raise a flag to indicate "titular recognition of titular sovereignty in Shaylor's triangle." The
Panamanians thought Shaylor's triangle was part of Panama anyway, so the impact was a little
less than had been planned. I got a telegram to that effect. Either in that telegram or one that
came immediately thereafter, I was informed that the president of Panama cannot touch the
halyard when that flag of Panama is being raised. I couldn't believe it! We're doing a
magnanimous act. We raise their flag. We're meeting their expectations. He can't touch the
halyard? This didn't make any sense! I sent a telegram back to the Department saying, "I've been
informed that there is going to be a riot if the President does touch that halyard." I got a telegram
back saying, "He cannot touch the halyard because 'this might establish a precedent." I'll be
damned if I understand where in the hell the precedent would be in such an event. But that is
what I got from the State Department. I would like to know who formulated that telegram.

Q: In other words, the president of the Republic of Panama was not allowed to touch it.

FARLAND: He was not allowed to touch it. This was Ernesto De La Guardia. I had to go tell
him that he couldn't touch the halyard. I'll tell you what I did. I had a copy of the prayer of Saint
Francis of Assisi. I read it. I reread it and reread it. I carried it with me out to where his home
was. The first line of that is, "Oh, Lord, make me an instrument of Thy peace." I sat down with



Ernesto De La Guardia and said, "This is the situation" and he cried. He said, "Not you, Joe, but
those people in the State Department don't understand that we Panamanians think with our hearts
and not with our heads. Foreigners mean so much to us. I'm crushed. I graduated from
Dartmouth. I've lived in the United States more years than I've lived in Panama. I don't
understand. I don't understand." I cried with him.

Q: Did you get any feedback from the Department about why all this peculiar-
FARLAND: Not a peep. This was tough.
Q: Did the fact that the president didn't touch the halyard become common knowledge?

FARLAND: He wasn't there. He didn’t come to the flag raising. I had to do something. The only
thing I could to do to save the situation, which I knew was going to be a disaster, was say,
"Ernesto, [ know you won't come. I know you can't come under the circumstances. Will you
invite me down to the presidencia for a drink after this is over?" He said, "Of course, Joe.
Heavens, mi casa es su casa (my home is your home). Of course you can come down and have a
drink." When the flag went up, I got in my car immediately and drove down to the presidencia
and had a drink with him. I'm not only proud of that, but that is what I did. It saved a riot and it
also buzzed up a situation to which-

Q: Was the fact that you went down there-

FARLAND: The question was raised "Why did the President invite him down?" So, there was
enough buzz to give rise to a question.

Q: This was high Castro time. Were the Cubans trying to take advantage of all this?

FARLAND: They were shipping books into the campesinos, into their schools. Yes, they were
definitely trying. There were some Panamanians, Margot Fonteyn being one, who tried to start a
little revolution.

Q: She was a very famous British ballerina who was married to a Panamanian.

FARLAND: They thought they would have themselves a little revolution. It didn’t work. They
landed at the wrong place. I think that's a sad commentary on our policy.

Q. How about members of Congress? Were you dealing with members of Congress coming down
there?

FARLAND: I saw quite a number of them that did. It was a nice place to come to when the snow
was flying in Washington. I gave good cocktail parties for them. I would get these telegrams
saying, "Senator So and So is arriving with two AAs (administrative assistants) or three AAs and
would like to meet 100 representative Panamanians, business people, and 100 representative
American businessmen, and is traveling with black tie. Does not expect any untoward



representation." I love those words: "any untoward representation." That meant two or more big
cocktail parties at my expense. I did it.
Q: Speaking of finances, how did finances work out for you there?

FARLAND: It cost me a lot of money, but that wasn't the point. I was glad to do it.
Q: I just wanted to say that a Foreign Service ambassador couldn't have done it.

FARLAND: Not what I did, no. I had a big party for all the members of the local press and they
drank copiously. But I got to know them and they got to know me. That was part of the job.

Q. How did you find the local press?

FARLAND: They were ready to chew me up. Then they were ready to embrace me. My wife
had a wonderful idea. Because people in Panama City stayed right there or went up to El Baliay
or went to Colon (That was the only route across the Isthmus.), the people in the interior never
got to see the embassy. So, she suggested that we take the embassy to the people. (end of tape)

We went to Santiago and we went to other major capitals. We had an embassy party. People
were delighted. I got to meet an awful lot of people and they got to meet me. That was part of it.

Q. How did you find the political situation in Panama working? Was it a matter of some political
leaders who would have cohorts following them around or was it corruption? What was the
situation as you found it?

FARLAND: Corruption isn't only limited to Panama. There was plenty of corruption in Panama.
Candelio was still a part of Latin American heritage. It's one reason why Moralias was elected
president three times and kicked out three times. No, they followed the leader and did the same
things we do in the States. They had more of an English system. They would go to an area and
say you wanted to represent that area and not live there. We require residency. They didn't in
Panama.

Q: How about the Panamanian national guard at that time? What role did it have?

FARLAND: It was the national guard. They had no army. We took over the... Here is where the
cheese is going to become binding today. I was at a cocktail party one time up in Colombia. A
very intelligent, erudite woman said to me, "You give the Canal to the Panamanians and we'll
come and get it because it is ours. That country belongs to Colombia. You helped take it away at
one time. Now we'll take it back." Incidentally, as of today, the year 2000, Panamanians are
having trouble in the Daliene because of the influx of Colombians into the Daliene area. I
wouldn’t be a bit surprised if someday they'll be screaming for the United States government to
send troops in to save the Canal from the Colombians.

Q: Was the national guard a political force at that time?

FARLAND: Not particularly.



Q: Were any of the figures who later became important, Noriega and Omar, coming to your
attention?

FARLAND: Not then. They were small fry when I was there.

Q: Knowing what was going on in the country, how well did you feel the CIA station chief and
his organization served you?

FARLAND: I kicked the head of the CIA out.
Q: Why?

FARLAND: Because he was spending too much time in El Baliay playing bridge. He was
spending the rest of his time in the Canal Zone where he had his offices. Seldomly did he attend
even staff meetings. I thought "This is no good. This is not going to work" and I suggested his
removal and [it he was removed].

Q: When his replacement came, did it work better?

FARLAND: We built additional facilities on the embassy and said "This is where you're going to
have to do your business."

Q: Let's talk about as things developed. Were most of your officers located in Panama itself?
Were they attached to the Zone or not?

FARLAND: Well, except for the CIA, they were all in Panama.

Q: Their residences were in Panama, too.

FARLAND: None of them lived in the Zone.

Q: Did you find that there was too much attraction to the Zone, the commissary, etc.?

FARLAND: No, they used the commissary, but... The line of demarcation there didn't exist
really except in the way that one was cleaner than the other, the grass was greener than the other.
They had the right to use it.

Q: Who were the Panamanian leaders? Was it a small group of people located that divided up
jobs among themselves?

FARLAND: In any country, as you well know, you can go in and in a week you know who is
running what and whose voice you're going to hear. Panama is a small country. There were some
fine, educated, knowledgeable people there. Some of them were then... The Moda family was
very influential. These were wonderful men. There were five of them. They were outstanding.
There were two families Odias. I shant make the differentiation between them. There were two
sisters. One of them was an Odias and one of them was a Herbomat. They were the social lions



of this town. But it didn’t take long to know with whom you were dealing. One night at a
cocktail party, you could meet almost everybody.

Q: I'm told that the elite (not the social elite, but the political elite), that the majority are
graduates of American universities.

FARLAND: Many of them Notre Dame.
Q: Was the currency the dollar?

FARLAND: The currency was the American dollar. They called it the "balboa" for their
edification.

Q: At that time, was it a case of the Panamanians trying to differentiate themselves or to have
equality with Americans?

FARLAND: They thought they should have a national currency, but they wanted to use the
American dollar. They certainly profited by the fact that they used the American dollar.

Q. Were you keeping an eye on how the Canal was going or was it going so well that it was not a
factor?

FARLAND: You mean at that time?
Q: Yes.

FARLAND: It was running along smoothly. I've gone through the locks. I've been down in the
locks. I've always been interested in mechanics. I wanted to see how it worked. I wanted to see
how everything came together. I was down in there, up in the towers, and so forth. I saw the
whole works. It was an unbelievable construction job. It was the greatest undertaking at the time.
We spent more money, according to one history book I read, in buying that area which is about
1/4 or "4 of the size of Long Island than we did for the Louisiana Purchase, Alaska, and the
Gadsden Purchase.

Q: It came up at one point that people were talking in the Carter administration, the Canal Zone
is ours. We stole it fair and square.

FARLAND: That's like Teddy Roosevelt. He was always making comments just to make the dirt
fly while they talked.

Q: At the time, it's sort of appalling to think that we were considering putting off nuclear
explosions, considering the radiation and the damage, to dig a canal, but this was a very
serious-

FARLAND: This is still under consideration.



Q: Were nuclear explosions?

FARLAND: It still is. It was in the agreements that they've signed here recently. There were
three parts to that treaty. That was one of them. However, let me tell you a little story about this.
While Shoddy was sitting there waiting to hear from Kennedy and while we Fleming and I were
appointed ambassador and consultant to deal with Galileo Solis and another man whose name |
don't remember, I go to a ball game one night with President Shoddy. I had heard that day over
our wire that we had signed a non-nuclear defense agreement. That meant no Panama Canal by
nuclear means. The fallout would be 50 miles or something. I don't know the exact wording
anymore. I said to Nino that night, "You know, I had word today that you signed a nuclear
agreement." He said, "I heard it on the radio." This didn’t help our cause any at all.

Q: Panama is not a very large area. To put a nuclear explosion in-
FARLAND: There were virtually no people. There were some Indians down there, some people,
yes, but they can be moved out. They could do a 50 mile stretch. A controlled blast could be

done underground, no overeffect. But still, there is going to be something. It was a big deal.

Q: How about the talk that had gone on prior to that? We're talking about the turn of the century.
That is a Nicaraguan canal.

FARLAND: There were those in Congress who were still fighting for the Nicaragua canal when
Teddy Roosevelt took possession of Panama. They still believe it. As far as I know, they still
think Nicaragua is it.

Q: Did you get involved at all in the politics of the Canal?

FARLAND: No.

Q: It was something that hovered over everything, wasn't it?

FARLAND: No. Actually, there it was. There was a small group in Washington in Congress who
represented "the Zonians." Dr. Morgan in the House of Representatives was one of them.

Q: Where was Morgan from?

FARLAND: Pennsylvania.

Q: What was his tie to-

FARLAND: I don't know exactly, but he certainly had a very strong opinion about it.
Q: This must have been a very difficult thing to deal with, wasn't it?

FARLAND: Well, I didn’t have any problems until I left. Then I was suddenly found to be most
derelict in everything I did.



Q: We'll come to that. Did you have an active program in getting the Zonians together with the
Panamanians? Had this been a problem?

FARLAND: That wasn't a problem. There was a great deal of association between them. There
was a small group that were perfectly content to be totally separate, be antagonistic to
Panamanians totally. There was a small group of Panamanians who were perfectly content to be
antagonistic toward the Canal and were. This we had to deal with. We had some wonderful
people in Panama who were understanding and were voices of moderation. We didn’t have that
many in the States at that time.

Q: Did the Cuban Missile Crisis impact at all? We're talking about around October 1962.

FARLAND: It didn’t impact it. The warships came through there. Hubert Humphrey happened
to be a guest at that time of the embassy. I took him over to the Canal and he wanted to know, "Is
anybody there from Minnesota?" Nobody seemed to be. I said to my wife after dinner when we
were up in the bedroom, "How did you get along?" She said, "I got along fine. Hubert said I was
the best conversationalist he had talked to in a long, long time." I said, "What did you say?" She
said, "I didn't say anything."

Q: He was known for being extremely smart, but once he started talking...

FARLAND: I thought I was going to die with him one day. He wanted to go over to the jungle
training area on the east coast. He wanted a twin engine plane. Well, I had no planes. I didn’t
even have a boat. I finally got a single engine plane. He didn’t like that. But we started to land
over there and hit a crosswind and it turned up on the side. The pilot gave it the gun and we hung
on the prop. I think Hubert thought we were going to crash. I wasn't too damn sure we weren't
going to crash. We just hung there for a while and finally... He wanted to go home right then and
there. He didn’t want to see anything else. So, he went back to Panama.

Q: During that time, did you have any dealings with the general training in the School of the
Americas?

FARLAND: I'm the guy that started the School of the Americas, but I had started it on a different
basis than it ended up. Having been in the FBI and knowing that there was animosity between
the police forces of each country, I wanted some place where you could get groups of these
forces together and let them get drunk together, have a big time together, get into a canteen, and
get to know each other. There would be unity and there would be the transfer of information
between countries, which at that time there was not. So that was the basis for the organization of
that. [ went to J. Edgar Hoover and told him what I had in mind. He thought it was a good idea.
He thought it was an excellent idea. He said, "But don't let the army get involved." Well, once I
suggested it and started it, [ had no control over it.

Q: I know you have Panama City and then Colon.

FARLAND: That was the only road across the Isthmus.



Q: Did you feel that Panama was a viable country at the time?

FARLAND: Yes, I thought it was a viable country. The lower end of it was the Dowdiene, which
was nothing but jungle and was up against Colombia. The northern end is up against Costa Rica.
There was David, which was a very energetic town. The Chiticanos up there wanted to separate
themselves from Panama because they weren't getting proper treatment from Panama. But the
Inter-American Highway, which I finally drove over all the way to Costa Rica, made it more
united. David was a delightful little town with very prosperous, hardworking, and energetic
people.

Q: Did you see Panama as being a meeting place between North and South America,
particularly commercial and that sort of thing?

FARLAND: It was, but I didn’t visualize that. I was too busy trying to make sure that we didn’t
have a riot. It obviously is. I'm going to get this little remark into the conversation. Through the
help of the government, I kicked the Cuban embassy out of Panama.

Q: How did you do that?

FARLAND: By suggesting to the president that their presence was not conducive to the best
relations and he agreed and out they went. The day I was leaving, I had about 50-60 people up in
the embassy, dignitaries and government. A lady whose presence was not exactly [appreciated]
in the embassy before I got there, but I saw no reason why she shouldn't be made a part in being
invited was Thelma King, who was head of the Communist Party. She walks in. Well, I can't
very well take her in to where the foreign minister is, so I take her into the library. Thelma says,
"I just came back from Cuba." I said, "Really? Did you see Fidel?" She said, "Yes." I said, "How
is he?" "Oh, he's fine." I said, "Did you tell him I was leaving?" She said, "Yes, I did." "What did
he say?" He said, "It's a great, great, great day for Latin America." At one point, I got her to stop
a riot.

Q: You keep talking about riots and stopping riots. Was this a continuing problem of keeping
order?

FARLAND: Anytime there was a flashpoint which could suddenly arise, it would give rise to the
possibility of a riot. The communists were pretty well organized there in Panama. They didn’t
like me a bit because I had taken away their voice, their publication, and gotten rid of their
embassy. | was persona non grata as far as they were concerned. But they were still there. They
were there at the time of the riots in 1964.

Q: I can see riots taking place when an American military person or a Zonian has an automobile
accident, particularly if they seriously injure a Panamanian. I would think that would be one of
the standard things.

FARLAND: Sure.



Q: Was there a task force between you and the Panamanian government of how to deal with
these?

FARLAND: Yes. There was no formal setup, but we understood each other. It was in the best
interests of both of us not to have a riot and to do everything we could to prevent it.

Q: What could you do yourself? Most of these riots would be instigated by Panamanians.

FARLAND: Thelma came in one day. As she was getting up, she said, "There is going to be a
riot starting at the university." I said, "Thelma, come on back and sit down. I want to talk to you.
You're a Panamanian. I most certainly am an American. We both have the interests of this
country at heart. I'm here to help Panama. I'm not here to hinder it in any way. I want to help my
country, but I'm certainly here to be of assistance to do what I can to bolster your country. A riot
is not going to help the Panamanians. It's not going to help the United States. It's going to be a
further detriment. It's going to injure a lot of people. It's going to hurt a lot of people. What is
gained by it except publicity, tear gas, and problems? Why don't you join me in this and go back
and talk to those students there at the university and tell them to call this one off for a change just
to see how that would work?" She said, "I'll see what I can do?"

Q: Who was Thelma King?

FARLAND: She was a member of parliament, of the Alsamblaya. She was a very influential
woman. She was quite a speaker.

Q: Was she an American by origin?

FARLAND: No, she was Panamanian. She was a woman that needed somebody to at least talk to
her frankly and with some degree of understanding.

Q: Was she able to talk them out of the riot?
FARLAND: No riot.

Q: There would be two things. One would be the flashpoint. I'm thinking particularly of an
accident.

FARLAND: I almost had a fight over one of the Marines chasing a little girl. The father came to
me. [ was able to put quietude to it. Otherwise, there would have been a riot over there, for sure.

Q: Young American men-
FARLAND: It was a rough situation.

Q: And girls of another nationality. We have continual problems in Okinawa and elsewhere even
to this day. Was our military working to keep this sort of thing from happening?

FARLAND: I hope so. I don't know why they wouldn't be.



Q. Sometimes what happens is, if there is a problem, the military tends to just get the person the
hell out of there.

FARLAND: Well, they ship them out, but that isn’t a complete cover. It requires goodwill on the
part of both sides to soften this thing down. It worked. That's all I can tell you. I know the way |
played it worked.

Q: Particularly in the Latin American context, but other places, too, any university is often a
source of agitation. These are young men and some young women who want to sew their oats
and they're almost supposed to do this. How did you deal with the university?

FARLAND: Well, I knew a couple of the professors who were very instrumental in carrying the
word from me to the students. I didn't make any appearances over at the university, although I
lived close to it. I wasn’t going to volunteer to go in. If I had been invited, I would have. I had
enough other people to carry the torch.

Q: During the Kennedy administration, both John Kennedy and his brother, Bobby Kennedy,
there was tremendous emphasis on getting to youth, particularly picking out leaders and
reaching out to young people. Every embassy had to have a youth officer. How did you deal with
that?

FARLAND: I tried to keep them away for a long time. I finally had a group come in. I was
talking to one young lady in the group one night. I said, "Who do you consider to be one of the
most important men in Latin America?" She said, "Fidel Castro?" I said, "Why do you say that?"
She said, "Because he is a leader and I respect him." I said, "Where did you learn all this about
Fidel?" She said, "That is what we were taught in our class before I came down here." I said,
"Well, that's very interesting. I appreciate your position, but I don't agree with it. I think there are
others that represent a better point of view, but I'm sure that your point of view has some merit,
whatever it is." That was one indication that I had. Another indication was, I had one young man
up at Tillo Bray, where I got a school started, built. It must have been a 12-14 room school, all
handmade. He had sexual relations with every teacher in the place. I don't know how many
children he squired. On the other hand, there was one girl in a village who was such a great asset
to the other village that when her tour of duty was up, she went home and came back to that
village of her own accord. She was a shining light in that area. So, there were some that did and
some that weren't.

Q: It simply came out at the time of Kennedy's assassination... You had left by that time.
FARLAND: I was on an airplane when I heard it. I was coming down from New York.

Q: Did you feel that the Kennedy mystique was striking a responsive cord with the Panamanian
young people?

FARLAND: I think they respected him and felt kindly of him. I didn't see too much...



Q: Was there at all the problem that we certainly suffer in places like Greece, even in Canada,
where it was "Oh, your country is so big and we're so small. You really have to understand us?"

FARLAND: I didn’t hear that.
Q: This wasn't a Panamanian attitude.
FARLAND: No. I didn’t have any sense of that at all.

Q: I don't know whether you can give an explicated version of your dealings with the brother of
President Kennedy, Teddy Kennedy. It was not a happy occasion.

FARLAND: It wasn’t a happy occasion for me and he had no official position whatsoever, but I
was told to roll out the red rug. He came to Panama and did not make much of an impression.
The headlines of one paper said, "He came, he saw, and he left." The embassy did everything we
could to make his stay worthwhile.

Q: But this was a trip Teddy Kennedy made throughout Latin America. He was quite a young
man, had not been elected to the Senate. So, he was obviously under 30 at the time, I think. From
the descriptions, it was more a playboy's romp than a fact finding trip.

FARLAND: Well, he paid no attention to the briefing which we gave to the group. They were
more attentive. He was reading something in his briefcase most of the time. Then he finally just
said, "Enough of that" and suggested everybody leave, so they left after being fed sufficiently.

Q. Sometimes dealing with the relatives of the powerful is not much fun.

You mentioned Margot Fonteyn, who was the prima ballerina of the world, more or less, at the
time.

FARLAND: She was married to Inalos.
Q: What was her role there?

FARLAND: She was a known communist agitator. She agitated. I was surprised that Trujillo
allowed her in the Dominican Republic, but he did. She tried at one time along with her husband
to bring about a small revolution there, which failed utterly. They were chastised. But no one
really gets hurt when everybody is related.

Q: Yes. What was the role of the British embassy there?

FARLAND: They were very active. At one point, the British ambassador when I was
complaining about... I can't recall enough to tell the story, but he stuck it into me about "Well,
why didn’t you mention that when you started making callous remarks about England when we
were trying to take over the Suez?" They were active. We were in best relations.



Q: When you left there in 1963, you kept riots out of the headlines?
FARLAND: Yes. But we're leading up to when I left. It was a very unfortunate situation.
Q: Can we talk about that now?

FARLAND: Yes. This is a very important aspect of it. There were two concerns. Kiel Kilbane
Housing Project, which was very much on my mind. It was about a $10 million project.
According to the best Panamanian accountants, there looked like there was going to be about $3
million left going to a senator here in the United States and to a Dominican who was part English.
His father was American. That was of considerable concern to me. I was told to sign off on it.

Q: Who told you to?

FARLAND: A little man comes down. He said, "I'm here from the Secretary of State. The
Secretary of State wants you to sign off." I said, "If you want to go back and have the Secretary
of State put that in writing... Here I am in Washington. I don’t have my staff with me. Therefore,
I'm breaking a classic rule. But if the Secretary of State orders me to sign off on it, I will." He
never showed up again. That housing project never came to fruition.

Q: How did you get the feeling that this was a graft project?

FARLAND: First, the two individuals who were sponsoring it. The senator, I knew, was
involved in all kinds of activities. Second, the fact that, according to one individual who joined
my embassy down there, who got very drunk one night and didn’t know who he was talking to,
he started telling me about how he happened to be sent to Panama and who was his mark. He
was talking about the ambassador. Well, I was sitting there listening to all his comments with
great enjoyment. It was pretty evident, the number of units and so forth that it couldn't be done
and have a halfway kind of a house. You had tarpaper houses and with the first rain the thing
would be gone. I don't have the figures. I can't go back on it. But I had them at the time and so
did the Panamanians. They were opposed to it. I was opposed to it. I thought that $3 million was
too much.

Q: This was supposedly part of an AID project?

FARLAND: Well, it came through the AID program, yes. I presume it did. If I had to resign on
that basis, I was going to resign. I was not going to let that go on. I got a call from President
Shoddy. He said, "Go up to your residence and put on a sport shirt and I'll be up to pick you up."
He drove up to see me. He was doing the driving. The two of us drove around for about four
hours. He said, "Joe, I've got to have some more money." I said, "Nino, it isn't the $1,930,000
that the United States pays in so-called 'rent,' but it's all this other money that- (end of tape)

We drove around. I kept talking about the millions of dollars that the army was bringing into this
country, the payment to laborers, etc. He said, "I'm taking all that into consideration. You're
paying $25 million for this island down here over which you're flying on your flights out of
Kennedy. I'm telling you a fact of life. I have to have at least $2 million more. If you can see



your way clear as a country to provide Panama with $2 million more, I will personally guarantee
with all my honor and family honor that there will be no other request, there will be no agitation
for anything further for at least seven years. I am using that seven year period because of what
President Kennedy said, that it would take seven years to decide whether or not you're going to
do a sea level canal."

Q: What did he want the money for?

FARLAND: To run his government. The more I thought about it, the more I thought that that
wasn't too exorbitant a request since here we had paid $250,000 for a long time and then we
raised that to a total of $1,930,000 a year and in light of the environment and the economy of
today. It was within reason assuming that he would carry out his statement that there be no
further agitation. I think he was a man of honor. I could trust him. Believing that, I asked for a
consultation in Washington. I finally got it. I went up to Washington and had a meeting arranged
in one of the Under Secretary's meeting rooms. I don't know whether there were 16 or 18 people
there. I don't know how many. But there was a sizable number. I am sitting with my back to the
entrance door. I had my papers there. I said, "I guess Ed Martin has been held up for some reason.
It’s almost 10 minutes past our time. Let me just give you a little background." I started casually
to talk about a little background. The door opened with a swish and Martin walked in. He in a
loud, raucous voice said, "I'm only going to say this once because I don’t like to say it. We're not
going to give those God damned Panamanians a God damned cent." So, I closed up my books
and I went over to see Ed Dungan at the White House and told him that my activity in Panama
was finished, what would be my next post. He said, "Oh, go and see head of Personnel in State."
I went over to see the head of Personnel in State. He was about the color of your piece of paper
there, bright red. I said, "Where is my next post?" He said, "I've been told (which meant that he
had had a telephone call before I got there) to offer you lateral entry into the Foreign Service." I
looked at him for a minute. I sort of smiled and said, "And what would I get out of that?" He said,
"For Heaven sakes, don't ever say I said it, but maybe you would get a desk in the hallway on the
first floor." I said, "That is what I thought. Thank you very much. You've done what you were
supposed to do. Now I have to do what I am supposed to do." I went back to Panama and started
to say goodbye. It took me three weeks to make my rounds and say goodbye. I don't know how
many people in those various towns I talked to. There must have been 35,000 at the dock to say
goodbye to me when I left. I am proud of the fact that [ made some impression on Panama while
I was there. We never had a riot. President Shoddy a couple of days before I left said, "You
know, Joe, I'm glad you're leaving." I said, "I don't understand that. You were the one who not
two days ago said how sorry you were that I'm leaving." He said, "You stayed two more weeks
and you would have had my job." So, that is when I left Panama. I left with regret.

Q: What did you see as Ed Martin's outlook on this?

FARLAND: I have no idea. He had a deep abiding antipathy for the Panamanians. As a matter of
fact, he came down and stayed at the embassy for a couple of days and I took him up to Rio Alto,
where we had started with the financial help also of the Panamanians who had driven up there to
be there when he arrived, to help the fishermen a Rio Alto preserve their catch. As it was, fish
don't keep well in the tropics. If they didn’t sell them that day, they're gone. They're not edible.
What we did was a refrigerator plant, a small one. I think it cost maybe a little more than $5,000.



Part of this money was put up by the Panamanian people. These businessmen were there. |
couldn’t get a conversation in the car with Ed. I tried to talk to him. We drove silent. We got
there. He got out of the car. I introduced him to these Panamanian businessmen who were there.
He looked at this building, which was about 20 feet by 11 feet, with a compressing unit that had
a refrigerating unit in it. The first thing he said to a good friend of mine, a Panamanian, he
looked around and said, "How is this going to be advertised?" He didn't say, "I think this is a nice
idea. I think it's nice of you businessmen to come out here. I'm glad you’re all taking an interest.
I know you had to get up early to drive out." No, no. "How is this going to be advertised?" He
was an economist. I think he was a good economist from all I could hear. But where was the
feeling of empathy towards these people. They were interested in a project to help Panamanians.
This is what I cannot understand and don't understand. I find it unfortunate.

Q: To finish up this Panama period, would you tell what happened not on your watch but
afterwards in 1964.

FARLAND: In 1964, I am taking my younger son to try to get him enrolled in Lawrenceville and
on the radio I hear about these riots. I said, "This is going to blow." It did. That night, my mother
called me and was worried to death for fear that he son was going to be blamed for it. [ had a
hard time explaining to my mother that, no, I would have no part of it, that I had been long gone.
As I told you, she died that night, too, so all this burns on me pretty badly.

Q: What was the cause of the riot and what happened?

FARLAND: The high school students, the Zonians, tore down the Panamanian flag. They had
been egged on by, presumably, certain parents who didn't like to see the Panamanian flag flying.
The riots were carefully orchestrated by the Communist Party. There is no question in my mind
about that, but “The New York Times” had an article... To me, it was sickening. It didn’t have to
happen. That riot should never have happened. I still say if Washington had listened a little bit
longer with a little bit more care to some of the things I was telling them, there would have been
a better understanding. I felt terribly sorry about that.

Q: What was the aftermath of the riots?

FARLAND: Several people were killed. Several Americans and a number of Panamanians were
killed. They had a large number, but they weren't all killed in the riots. Some of them fell down
from someplace. They have a Day of the Martyrs now. It's now a cause celebre. This hurt. I spent
almost three years working like the devil down there to bring about better relations. "We're not
going to give the Panamanians a cent." Well, now we're given them billions and the canal to go
with it.

Q: So we're really talking about the middle of 1963 when you left. I think we should pick this up
the next time with what you did between posts before you went off to Afghanistan.

FARLAND: I didn’t have much to do with the American government or want any part of it.

Q: What did you do?



FARLAND: My wife and I decided we would like an apartment in New York and finally
decided against that and finally bought a place on Massachusetts Avenue in Washington. Like all
ladies, she wanted to remodel it, so we remodeled it and moved in. Then came the riots in
Washington.

Q: This would be the Martin Luther King riots in 1968 or so.

FARLAND: I decided to sell it. By that time, there was a possibility of Nixon coming in and
possibly another post. We took two apartments over at the Watergate, two penthouses. We used
one of them for storage and for servants to live in and one for us and were there when I was
appointed ambassador to Pakistan.

Q: Talk a bit about your dealings with the Nixon campaign and that and then we'll move to
Pakistan.
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FARLAND: I think it's important to add this. When Shoddy was there with Kennedy, they
discussed what could be done within the context of the existing treaties, the original one and then
as modified in 1955. Kennedy suggested the possibility of a four man meeting, two from the
United States and two from Panama. Kennedy said, "I see no reason why an ambassador and
General Fleming couldn't represent the United States." Shoddy suggested that the foreign
minister, Galileo Solis, and a former foreign minister, Octavio Faberga, could represent Panama.
We met. Very formal, short. We met for 13 months. We accomplished absolutely nothing.

Q: Why not?
FARLAND: Anything that Panama suggested the United States turned down.
Q: Was this on your part?

FARLAND: This was out of Washington. Panama requested adjustments that actually were quite
modest. They wanted a corridor (This is what you mentioned earlier.) to the canal zone on the
populated Pacific side. Well, we finally got the bridge.

Q: That was on the Caribbean side, wasn't it?

FARLAND: No, that was on the Pacific side. But on the Colon side, it was so simple to put
something across there. That could have been done, but that was not done. They wanted
admittance into the Zone of Panamanian enterprise, which was kept out. "No way" said
Washington. They wanted a small increase in their share of the revenues. It began with money,
money, money. That was turned down. They wanted a portion of the 10 mile wide zonal strip not
being used at this time by the United States. There were lots of areas that weren't being used.
That was turned down. And a continual flag alongside as ordered in 1960.



Q: Do you feel that this was Ed Martin?

FARLAND: Look, when a telegram comes out of Washington, who has sent it? I don’t know. I
had plenty of problems in the Dominican Republic about this. Who sent that? Who said "Pay
more attention to your client and less attention to Castro? Who wanted to send that? Those things
can slip by very easily, but they're all signed by the Secretary.

Q: Did you have any feeling for the Pentagon per se, the military? Pentagon lawyers are
notorious for trying not to set precedents or give an inch. Did you feel that?

FARLAND: I can't believe this came out of the... [ know Bob Fleming was 100% behind all of
this. It was part of the conference. When we sent that in [with] our recommendation [it came
back] approved.

Q: When you would sit around with your officers at the embassy and Governor Fleming, etc.,
was there the general feeling that, "Gee, at some point, we've really got to make adjustments.
This situation isn’t going to go on forever. Let's try to preempt it?"

FARLAND: On the part of the embassy, yes. In good conscience, I couldn’t say that this should
continue in perpetuity the way it is now. The United States didn’t put that in perpetuity into the
treaty. That was Belo Beria, who whether they like it or not was the ambassador from Panama. It
was also ratified by the Asemlaya twice, which I'm sure they'd like to forget, but it's a fact. They
say he wasn't a Panamanian. Well, he wasn't. But he was their representative.

I know there was one other officer on Ed's staff, a lady, who was equally adamant against the
Panamanians. I don't remember her name. She detested the Panamanians. Why this animosity? I
don't know. I can't even think of anything funny to say about it.

Q: No. Sometimes this happens. Sometimes, particularly Washington operators learn to throw
their weight around. With some countries, you can't throw your weight around because the
repercussions are pretty obvious and they aren't really sovereign. In a way, Panama was
perhaps a little too helpless and it brought out the bully in some Washington operators who
wanted to prove that they were real tough negotiators. Some of the African states, the smallest
African states, sometimes have found the people in Washington saying, "Well, we really ought to
sock it to Sierra Leone," whereas they wouldn’t dare do it to Nigeria. It's sort of a nasty thing
that is a personality problem of really the bully.

FARLAND: I was appalled that my friend, a man named Champ Sourd, a Panamanian, was
asked, "How is this going to be advertised?" The lack of friendship, the lack of love, in the

broadest sense. Even if you’re against it, you could congratulate the people on what they're
trying to do, but if you only point out what was the matter, that is... It still disturbs me.

kg

Q: Today is February 2, 2000. You've left Panama. You re back. What were you doing when you
left Panama? You went back into business?



FARLAND: Let me add just a few words. You asked me a question heretofore and I couldn’t
think of the man's name. The DCM in Panama when I arrived was John Shillock. John was a
highly competent Foreign Service officer who in the beginning, unfortunately, had made an
opinion that was not being particularly appreciative of my appearance on the stage. At the end,
he and I became the closest friends. I have seen him subsequently and we still are. He was totally
in accord with my policy at the end.

Q: By the time you left there and from what you've heard subsequently, did you feel that the idea
that the governor of the Canal Zone, the head of South Command, and the ambassador agreed
that these three should really cooperate or did it just depend on personality?

FARLAND: The three of us cooperated. Before I went down, I secured an agreement from the
President of the United States that, in the event of a disagreement between me or the ambassador
and the governor of the Canal Zone, the matter involved would be submitted to him for final
judgement. We had to have some way of reaching an accord. Not talking was absolutely absurd.
It played directly into the hands of the Panamanians.

ARNOLD DENYS
Communications Supervisor/Consular Officer
Panama City (1961-1964)

Arnold Denys was born in West Flanders, Belgium on March 6, 1931. He
emigrated to the U.S. during the Cold War. He attended Gonzaga University in
Washington and the School of Foreign Service in Georgetown University. Mr.
Denys served in Panama City, Alexandria, Athens, London, Hermosillo, Halifax,
Antwerp, Tijuana, and Washington, DC. He retired in July, 1984. This is an
excerpt from his memoirs.

DENYS: December 20, I received my first Foreign Service assignment to the American Embassy
in Panama City. As Panama was one of the centers for diplomatic Couriers, I received special
training in communications. I was also enrolled in an intensive course of Spanish at the Foreign
Service Institute. [ was positive about my first post as it was in a vital geopolitical area of Latin
America with American security interests in the Canal Zone.

I arrived in Panama City in late evening of February 27, 1962. When I stepped off the plane I
could feel the humidity of the tropics, but I also noted the beauty of the tropical green and the
many flowers in the background. It was a poignant moment for me to set foot on Panamanian
soil, where I would start my first foreign service assignment. [ was met at Tocumen International
by members of the Embassy Communications Center. They helped me to get through
Panamanian Customs and immigration officials. The Panamanian officials made me feel
welcome in their country.

It was customary for new embassy arrivals to stay at the Tivoli Hotel, in the Canal Zone, until
one could find permanent quarters. This had some drawbacks in that one was mixed with



Americans instead of Panamanians, but it allowed me to get to know the area and to get practical
information on living conditions. The Tivoli Hotel is an old colonial wooden building built
during the US construction of the Canal to house American employees of the Panama Canal
Company. Our stay there was referred to as an “induction course.” I was told an Embassy driver
would pick me up to report to work the next day.

My duties at the Embassy were those of Communications (Pouch) Supervisor. I would be
responsible for preparing all diplomatic pouches going to our foreign service posts in Latin
America and Washington. Fred Kadera and Eugene Mewhorter worked for me. Helen Watson,
my immediate boss, delegated a lot of authority and let me make my own decisions. She had told
me it would be a pressured job but that social life at the post was such that we were all like a big
family. I was determined to adjust to this rigid on-the-job discipline and busy after-hours social
life. At early Embassy personnel meetings I learned that I would be on probation for two years,
after which my performance would be reviewed. Then, if warranted, I would be retained on a
permanent career basis.

My job put me in close daily contact with the diplomatic couriers of the Regional Courier office
at the Embassy. Al Verrier, chief of the office, made sure that I got to know everyone on the staff.
I learned a great deal about the life of a diplomatic courier. They were an active group of
diplomats who saw to it that diplomatic pouches were securely transported from the Embassy to
foreign service posts around the world. I was often invited for dinner at the homes of diplomatic
couriers.

I thought that my stay in Puerto Rico would have helped me to understand Panama quickly.
However, it was a completely different ballgame. Panama was (and is) a proud, nationalistic, and
independent sovereign nation fighting to sever some of its paternalistic ties with the United
States. It became clear to me that Panama would become the focus of my political and
diplomatic interest. I would have to explore this complex country.

I was fortunate to have Ambassador Joseph Farland as Chief of Mission in Panama. He was the
only Republican diplomat to stay on as President Kennedy’s envoy. Ambassador Farland had a
professional managerial style and a personal touch with the people of Panama. He would often
drive alone in the Panamanian countryside to visit little villages and mix with local townspeople.
He was a charismatic ambassador and loved by the Panamanians. When I first met him in his
office he told me to get away from the Embassy and to take some rides in the country. He said,
“It’s the only way to become familiar with Panamanian social conditions and culture.”

He had two young political aides on his staff: Steve Bosworth and Diego Asencio, who later
became Ambassadors in their own right. Steve became US Ambassador to the Philippines and
Diego served as Ambassador to Brazil and Assistant Secretary of State for Consular Affairs. I
learned from both, as they often dropped by my office for a chat. Steve was very “up front” with
me and we discussed international economic policies and the stability of the US dollar on world
markets.

Gene Scassa, who came on board in Communications a few months later, was also from
Pennsylvania, and we became good friends. He worked for me awhile and later became our



Ambassador to Belize in the early 1990s. Gene used to have Open House parties for the Embassy
staff and he would invite Panamanian guests as well. At these parties it was possible to learn
more about Panamanian political and cultural trends. From time to time Canal Zone residents
were included on the guest lists.

Panama has always caught the attention of the world media. In 1961, the attention was on
Panamanian sovereignty in the Canal Zone and the need for a revision of the 1903 Treaty. In the
late 1980s Panama was the focus of world attention because of Manuel Noriega’s removal from
office because of his drug trafficking ties. Its geographical location near Cuba and Colombia, and
the Panama Canal controlling world shipping, are factors which have put it on the political map
of the world.

Early on in my first year in Panama I became acquainted with Dr. Aurelio Ocaia, a noted dentist
and son of a Panamanian diplomat (his father had been Consul in London, Paris, and Santiago).
Aurelio had also studied at the University of Bordeaux. We used to have dinner at the Union
Club to talk about current events.

In March of 1962, I met Monsignor Antonio Pinci, the Papal Nuncio in Panama. My Georgetown
friend Giuliano’s uncle, Monsignor Vittore Righi, had suggested that I call on him. He enjoyed
meeting me, he said, and we talked in French. He was fascinated by John Kennedy’s image. He
did not think that the President would be bluffed by the Soviets. He had a grasp of US foreign
policy in Latin America which we discussed when I visited him from time to time.

In early 1962, President Kennedy reinforced the US military forces in Southeast Asia (Thailand,
Laos, and South Vietnam) to show Khrushchev that the United States would not tolerate a
Communist takeover in Asia. But our Embassy Communication Center was preoccupied with
preparations for President Roberto F. Chiari’s official visit to President Kennedy in Washington.
The goal was to improve US-Panamanian relations and to take a good look at the 1903 Panama
Canal Treaty.

If Secretary of State Dean Rusk was Kennedy’s point man, others in the Department, such as
Neil McManus, Panama Desk Officer; Lansing Collins, Director; and Assistant Secretary of
State for Latin American Affairs Edwin Martin, were key players in consulting with Congress.

In the US Canal Zone, Major General Robert Fleming was the chief officer-in-charge. (He was
appointed by the President and approved by the US Senate.)

Our strategic position in Panama was to guarantee the security of the Canal and its accessibility
to world shipping. This longstanding policy was made possible by the creation of Headquarters
Armed Forces in the Caribbean (COMCARIB), the US Army Caribbean 15th Naval District, and
Fallbrook Air Force Command (UNARCARIB). These were vital to the protection of the Canal
installations.

President Chiari’s state visit to Washington was a success. Besides the usual official state
courtesies it was agreed to set up a Commission of representatives to review the 1903 Panama
Canal Treaty. Panamanian Foreign Minister Galileo Solis and Attorney Fabrega were part of the



Panamanian team. While all this was going on there was much press speculation about the future
of the Canal.

The 1903 Panama Canal treaty was finessed by Bunau- Varilla, a diplomat of French origin who
sold French stock in the Canal to Americans. My friend, Aurelio, said that because of this move,
Varilla is considered a traitor in Panamanian history books. Panama was governed by Spain and
Colombia before 1903, and owes its independence to US brokerage with Colombia and the for
building the Canal.

One proposal was to build a sea-level canal by the 1980s which would replace the present Canal
with locks. Engineering experts of the bilateral Panamanian and US Commission alleged that the
Canal would be outdated by that time and would not serve increased world traffic. Panama and
Colombia were often mentioned as likely sites for a sea-level canal.

Besides taking courses in Visa and Passport Law and attending a course in Panamanian history at
the University of Panama, I was also a guest teacher of English at the North American
Panamanian Institute. My contact with teachers and students was invaluable. I learned about
subversive Cuban activities at the University of Panama. Also, the Panamanian daily, Estrella de
Panama, often alluded to the Panamanian port of Bocas del Torro, used by Castro to supply arms.
Castro subversion was not confined to Panama alone. Cuban infiltration was endemic in many
other Latin countries. Bolivia, Chile, Venezuela, and Honduras were affected by Castro-type
revolutionary movements.

Panama was a convenient stopover for US Congressional delegations and political leaders.
Attorney General Robert Kennedy also visited the Canal Zone on his way to Brazil. I had wanted
to meet him. I did not realize that a few years later | would have that opportunity when I was
assigned as his assistant for a few days at our Embassy in London.

On August 28, 1962, Panamanian Major Hurtado led an uprising which lasted only a few days.

During my tour in Panama I wrote articles in Tierra y Dos Mares, a commercial magazine
published by Marcela Barraza, with US political and cultural overtones. It had a wide audience.

In July, 1962, I took some time off to visit the Panamanian island of Taboga, seventy five miles
from the capital, and Fort Kobe Beach near Colon on the Atlantic side. Most of our free time
activities were concentrated on the beach. We also used the swimming pool facilities at nearby
US military bases.

On September 8, 1962, I attended a graduation at the Morales School of Dancing and met prima
ballerina Margot Fonteyn, the guest of honor. She was married to Panamanian politician and
diplomat Roberto Arias, whom she met when he was in the Panamanian diplomatic service in
London. Arias’s father had twice been president of Panama. Miss Fonteyn talked about her ballet
appearances in Bruges and the La Monnaie theater in Brussels. She told me that she often came
to Panama to participate in charity performances.



Two events in 1962 overshadowed all other social and diplomatic news in Panama. On October
12, Under Secretary of State George Ball came to Panama to inaugurate the Panamanian bridge,
which would forever link the United States with its Central and South American neighbors.
Although I did not personally attend the ceremony, we, in the Communications Section, worked
hard to make this visit run smoothly. We were on call for 24 hours, meeting diplomatic couriers
bringing conference messages and receiving calls from Secretary Ball’s party.

In October, 1962, the Cuban missile crisis caused a major international crisis which directly
affected us in Panama. It reached its climax when President Kennedy officially blockaded Cuba
in a showdown with Soviet Chairman Nikita Khrushchev to have Soviet missiles removed from
Cuba. Our Embassy was on official alert for several days. Because of Panama’s proximity to
Cuba, personnel and dependents received evacuation instructions in case this became necessary.

The Cuban missile crisis proved to be one of the most tense periods of my foreign service career
and prepared me for future assignments and events.

I had already prepared a reception for 60 members of the Embassy and numerous Panamanians
and offered to cancel it, but security officers told me to proceed with the party. Since so many
staff members were on duty, it was felt that it would look less conspicuous to go ahead with my
plans. It proved to be an interesting party.

Carl Davis, Public Affairs Officer, and his family also attended. He had worked closely with
Ambassador Farland in Santo Domingo, and encouraged us to be positive in such circumstances.
Kennedy’s stance in the crisis proved to be a breakthrough for the United States in its challenge
with the Soviet Union. Morale at the Embassy was especially high during the crisis, and we were
later commended for our efforts by Secretary of State Dean Rusk.

Ed Scott, a well known journalist from New Zealand, had said that Latin America had given
President Kennedy a full mandate to invade Cuba in October 1962, and that he would never have
that opportunity again. I remembered his comments when we went through the Falkland Islands
crisis in 1982. Although the Latin American press took every opportunity to criticize the US
political/military involvement in the hemisphere, Kennedy’s defiance in the Cuban crisis, and the
US stance during the Falkland Islands crisis (when Reagan supported Prime Minister Thatcher’s
invasion) were two instances where Western strength was needed to stop blatant aggression.

Matos Lindomir, a Third Secretary of the Brazilian Embassy in Panama, was my downstairs
neighbor. We shared many experiences. Matos was a serious Vice Consul. We compared our
foreign service personnel systems. I learned that Brazilian foreign service housing allowances
were more generous than those in the United States. He focused on political affairs as well, and
said that Brazilian University circles and labor unions were infiltrated by communists. He
favored a stronger US position in Brazil and Latin America to counter attack this influence. He
commented that the Communists were taking advantage of negative publicity directed against the
US because of American companies in Brazil that had been paying low wages to their Brazilian
workers. Matos was referring to food companies such as Swift and Armour. He also didn’t think
it was a good idea for the United States to negate loans to Uruguay and Brazil because they had



dictatorial regimes. He believed that the United States should use its political and economic
leverage to improve its good neighbor policy.

At other receptions in town I would often talk in French with Mr. Vasse, the French ambassador
and Mr. Guillas, secretary of the French Embassy. The French, because of their earlier attempts
to build a canal, have had many years of diplomatic presence in Panama.

Panama City also offered good social amenities, such as operas at the Presidente Theater. I also
attended a piano concert by Argentinean pianist Sciliano Escudero, and a concert by the famous
Mexican cellist, Adolfo Odnoposoff, at the Bella Vista Theater. On the other hand, the Canal
Zone had a good playhouse.

On November 9, 1962, we all attended a US Marine Guard reception on the occasion of the
187th birthday of the US Marine Corps. US Embassy employees have traditionally had cordial
relations with US Marine guards because they loyally protect US property and personnel abroad.

Shortly thereafter, FSO Wallace Stuart arrived from our embassy in New Delhi to take charge of
the Deputy Chief of Mission slot in Panama. He was a positive influence in our diplomatic
relations with Panama. Mrs. Stuart was of Bolivian origin and was very active in embassy
activities. Mr. Stuart would often chair Deputy Chief of Mission staff meetings during
Ambassador Farland’s absence.

I enjoyed my first Christmas in the tropics in 1962. I had been invited by some neighbors, the
Icazza family, to see their Nacimiento (Christmas manger) on their patio. It is a tradition in
Panama to display the manger in front of the home. This particular one represented all phases of
Christ’s life. Decorations and Christmas lights offered a colorful spectacle in the neighborhood.

On Christmas Eve many of us at the Embassy were invited to a réveillon party with a
Panamanian family. On Christmas day our communications staff had a swimming party at the
Hilton Hotel.

In January, 1963, Ambassador Farland attended a conference, in San Salvador, of the Chiefs of
Missions of Central America. This was a prelude to President Kennedy’s visit to San Jose, Costa
Rica, in March. We all felt that our workload had gone up because of the preparations for this
summit. Sargent Shriver, head of the Peace Corps and brother-in-law of the President, had
stopped over. We also had a regional meeting in Panama City, of Public Affairs officers in the
region, presided over by Edward R. Murrow, popular director of the United States Information
Agency (USIA), whose World War II broadcasts from BBC Free London had touched the homes
of many.

On March 15, 1963, President Kennedy and his Central American counterparts announced the
Declaration of San Jose. It was a successful public relations event for the President. Ambassador
Farland was there, too, and received instructions from the President to report back to him on the
progress of the exploratory talks with Panamanian and Canal Zone officials on the future status
of the Panama Canal.



A few days later I received word from Pittsburgh that my father had been hospitalized with a
bleeding ulcer. It was hard to be far from him at this difficult time. I was able to get through to
my parents by telephone and was relieved to hear that my father’s prospects for recovery were
good.

It had been Embassy personnel policy, work permitting, to let Embassy staff travel to adjacent
countries to learn more about Latin American culture. On April 11, 1963, I flew to San Jose,
Costa Rica, traveling with USIS officer Mary Kohler. It was particularly interesting since I
arrived in the middle of Holy Week when there were many religious festivities. Most of the
shops were closed. I stayed four days at the Pensione Villa Blanca and visited my foreign service
classmate, Don Shannon, at our Embassy in San Jose. We had both entered the foreign service in
1961. He introduced me to Ambassador Raymond L. Telles, Jr. (1961-1967) and some other
members of the Embassy staff.

The flag at the US Embassy was at half mast in honor of Navy personnel who had perished in a
tragic submarine accident. Many public buildings and even small shopkeepers were displaying a
photo of President Kennedy in remembrance of his historic meeting with other Central American
presidents at the National Theater.

I visited the National Museum, the Cathedral, and the Costa Rican Foreign Office. I enjoyed a
bus tour through the coffee plantation at Cartago, twenty miles from San Jose. There I entered
the famous Catholic shrine, the Basilica of Our Lady of Los Angeles. Costa Rica, I was told, was
a showcase of progress and democracy. Many German and US firms had invested in this stable
political climate. I could appreciate the adequate infrastructure of roads, clean streets, and a
sense of order everywhere. The Germans were buying a great portion of the Costa Rican coffee
production. To this day Germany remains interested in Costa Rican and Latin American business
deals. (If foreign investors were interested in Costa Rican political stability, the reverse was true
in neighboring Nicaragua, where the Somoza family had an oligarchic grip on its people.) I also
visited the modern University in San Jose where President Kennedy gave his farewell address in
March, appealing for progress in the Americas.

In August of 1963, I had completed my two years probationary period in the Foreign Service as
Communications Supervisor. Chargé d’affaires Wallace Stuart prepared my report and
recommended my retention in the Service.

When I had completed the visa courses I applied for the citizenship and passport lessons. I was
now beginning to acquaint myself with US Consular laws and, from time to time, [ would sit in
with Consular officers during visa interviews. When I was transferred to the Consular section in
Panama, [ was fortunate to work for a consular team headed by Consul Virgil Prichard, who
encouraged Vice Consuls Frank Barrett and Don McConville to give me on the job training. Vice
Consul Sam Karp and I had studied the visa manual together. (He was later reassigned to
Nicaragua.) They encouraged me to extend my tour of duty in the Consular section until October,
1964, which I did. I quickly became acquainted with the laws on business and tourist visas when
Frank, Don and I would go out to the Capri restaurant for Italian food and long talks on world
events.



June 27, I was a guest of Matos Lindomir and Mr. Small, Deputy Chief of Mission of the
Embassy of Brazil, to join them at a soccer game between Brazil and Panama at the National
Stadium (Panama won 2-0). After the game, I joined the Brazilian diplomats in the dressing
room where we were introduced to all the players. The sports event ended at a reception for them
at the Brazilian Embassy.

I attended the official celebration of Library Week at the University of Panama for a special
lecture on Cervantes. Rector of the University Narciso Garay and the Ecuadoran Ambassador to
Panama also attended.

The Cresta Hill Section of Panama City is the focal point of society gatherings, and it was at the
US Ambassador’s residence that Ambassador and Mrs. Farland received the entire staff (US and
Panamanian), private industry leaders, Panamanian government officials, and Ambassadors
accredited to Panama, for the Fourth of July celebration. It was pouring rain, as it often did in the
evenings. We could not find parking space in the gardens of the estate. The residence was
decorated with white, red and blue flowers, a gift from the Foreign Chiefs of Mission. Officers’
wives alternated in acting as hostesses.

Ambassador Farland bid farewell to the Embassy staff at a formal banquet in the Bella Vista
Room of the Panama Hilton Hotel. When the Farlands had left, President Kennedy appointed
Wallace W. Stuart as Chargé d’ Affaires, Minister Counselor (a step below Ambassador) pending
the selection of a new envoy. In November Frank Coffin, of Maine, was appointed to replace
Ambassador Farland, but because of the assassination of President Kennedy, he was not
confirmed by the Senate.

I drove with a few friends to David and Boquete in the Chiriqui Province. Because of the
winding roads it took us ten hours. This bad road has now become a part of the Inter American
highway that stretches from Alaska to Argentina. David is the capital of Chiriqui. At that time it
had a population of 15,000, and was the third largest city in the Republic. It is rich in timber,
coffee, cacao, sugar, rice, bananas and cattle. A river winds through town, which has numerous
old churches. Inland from David are the deeply forested highlands of Chiriqui, whose highest
point is El Volcan (11,000 feet). The most picturesque place is Boquete, at 4,000 feet, which is
famous for its coffee plantations, bananas, orange groves and flower gardens.

As life seemed to become normal at our Embassy we were all stunned at the news that President
Kennedy had died of a bullet wound to the head during his visit to Dallas, Texas, and that Vice
President Lyndon Johnson had been sworn in on Air Force One as President. Many local
employees shed tears. The American flag in front of our Embassy was hung at half mast and later
was draped in black, according to military custom.

Panamanian Foreign Minister Galileo Solis was the first to arrive at the Embassy to pay his
respects to our Chargé d’ Affaires. Other Chiefs of Mission accredited to Panama also showed up.
Visitors could sign a condolence register book in the lobby of the Embassy. The news of
Kennedy’s brutal assassination caused much emotion throughout Panama because the President
was deeply loved in Latin America. Requiem masses were said in many churches throughout the
Republic.



In accordance with President Johnson’s declaration of official mourning until December 22, all
social functions at the Embassy were canceled. I spent the evening at the home of Ellen Watson,
a friend and co-worker, who had invited me to watch the events in Washington, DC on TV.
Since we had to work the day of President Kennedy’s funeral, we listened to the radio at the
Embassy giving us details of the services at St. Matthews Cathedral.

When I returned to Panama on New Year’s Eve I did not realize that January, 1964, would prove
to be an ominous period in US-Panamanian relations. On January 7, some American students
from Balboa High School, in the Panama Canal Zone, raised the American flag in front of their
school. Two days later, Panamanian students organized a protest march. They entered the Canal
Zone, caused property damage, and had a confrontation with the Canal Zone police.

This, my first foreign service crisis, started at four in the afternoon on January 9, and spread
throughout Panama City and Colon. It did not reach its climax until midnight. I had gone to bed
early that evening, and at 1:15 a.m. Doris Blaitry called to inform me that a revolutionary riot
had broken out and that I was in danger. The Embassy had been stoned by a huge mob, she said,
the USIS Library burned down, the PAA office sacked, and the Chase Manhattan Bank and the
Goodyear plant both seriously damaged. “They are burning American cars and attacking
Americans in the streets,” she told me.

I called my neighbor and Embassy coworker Gene Mewhorter, who lived in the apartment below
me, and we moved our cars out of sight behind the apartment building. Somehow we managed to
get to the office where there were about 80 members of the Panamanian Guardia Nacional
surrounding our embattled Embassy. They escorted us to the Embassy Communication Center
where I worked with Chargé d’ Affaires Wallace Stuart for the next several hours. He was in
telephone contact with President Johnson and Secretary of State Dean Rusk. Secretary Rusk
informed him that the government of Panama had broken diplomatic relations with the United
States on January 9 and that we had to destroy classified files and prepare for evacuation.
Panamanian diplomats in Washington were also ordered home.

The last minutes before we abandoned our Embassy I stood next to the Chargé when he sent out
our last message to the State Department. For the next few days I stayed in seclusion at the
residence of our administrative officer, Thomas Huff, whose house was guarded. In retrospect, I
think the Panamanian National Guard did a good job protecting our embassy and staff.

The rioting ended January 12. Four American soldiers were killed and twenty Panamanian rioters
were also dead. It appeared that Fidel Castro had helped the rioters with supplies and propaganda
tools. Under pressure from University of Panama students, Panamanian President Roberto Chiari
firmly stated that relations with the US would not be renewed unless it agreed to negotiate a new
treaty with Panama on the Canal. The 1903 Canal treaty gave Panama its independence from
Colombia and the US the right to run the Panama Canal in perpetuity. Thomas Mann, Under
Secretary of State for Latin American Affairs, had been dispatched by President Johnson to talk
things over with President Chiari.



January 17, we were all evacuated to the Canal Zone and I stayed nine days at the Canal Zone
College. Although diplomatic relations were ruptured, consular relations with Panama were not
affected. On January 19 I reported back to work. Consul Henry Taylor, appointed principal
officer of our Consulate, told us to conduct business as usual. We issued visas, took care of crew
lists, and rendered assistance to American citizens. Consul Taylor advised us to cooperate with
the public to project a positive US image, which, in Panama, depended on how well the US
Consulate would operate. Our post was the only non-diplomatic consular contact with the
Panamanian public. It was a pressure filled job, given the confused state of US-Panamanian
affairs.

January 23, 1964, the State Department cabled us that we could operate as a Consulate with eight
consular officials and ten American staff, of which I was one. I could have asked for a transfer
but I decided to stay in Panama to continue my duties at this critical time. Other embassy
personnel would also remain in the Canal Zone. Some people were transferred to Washington,
including my friend, Vice Consul Joe Martinez.

A few days later Consular personnel were instructed to return to their homes in Panama. We had
to replace our American car plates with Panamanian plates for security reasons. All American
cars in Panama were easy targets for terrorists and anti-US demonstrators. For a few more weeks
we continued an inconspicuous social life. The situation remained sensitive as there were strong
feelings on both sides. I was very concerned about the long range effects this crisis would have
on any future relations with Panama. There were serious concerns in Panama and the Canal Zone
that a coup d’état or Communist takeover were plausible possibilities. The US government was
particularly concerned about the security of the Panama Canal itself. Many of the dependents of
US military personnel in the Canal Zone had also been evacuated. This move caused an
economic crisis of its own. Many US service families lived in Panama. Their sudden exit
resulted in 1000 vacant apartments there.

I served with Virgil Prichard, Frank Barrett, Mark Cantolla, Joe Martinez, Don McConville, and
Myra Hilpert. We were an effective team during a sensitive period in our relations with Panama.
We became a closely knit family and would often visit each others’ homes. One of our priorities
was the preparation, in case of an emergency evacuation, of files on all US citizens living in
Panama. We had many US citizens who had lived in Panama for many years. For example, there
was Sven Fahlgen and his American wife, Angie. Sven was a local businessman and also Consul
of Sweden. Angie was an American and a longtime employee at the US Embassy in Panama.
Because of the rupture of relations between the United States and Panama, she was one of
several jurists studying the conflict. She worked for the International Commission of Jurists, an
organ of the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations, in Geneva.

Sven told me that the January riots had created an economic crisis in Panama. He pointed out
that property values had decreased fifty percent and that foreign investors had been withdrawing
their assets from the banks. Mr. Wedge, a British national who represented Rolls Royce,
confirmed this.

In spite of the tension in Panama there were some good moments to reflect on. A good friend
who was a medical student, Elly Abad, and his family, offered me friendship and hospitality.



During the first days of the crisis, when we were in physical danger, they opened their home to
me for refuge and solace. We also had Toni Linares, our Spanish teacher, who was also a true
friend. He continued to give us Spanish lessons. Toni made a special effort to improve our
conversational Spanish and gave us deep insights into Panamanian culture and customs.

The fact that presidential elections were imminent in Panama did not resolve our problems.
Candidates Marcos Robles, Galindo, and Dr. Arnulfo Arias were the front runners. Robles, of the
Liberal party, and protégé of President Chiari, finally won the election. Arnulfo Arias claimed
that there had been widespread fraud in the interior of Panama and that many votes had been
bought.

It is normal diplomatic protocol overseas to communicate with the foreign ministry of the host
country through an exchange of notes. Since the break of our diplomatic relations with Panama,
Foreign Minister Galileo Solis had sent instructions that, effective immediately, all consular
notes for the Foreign Ministry would have to be submitted in Spanish. We had always sent our
notes in English and the Foreign Ministry would reply in Spanish. This was another move to
press their sovereignty issue in the Canal Zone.

In early February, 1964, the US-Panamanian crisis was being debated in the Organization of
American States (OAS) in Washington, in whose purview it was to try to mediate such conflicts
in the western hemisphere. President Johnson’s speech before the OAS was reassuring. The
crisis had some repercussions in Latin America, like the burning of the US flag in Medellin,
Colombia, in protest against visiting Canal Zone military personnel. There were also many high
ranking Latin American military who came periodically to study at US military schools. The
University of Panama, whose Rector, Narciso Garay, had resigned, was often a source of leftist
minded students and anti-US feelings. This time around the unrest became more intense, thus I
discontinued my evening course.

The Catholic Church in Panama had its influence on both politics and Panamanian life. In March,
1964, my friend Marcos McGrath, Bishop of Panama, was appointed as Bishop of Santiago,
Veraguas, a growing province and hotbed of communism and left-wingers. Bishop McGrath had
been very successful with the progressive elements of the church. In a strange tour de force, the
Vatican had appointed Thomas Clavel of David, Chiriqui, to replace the late Dutch born
Archbishop of Panama, Monsignor J. Beckmann. I always thought that Bishop McGrath would
have been the favorite candidate for that job, given his excellent ties with both Panama and the
Canal Zone. He has since returned to Panama City as Archbishop.

On April 3, 1964, Panama and the United States agreed to resume diplomatic relations and to
discuss the differences which had arisen from the 1903 Canal Treaty. Panamanian Foreign
Minister Galileo Solis sent a cable to Secretary of State Dean Rusk, who replied by telephone,
thus constituting a formal exchange of diplomatic notes. This opened a new chapter in US-
Panamanian relations and, consequently, there was much activity at our Embassy. An array of
US officials arrived to confer with Consul Henry Taylor and Canal Zone authorities. President
Johnson now appointed his own choice of Ambassador, Jack Hood Vaughn, former Peace Corps
Director in Latin America, as our new Envoy to Panama. Now that we were functioning as an
embassy again, principal officer Henry Taylor remained Chargé d’Affaires until Mr. Vaughn’s



confirmation by the Senate. There was a feeling of relief in Panama, and we felt we could go on
with our normal embassy duties.

It was generally felt that President Johnson had handled the crisis well. The big job lay ahead to
narrow US-Panamanian differences on Canal Zone issues. The President sent former Secretary
of the Treasury, Robert Anderson (a Republican), as special emissary for the bilateral talks. This
was widely supported by the Panamanian press. However, it would take more than ten years
before these issues were finally resolved during President Jimmy Carter’s administration.

April 20, Ambassador Vaughn received us at the Ambassador’s residence. His effort to speak to
us in English and Spanish on the importance of the Alliance for Progress made a good
impression on both US and Panamanian staffs.

A few days later I accepted an English teaching job at the North American-Panamanian
Association, referred to as the Bi-National Center. It was an American-sponsored society to
promote better relations between the United States and Panama. There are many such centers in
Latin America and other countries. The two-month assignment was to teach two evening classes,
Monday through Friday. There were thirteen students in each class. This, combined with my new
Consular position, was a challenge indeed. My Panamanian students were very eager to learn
English, many taking time out from their work to attend classes. It gave me the opportunity to
exchange ideas with them during a critical stage of US-Panamanian relations. I had to correct
papers and prepare classes until midnight, but the rewards were great. Until the end of July I was
kept busy with teaching English. In addition to my regular evening schedule I had special classes
for Carlos Rodriguez, Secretary General of the Ministry of Education in Panama. Irma Jimenez
and Mrs. Smith, of the Bi-National Center, told me that I was one of the first teachers who made
them study well. One student, who was a captain of the Guardia Nacional, was the grandson of
former Panamanian President Arosemena.

Although Embassy operations returned to pre-January stability we had a few political skirmishes
in Panama. One began with the First of May parade in Plaza Santa Ana, which is like our Labor
Day rallies. It was, in part, related to the May 10 presidential elections. Terrorist acts were being
directed against oligarchies and vested interests. The Panamanian Ambassador to the U.N.,
Aquilino Boyd, shot Mr. Calvo, the editor of La Hora paper. The feud between the two caused a
stoppage of newspaper printing for twenty four hours. Diplomat Boyd had been a controversial
political figure for years. He had lost in the 1959 election and was said to have desecrated the
American flag.

There was also an assassination attempt on Tito Arias (husband of ballerina Margot Fonteyn). He
had just been elected to the Panamanian National Assembly. The attacker was his best friend,
Alfredo Jimenez. Arias remained in a coma for a long time, but survived. Margot Fonteyn
canceled her scheduled performances in Bath, England, to be with her husband. He remained
paralyzed as his wife took him to Europe for therapy, but he never left his wheelchair. Later they
retired to their ranch in Panama.



On June 5, a bomb was thrown in front of the Peace Corps office. This was not an isolated
incident and did not stop President-elect Marcos Robles from visiting Washington officials. We
had issued him and his entourage official visas.

Many college disturbances were the order of the day in the United States and abroad. Our
involvement in Vietnam caused protest marches in many large cities. President Johnson appeared
the likely Democratic Party choice for President against Republican Senator Barry Goldwater, of
Arizona. Goldwater had built a reputation for conservative leadership in his party and had
received some acclaim from his book, The Conscience of a Conservative.

July 4, 1964, leftist students threw red paint on the fagade of our Embassy. This incident did not
interfere with our Independence Day celebrations. All Embassy personnel had been invited to
attend the 4th of July “Classic” at President Ramon Racetrack. I chose to go swimming that day
and to get some sun. Afterwards I visited the St. Augustine Church, near the Simon Bolivar
Institute in downtown Panama City.

One of the prime social events of the summer was the Governor of the Canal Zone’s invitation to
our Ambassador and staff to join him on the governor’s yacht to cruise the Canal and visit the
Miraflores locks. It was an impressive cruise of the Panama Canal at night with a buffet dinner
on board and Panamanian music. Bad feelings on both sides of the US-Panamanian political
spectrum began to melt.

In late May, 1964, the Department had brought us up to date on how to implement the Supreme
Court’s decision in the celebrated Schneider vs. Rusk case. It involved a German-born woman
who was living in Germany, but who would now be able to retain her US citizenship obtained
through naturalization. The High Court had invalidated longstanding Sections 352 (a) (1) and (2)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952. These sections of the law did not permit
naturalized US citizens to live abroad without losing their US citizenship. Prior to this decision, a
naturalized American citizen could lose citizenship after residing three years in the country of
birth and five years in any other foreign country. This decision went into effect June 13, 1964.
We tried to notify many persons in our Consular district and invited them to appear before a
Consular officer for a reinstatement. This was a historic landmark case for naturalized citizens. It
protected them from losing their US citizenship if, for compelling family reasons, they had to
return to their country of birth. It did away with a second class US citizenship.

The State Department also notified me that I had been assigned to the American Embassy in
London and would have to report for duty in September, following home leave. As with other
departing foreign service employees, they scheduled a complete medical exam for me at Gorgas
Hospital in the Canal Zone.

Virgil and Charlotte Prichard had arranged a large buffet dinner for me on July 29. Charlotte
asked me for a list of persons I would like to have at this farewell party. I chose those who had
worked closely with us in the Consular section in the past year and had contributed to American
citizens’ interests. Unfortunately, the reception had to be canceled at the last minute. The
husband of one of our senior Panamanian employees, Mrs. Carmen Fabreza, had accidentally



shot himself while cleaning his rifle. He died instantly. We all attended the funeral service at
Cristo Rey Church instead.

After two and a half years at my first post I felt that there was so much work to be done in
Panama. It lies at the crossroads of the world. Much of the political and economic success in
Latin America would depend on the strategic stability of Panama, given the importance of the
Canal.

On July 28 I was invited for a despedida get together by my students at the Continental Hotel.
This was preceded by a teachers’ staff party at the Bi-National Center. It was sad to say goodbye
to many good friends. I had a personal meeting with Ambassador Jack Vaughn and his Deputy
Chief of Mission Ruphus Smith. I had lunch with my Brazilian friend Matos, and Eugene
Klebenov, who was a political officer, hosted a cocktail party.

On August 1, 1964, I boarded the Santa Mariana (of the McCormick Line) in the Canal Zone.
Virgil and Charlotte Prichard and some close friends came to my cabin to say farewell. The
Mariana had 120 passengers on board -- mostly tourists and business and government officials.
The first day we experienced rough waters after leaving Panama Canal. We were sailing through
the Westwind passage between the islands of Cuba and Haiti. The cabins on Deck A were
comfortable and the food was superb. At my table sat an interesting couple, Mr. and Mrs. Jordan,
who had worked with the USAID mission in Quito, Ecuador, and were also going on home leave.
I also met two women teachers from New York. Everyone felt relaxed and it was easy to make
new friends. The “Gold” dinner with the Captain was the highlight of the trip. We all danced
until one in the morning but were interrupted by an address by President Johnson on the North
Vietnamese attacks on our ships in the Tonkin Gulf. He explained the US Government’s reasons
for retaliation. I could not remember such a firm presidential commitment since President
Truman’s speech on his military action in Korea in 1950.

DAVID E. SIMCOX
Political Officer/Principal Officer
Panama City (1962-1966)

David E. Simcox was born on November 25, 1932 in Frankfort, Kentucky. He
received his BA from the University of Kentucky in 1956. He joined the Foreign
Service in 1956 and has served in many countries throughout his career including
Mexico, the Dominican Republic, Panama, Ghana, Spain, Brazil, and El Salvador.
Myr. Simcox was interviewed by Kristin Hamblin on August 26, 1993.

Q: Upon completion of your work in Washington you were sent to our Embassy in Panama, as a
political officer, and then to the Panamanian Province of Chiriqui as the principal officer at the
Consulate [in David]. How did these two jobs differ and what sort of things did you do?

SIMCOX: Well, Panama is a strange country. I enjoyed myself there and the work, probably
about as much as in any country that I was ever assigned to. The Panamanian people are a little



flaky but they're delightful and wonderful--and so unpredictable. In the Embassy I was a political
officer. I was paired up with Diego Asencio, who was the other [political officer]. Diego
subsequently went on to greater and greater things and ultimately became an ambassador and
Assistant Secretary of State for Consular Affairs and head of the President's Commission on
Immigration.

But in Panama the whole issue concerned the [Panama] Canal. It's a single issue country. Other
things were developing, and we probably didn't give them as much attention as we should have.
The old order was beginning to change then, and a new middle class was emerging in Panama
that was even more nationalistic and more determined to take the reins of government into its
own hands. But our principal interest--virtually our only interest, as we perceived it then--was
the Canal. So after I had worked in the Embassy for almost two years, [ was given a new
assignment.

Ambassador Jack Vaughn came in, replacing Ambassador Joseph Harlan. The new ambassador
arranged for the opening of a new consular post in David, in Chiriqui Province, the westernmost
part of Panama next to the Costa Rican border.

David was the country's third largest city. "City" is probably a misrepresentation. I considered it

a town, but its residents considered it a city. The whole consular district had about 50,000 people.
David was chosen for a new consular post because, at that time, that our only Consulate outside
the Embassy had been in Colon, about 30 miles away from the Embassy at the other [Caribbean]
end of the Canal. It was felt that we needed to get out more, have a greater presence, and show
the flag and our role in Panama. Therefore, a one-man post was opened at David. I was Principal
Officer there for a little more than a year.

Q: When you were there, what seemed to be the Panamanian attitude toward the United States?

SIMCOX: In western Panama, in Chiriqui and Bocas del Toro Provinces, the issue of the Canal
was much less important. They had other interests. They had to earn their living through more
normal types of activity, like agriculture. So the big thing there was the banana plantations in the
area. At that time the United Fruit Company had its share of public relations and labor problems.
Also, the process of the radicalization of Panama--I use this as a relative term--was still going on.
It was there that I got to know two of the people who subsequently became the most important in
Panama. Omar Torrijos was a military officer commanding the Bocas del Toro-Chiriqui Military
Zone, with his headquarters in David. I got to know him very well before he took over the
government [in Panama City]. He had a young lieutenant working for him as an intelligence
officer by the name of Manuel Noriega. So I knew Noriega "when," before he became "Mr.
Power" in Panama.

Q: So at that time was Panama trying to move toward a more democratic system--or was that
how you perceived it?

SIMCOX: Its government was not democratic. It was a government that had all of the trappings
of democracy. There was a Parliament, a Supreme Court, and elections. But it was basically an
oligarchy, controlled by the most powerful families, which managed somehow to make the



elections come out their way. When they couldn't, the National Guard would step in and dismiss
the candidate who had been elected "incorrectly" and replace him with the candidate of the
oligarchy. So it was an interesting process to watch there.

The biggest fly in the ointment for this oligarchical system in those days was a man called
Arnulfo Arias, a spellbinding, charismatic leader--very erratic, and a very poor administrator. He
was repeatedly elected President of Panama and repeatedly thrown out or denied the right to take
office. But he lived up there, in that part of the country [David area]. I had instructions from the
Embassy not to engage him in any sort of dialogue, which I respected. I did see him one day
when I was in the back country up near Boquete. I was driving a jeep on a dirt road and I saw
this figure on a white horse. When I approached him, I recognized that it was Doctor Arias. He
was out, looking over his country plantation. So, in spite of the Embassy's objections, I stopped
the car, got out and introduced myself, and talked to him while he sat on his horse.

Q: That's pretty neat. Well, at the time you were in Panama, and the U. S. and Panama were
having some problems, particularly concerning the Canal Zone, and I think that you were there
during the time that--who was in charge of the Canal Zone who was murdered? I can't think of
his name--I think it was David...

SIMCOX: Well, I was there at the time of the very serious riots in January, 1964.

Q: It began at the Balboa High School [in the Canal Zone]. The American students raised the
American flag, and not the Panamanian flag, and the Panamanian students rioted. At the time
did you think that there were any pro-Castro communists who were inciting the riots? Did you
see any sort of connection with that?

SIMCOX: I'm sure there were some Castro sympathizers out there, but the riot was a very
special kind of process. There was a lot of rage in Panama, and it expressed itself that night--
those nights--in direct attacks on the Canal Zone. Some of the rage was justifiable. The
Panamanians involved in the riot were expressing their rage at the social inequality of conditions
in the slums adjacent to the Canal Zone. So it's hard to say that the riot was conceived and
directed by Castro communists. In fact [ never felt that way.

Q: During your time there did you see any sort of policy changes between the Kennedy and the
Johnson administrations concerning how you were supposed to act [in dealing with Panamaj?

SIMCOX: It was the Johnson administration that finally took the major step of saying, "Enough
of this fooling around with cosmetic trappings that try to give the impression that somehow the
Panamanians have control over the Canal. Let us really commit ourselves to make major changes
that will give them the feeling of participation and ownership [of the Canal]." That process began
way back then. It took forever to culminate, during the Carter administration.

Q: After Panama you moved on to the Dominican Republic and were the political officer in the
Embassy in Santo Domingo from June, 1966, to June, 1967. What was the relationship between
the United States and the Dominican Republic at that time?



SIMCOX: There was a serious insurrection there in April, 1965--virtually a civil war. We sent in
22,000 troops, in effect, to establish order and take over the administration of the country. It
started out as a unilateral, American intervention, but it was ultimately "blessed" by the
Organization of American States [OAS]. Four or five other members of the OAS nations also
sent troops to constitute an OAS peace force. Most of the soldiers were limited to the city of
Santo Domingo because the rest of the country was quiet.

There was a government in power headed by a man named Garcia Godoy. He worked closely
with the OAS representatives there, including Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker, whom I got to
know there. Bunker was a master at gaining people's confidence and imposing a sense of trust
and serenity in very tense situations like this. So it was almost like being--not so much as a
representative to a sovereign foreign country but as a pro-consul, a civilian, political officer
under an army of occupation. Perhaps that sounds a bit extreme.

Q: What was your job then?

SIMCOX: Well, our job was principally a reporting job, showing the flag, and trying to influence
all of the politicians of the democratic parties to work together to try to develop a government
that could take over from the interim government--a truly elected government. So some of us
worked with the Democratic Revolutionary Party under Juan Bosch. My assignment was to work
with him and his group to try to encourage them to participate fully in democratic elections.
Others worked with the "Reformista Party" under Doctor Balaguer. Well, they had the elections,
and Doctor Balaguer won in a landslide. Juan Bosch, who had been elected President before and
been expelled by the [Dominican] military, was badly defeated. There was a good deal of
concern on our part that he would call on his followers to rise up and claim that the elections
were fraudulent. However, in effect, he "swallowed" the election outcome. Balaguer became
President and served for four years and then for an additional four years. I think that, altogether,
he spent 12 years or more as President. He was a very mild mannered, strange man, seemingly
almost timid, a poet. He never married. He lived at home with his mother. But he ruled that
country with efficiency.

STEPHEN BOSWORTH
Rotation Officer
Panama City (1962-1963)

Principle Officer
Colon (1963-1964)

Consular Officer
Panama City (1964)

Ambassador Bosworth was born and raised in Michigan and educated at
Dartmouth College and George Washington University. Entering the Foreign
Service in 1961 he served abroad in Panama, Madrid and Paris before becoming



Ambassador to Tunisia, where he served from 1979 to 1981, to the Philippines
(1984-1987) and to the Republic of Korea (1997-2000). The Ambassador also
was a member of the Department’s Policy Planning Staff, and he played a major
role in the US-Japan Foundation and the Korean Peninsula Energy Development
Organization. In 2009 Ambassador Bosworth was named the President’s Special
Representative for North Korean Policy. He was interviewed by Michael
Mahoney in 2003.

Q: So, you studied Spanish and you were assigned to Panama to do what?

BOSWORTH: Well, at that point they had something called central complement assignments for
young officers. We rotated through the embassy for six months, four months in the economic
section, four months in the political section, etc. As I recall I started in the economic section.
After I’d been in Panama for about a year, the Department decided to close the one man, one
person consulate that we had in Colon on the other side of the isthmus. Our ambassador at the
time.

Q: Who was that?

BOSWORTH: A fellow named Joseph Farland who was a republican. He had been held over by
the Kennedy administration. He was a political appointee and he had made it the opening of the
consulate in Colon, the reopening of it when he had arrived two years previously so that was his
signature accomplishment in Panama. He didn’t want to close it and the Department said, well if
you want to send someone who is now assigned to Panama City to Colon to keep it open, that’s
fine. He designated me to go to Colon and I went there as the principal officer.

Q: Principal and only officer?
BOSWORTH: Principal and only officer. I was 23 years old.
Q: Now, tell me just to quickly, you re there in Panama rotating through the first year.

BOSWORTH: Right.

Q: Do you recall any sense now of what the sort of major issues were or what was confronting
us in those days?

BOSWORTH: Well in Panama in the early 1960s there was only one issue and that was the
control of the Panama Canal Zone. In fact I went to Colon in July of, it would have been 1963
and in January of 1964 there was an explosive series of riots all along the Canal Zone in Colon
and in Panama City. In Colon my first wife and I were living above consular offices so when the
mob marched on the consulate they actually marched on us.

Q. How far was Colon from Panama City?



BOSWORTH: Colon was about an hour and a half by car, just across the Isthmus. You could
take at that point they had the still, they may still have the Transcontinental Railway, which was
the shortest Transcontinental Railway in the world. You could drive back and forth in an hour
and a half or so.

Q: Were the riots, did they just kind of bubble up naturally or where did they suddenly come
from?

BOSWORTH: Well, there was longstanding resentment on the part of the Panamanians
particularly the nationalists that the United States had basically taken the Panama Canal Zone
and built the canal and of course Teddy Roosevelt admitted that he had taken the Panama Canal
Zone to build the canal. So, it was a question of wounded nationalism. Generations of
Panamanian students had come forward dedicated to the proposition of reasserting Panamanian
sovereignty over the Canal Zone and the particular spark for these riots was a demonstration by
American students in the Canal Zone. There had been an agreement I think in 1960 or ‘61 that
the Panamanian flag would fly side by side with the American flag in the Canal Zone. These
American students at the Canal Zone high school sort of had a fit of American nationalism and
became upset with this and they sort of marched on and lowered the Panamanian flag in the
Canal Zone.

Q: What date would that approximately have been?

BOSWORTH: That would have been early January of 1964 and the riots then took place that day
and the next day and for about a week following that.

Q: You were in Colon then?

BOSWORTH: We were in Colon. The national guard, when the national guard which was the
national police force finally moved the mob back away from our building and my wife and I and
our small young son were trapped inside. They finally got the mob dispersed. They were
throwing stones through the windows and all of that. We then after another harrowing series of
moves within Colon were driven out of Colon into the Canal Zone by the number two in the
National Guard. He put us in the back seat of the car and covered us with a blanket.

Q: This was a Panamanian national?

BOSWORTH: These were Panamanian national guards. They drove us across the line into the
Canal Zone. There was a lot of violence going on, sniping, and there had been several deaths. It
was not a pleasant time. We remained in the Canal Zone for about a week. The rioting finally
was quieted down. There was a sort of truce established between Panama and the United States
but they broke diplomatic relations with us and we kept in our embassy in Panama City, we kept
a very small presence.

Q: Was Farland still there?



BOSWORTH: No, Farland was gone by that time. He had a chargé d’affaires, Wallace Stuart.
But Farland had resigned I think in late 1963. We needed people in Panama City to man the
embassy who had consular experience and because I had been vice consul in Colon I had a
consular commission so they sent me back from Colon with my family back to Panama City. We
actually lived in Panama City, moved back into the same apartment we lived in before we went
to Colon. There were I think four or five of us there. Generally except for one person who was in
charge, he had been the chief of the political section. The rest of us were all FSO-7s or 8s, junior
officers. So, we lived in that kind of temporary situation for almost six months and finally
relations were reestablished and I was assigned back to Washington where I became the political
officer on the Panama desk.

Q. Now, did this series of riots lead the United States at that time to begin seriously to
contemplate any change in the situation would you say?

BOSWORTH: Yes and one of the agreements that we reached in order to heal this breach and
begin a process of normalizing relations was that we would look at the possibility of
renegotiating the treaty of 1903.

Q: Was that the first time they had really said that?

BOSWORTH: The first time they’d really addressed that issue. This was Lyndon Johnson’s first
foreign policy act. In July of 1964 1 was sent back, reassigned to Washington and I went on to
the desk and I became a small part of the general effort to reexamine the agreement and try to
begin the process of negotiating a new treaty.

Q: Tell me a little bit, I'm interested in the story about the students in the Zone and so forth.
What was your sense, I mean I have vague memories of the Zonians being the most intense
people about maintaining the status quo. Talk a little bit about your impressions of them in
general, would you? How many of them were there?

BOSWORTH: There were several thousand families there. Many of them had been there for two
and three generations. They operated administered and maintained the Canal, which at that point
was a very important waterway. Many of them had become very inward looking, very
chauvinistic, did not like Panamanians, did not like Panama. Many of them had lived in this ten
mile wide strip of land for nearly their whole lives and had never set foot in the Republic of
Panama. They were an extraordinarily inward looking lot and they recognized rightly as it turned
out that it was a zero sum game between them and the Panamanians. Anything the U.S. gave up
with regard to sovereignty over the Canal Zone was a loss to them. They were American
colonials. In fact they were in this little American enclave, very well paid, lived very well, very
generous fringe benefits and they recognized that as the Panamanians took control of the Canal
they would lose.

Q: What was the administrative structure of the Canal Zone? Was there a governor appointed by
the president or how did that work?



BOSWORTH: Yes, there was a governor appointed by the president and we had our U.S. unified
military command was located there, SOUTHCOM. So, we had the CINC who was a four star
general and we had the Canal Zone governor and the two of them administered the Canal Zone
sort of jointly and the U.S. ambassador in Panama City was the liaison or the link to the
government of Panama. It was a very complicated structure.

Q: Did it work well between the ambassador and the governor in the CINC in general or what
would you say?

BOSWORTH: My sense was that for the most part it was very dependent upon personality. Of
course [ was a very green junior officer. I didn’t have much of an insight or look into the
relationships at the top of the U.S. structure down there. There was a certain amount of
resentment on the part of the Americans in the Canal Zone, resentment of Americans in the
embassy because they didn’t think that we were necessarily representing their interests and in
some ways they were correct.

Q: Was the military in those days, how did they react to the idea that there might have to be
changes in the setup? Did you have any feel for that as early as the years you were there?

BOSWORTH: No, I think at that point there was not much speculation about changes that would
affect the status of the U.S. military, not nearly as much as there was about changes that would
affect the status of U.S. civilians in the Canal Zone. The military, you remember this was just as
we were sort of gearing up for Vietnam. It was also just a couple of years after Castro had come
to power in Cuba. It was a good deal of concern about the influence of communism throughout
Latin America; the alliance for progress had been launched just a year before. So, this was at that
point, Latin America was on the frontier of the Cold War and very much of a sense that we were
in competition with forces that we really didn’t understand very well. We had just launched the
Peace Corps. One of my first jobs in the embassy in Panama as a very green officer was to
negotiate an agreement, which established the Peace Corps program in Panama City. Then I
toured around the country selecting sites for the first group of Peace Corps volunteers. It was a
great experience. That was kind of the spirit of the time.

Q: Why did they want to have a post in Colon? What was its justification?

BOSWORTH: There was no real justification for it except that the second vice president of
Panama, Jose Dominador Bazan, was from Colon. He had lobbied the newly arrived ambassador
in 1960 or ‘61 to open the post, to reopen it or keep it open, one or the other and the ambassador
agreed and it did become sort of a thing of honor or pride. There was no real justification for
keeping it open. In fact as it turned out during the riots, after the riots we closed it, never again to
reopen it because given the physical set up you were part of the Republic which sort of jutted
into the Canal Zone, you were really kind of a staked goat over there with very little ability to
provide for security. I was there when Kennedy was assassinated for example and you can
imagine what that was like for a young FSO to suddenly become the American representative in
a fairly significant, fairly sizeable city when our president and a man whom Panamanians of
course regarded in some ways as their president was assassinated. That was a kind of searing
memory and experience that I will never really forget.



Q: So, despite the fact that the mob came and threw rocks at the windows, you weren’t
disillusioned about this business you were in?

BOSWORTH: No, I wasn’t. I found it all kind of exciting, you know, and I guess I was young
enough not to really be convinced of my own mortality, although it was also terrifying from time
to time. But, no, I found that very, kind of an exhilarating experience.

Q: So, from that, did you ask to go back to the desk or did they just say?

BOSWORTH: They just sent me back. I don’t know, we may have been going through one of
our periodic budget squeezes at that point. Anyway, [ would have preferred probably to go to
another overseas post, but I had never served in the Department and the powers that be thought it
was time for me to go back and I did. As it turned out it was a very good time and a very good
assignment for me because I was three years on the Panama desk at a time when we were going
through this intensive review of what we wanted to do with the Canal Zone. I had a degree of
exposure to senior policy makers and major policy issues that I never would have had and most
junior officers did not have.

Q: Just to review the date thing, you went to Panama in 1962.
BOSWORTH: In March of 1962.
Q: And returned to the desk in?

BOSWORTH: July of ‘64.

DONALD MCCONVILLE
Rotation Officer
Panama City (1963-1965)

Mr. McConville was born and raised in Minnesota and was educated at St.
Mary’s College in that state. After service in the US Army overseas, he joined the
Foreign Service in 1962. Specializing in Economic and Trade issues, Mr.
McConville served in a number of posts abroad, including Panama and Vietnam
as Economic Officer and as Economic Counselor in Korea, Malaysia, Mexico and
the Philippines. In Washington, Mr. McConville also dealt primarily with
International Trade and Economic matters. Mr. McConville was interviewed by
Stuart Kennedy in 2001.

Q: When they asked you what you want to do and where, did you have any thoughts?

McCONVILLE: Well, I’d always had this longing to go to Europe, but I had didn’t have any
language; most of us didn’t; there were some that had had language prior to this but not too many



or not very much. I had had a couple years of Spanish in college, but never could really speak the
language. Europe seemed rather unattainable for me. I had also felt at that point that I might like
working in third-world countries or something other than in the more sophisticated capitals, that
might fit me better. Because I had had some Spanish in college, I sort of then leaned towards
Latin America as one of my choices. So I know that I put down Latin America as one of the
choices. At that time you went off as a junior officer on rotation. There weren’t any strict cones
at all at that time. You were going to go on rotation for six months each in political, admin, econ
and consular in a rotation, but there wasn’t any great emphasis that you had to choose beyond
that. So [ hadn’t given much thought to it. Like most of us, I thought political probably would be
the thing that would appeal to me. Now, since I’d done administrative work in sort of sales
administration, I had come to have a greater appreciation of the administrative function, and that
was probably my second choice. And since I’d done well in consular training, that kind of
appealed to me, that was probably my third choice. But in any event, I did go to Latin America
but my first assignment was Panama. It’s sort of ironic in a way, because had I had one more
month to do in the Army, I would have gone there a number of years earlier as an Army PFC
(Private First Class). In any event, we went through Spanish, and at that time, unfortunately, the
training for world language at FSI (Foreign Service Institute) was only 16 weeks, and 16 weeks
really wasn’t enough. Unless you were in the very fast group, you wouldn’t even get through all
the books in the 16 weeks. I was in the next one behind that - I didn’t get in the most advanced
group - and we didn’t complete all our books. Then there was a regular phenomenon at that time
known as a travel freeze, because they would run out of money in the budget and had to start
cutting things. The budget year at that time, the fiscal year, ended June 30th, I guess, and the new
fiscal year started July 1 rather than October 1 as it is now. We were supposed to go to our first
post in April after we finished with our 16 weeks of language training, but because of the travel
freeze, all junior officer assignments were delayed until July 1, so they had to do something with
us for that extra three months. I was assigned to work for three months in the Office of Fibers
and Textiles in the Economics Bureau (EB) in the State Department. The Kennedy
administration was now in, and Kennedy had come in and, as part of the commitments he had
made in getting elected, he committed to the textile interest that he would get a long-term cotton
textile agreement in place that would put quotas and so forth on cotton textile imports, and in fact
he had succeeded in doing such. This office administered this sort of thing. It was an interagency
group with Commerce and Agriculture and others. I was assigned to work in that office for three
months, unlike some people who were assigned to these three-month assignments and had
nothing to do because they were just an extra in the office and had sort of make work. This
Office of Fibers and Textiles was swamped because of the administration of this, and I was
finding myself suddenly writing. We wrote a lot of airgrams in those days. There were cables,
but with cables you had to be very spare in your writing because they had to be typed out by
hand all the time, so a lot of things were done by airgram. Each Friday, the head of the office
would come back from an interagency meeting and say, “We’re going to inform such-and-such a
country that we’re going to impose quotas on such-and-such products,” then they would set up
negotiations, offer negotiations, and we were either sending out the airgrams informing them,
asking the embassy to inform them. Some of those we did in Washington and others we did
sending it to the embassies to have them done, depending upon the country involved. Or there
were negotiations being set up. Now, I didn’t travel to any negotiations, but for those that were
being done there in Washington, being held in the State Department, I would be assigned to be
part of the discussions and take notes and this sort of thing. So I was kept very, very busy for



three months. It gave me a lot of practical experience. So it ended up being July before we went
off to the assignment. Unfortunately, between that and the fact that we’d had only 16 weeks of

language training - I think I came out with a 2 or 2+ or something like that, out of my language

training; and in Panama English is very widely spoken.

Q: You were there from July of ‘62...

McCONVILLE: No, this would have been ‘63. I joined in September of ‘62, so it was July of
‘63 until about July of ‘65. In fact, my first assignment there was into the consular section for
rotation, and I did immigrant visas. Unfortunately, for the immigrants about 95 percent of the
immigrants in Panama at that time - there were no quotas for Latin America at that time - were
the people of West Indian ancestry who, almost all, were trying to go to the Bedford Stuyvesant
district in New York. The big issue was always public charge, whether or not they were in a
position to be able to support themselves in the United States. For a great many of these
applicants, they were typical to, say, young people in the ghetto or even in much worse
circumstances, and many of them had sixth-grade educations at most and no work skills, no job
experience, and were going to go off to the United States. The odds of them ending up being
unemployed in the United States were very high, so we would have to try to determine that they
had some relatives or somebody there that could help them get started. So mostly it was a
question of overcoming this public charge issue. But these people spoke English as a first
language, English as they spoke it - it was a West Indian form of English. They spoke Spanish,
they were bilingual by this time, but they preferred to speak English, so our interviews were
conducted in English, unlike the non-immigrants, which were mostly Spanish-speaking
Panamanians. So in doing the immigrant visas, again, [ was getting very little exposure to
Spanish and had to go out and sort of force myself all the time to try to get my Spanish up to a 3-
3. That was a big struggle, to come back and get tested and get my 3-3 in Spanish. But other than
that, I had gotten through the rotation and actually I had finished up after about four months.
They wanted me in the econ section because the commercial officer - they had an economic
counselor, an economic officer, and a commercial officer - the commercial officer was
transferred out on very short notice, so they wanted me to come up to the econ section and serve
as commercial officer. So I had actually gotten out of a consular assignment after four months - it
was supposed to be six - and I started working then as commercial officer. I was in a regular job
again as the commercial officer. But in January of 1964 they had the riots in Panama. There had
been a flag incident in the Canal Zone.

Q: At the high school.

McCONVILLE: At the high school, right. It finally erupted into a riot where Panamanians were
firing into the Canal Zone, and it got very bitter. That particular week happened to be my first
tour as duty officer. I was at home. I shared an apartment with another young Foreign Service
Officer. We had an allowance. We didn’t have quarters; we had to find our own place. I got this
call that said, “Are you watching television? Take a look.” We turned it on, and there was a riot.
They were overturning cars downtown and so forth. So they told me to come into the embassy
right away, and I was a duty officer. Well, I got to the embassy. We were in between
ambassadors at that time, and there was a chargé d’affaires and DCM (Deputy Chief of Mission).



Q: Who was that? Do you remember?

McCONVILLE: Right offhand I don’t remember the guy’s name. I remember him well. I can
picture his face, but I just don’t remember the name. The chiefs of the political section, the
economic section, the security officer, military attaché, and that sort of thing were there. I was
the only junior officer, and I was there because I was on duty. There were riots all along the
Canal and border there, at least in the city of Panama. If you’re familiar at all with Panama, one
of the main streets of Panama is the border with the Canal Zone. I guess that’s maybe a couple of
miles away from where the embassy is located. But we were getting all these reports, and, of
course, Washington’s on the phone and I was being assigned all sorts of various duty. Then
sometime in the early hours of the morning, a mob came to the embassy. The embassy was the
only place that the Panamanian National Guard protected. The National Guard was their police
force basically, but they weren’t an army as such. They were just a police force, but they were
called the National Guard, Guardio Naciono. They had surrounded the embassy to protect the
embassy and keep the mob away. But the embassy fronts right on the sidewalk, Balboa Avenue,
and the mob was out there and they were throwing rocks and things and Molotov cocktails at the
embassy. Some of us were wondering whether we were going to get out of there that night, but
the mob finally went away.

Q. Were you getting any assistance from our troops in the Canal Zone?

McCONVILLE: No. All of the gates were closed except one that was sort of an obscure gate that
they kept open. They were very preoccupied themselves. They did not provide any assistance to
the embassy in the way of any sort of troops or anything. We had the Marine guards there. The
USIS (United States Information Service) was located in a separate building perhaps a half a
dozen blocks away, and they also had a USIS library, and the Panamanian government didn’t
protect it, because they said it wasn’t diplomatic property as far as they were concerned, and the
library was burned and the USIS building and offices were ransacked. The next morning the
station chief had sources that were saying that the mob was now armed and was coming back
and would have arms this time. So at some point they decided to evacuate the embassy. In fact,
they had already started hauling out classified. When you mentioned the troops, they did have
some deuce-and-a-halfs that they had brought around to this one entrance that was being kept
open to the Canal Zone.

Q: The deuce-and-a-half being a military two-and-a-half-ton truck.

McCONVILLE: We’d been loading up classified files onto that two-and-a-half-ton truck to haul
them over to the Canal Zone, and the files were jam-packed with this stuff and so forth. You
know, all of those exhortations to keep your classified files limited and so forth. Like most places,
they weren’t, and they had tried to start burning them, but every time they would get this
incinerator going strong enough, the roof would start to catch on fire. They were in constant
contact, of course, with Washington and the White House and so forth, who had been telling
them to burn the classified. But at some point late that morning they finally made the decision - I
think it was made in Washington - to evacuate the embassy. So we were all, those of us who

were there, told to go home - we all had apartments or houses throughout the city of Panama;



there wasn’t any housing as such - and stay at home and try to be careful and avoid going outside
because you didn’t know what attitudes the Panamanians might have toward us.

So we were told to go home. As I say, | was sharing an apartment at that time with another
Foreign Service Officer, young Foreign Service Officer. There was sort of a funny incident that
had happened after I had left that morning. I think the embassy was three or four stories, and the
Marines had cases of teargas at each level to start disbursing in case somebody broke into the
building or something like that, or maybe to leave in the building if they were told to evacuate it
to keep others from trying to get in. But in any event, there was some Marine who had a name
that was something like ‘gas’, and somebody had called out his name and somebody up on the
third floor, I think it was, which was the floor where the ambassador and the DCM were,
hollered down, “Did you call gas?”” He said, “No gas,” and somebody up there started pulling
these canisters out and tossing them on the third floor. So the whole third floor was full of this
teargas. Now, as it turned out, at the very end - they never totally evacuated the embassy - before
the last few people got out - it’s a chancery really rather than the embassy - before the last few
people got out of the chancery, they changed their mind again in Washington and decided that
they wouldn’t totally evacuate the place. That weekend then, the rest of that weekend, we stayed
home listening to the news reports. The Panamanian government was being very jingoistic and
so forth. There were 21 people killed in those riots, 17 or 18 Panamanians and three U.S. soldiers.
Now, most of the Panamanians were actually killed in some fires that were more involved with
looting and so forth, that actually may have been killed by other Panamanians who were keeping
them out of their stores or something. In the PanAm building, I think there were five of them that
were caught in that fire down there. But it was headlined all over the United States. The next
week Time and Newsweek had cover stories on these riots in Panama. So it was a serious
situation. But by Sunday evening my friend and I, the guy I was sharing the apartment with, had
gotten so bored being inside that we decided to venture out a bit and see - we had to take our
chances - and we started going out. The more we went out, the Panamanians themselves were
very friendly and courteous to us. They had a very sharp distinction in their minds between
Americans and Zonians. They detested the Zonians, who they felt were always looking down on
them and had mistreated them and so forth, whereas Americans generally they tended to like.
Most of them had American friends, and a lot of them had gone to school in the United States
and whatever. So we found virtually no hostility directed towards us as individuals. The next
week then the embassy operated more or less normally, but we didn’t have any classified around
for the most part. It had all been hauled away. But that following Friday, I believe it was, about a
week later, there had been negotiations going on to reach some kind of understanding. The
Panamanians had been insisting that the U.S. would have to agree to negotiate on the Canal, to
open negotiations on the status of the Canal, and Lyndon Johnson was publicly saying the United
States would never agree to negotiate under threat of violence, wouldn’t rule out the fact that we
might at some point consider that, but we wouldn’t make a pledge in advance. So they finally
struck some language, and they had settled on the Spanish word ‘discuteer’ - that’s the infinitive
form of the verb - and it was put out. At the time it was put out, the Panamanians locally started
to point out that the word ‘discuteer’ in Spanish, rather than meaning ‘discuss’, had more of an
implication of ‘to argue about something’. So they in fact had gotten a commitment out of us.
When we insisted that was not was intended, they suddenly announced that that was the end of
the talks and they were breaking off diplomatic relations with the United States. That afternoon,
that Friday, in the embassy we were suddenly told to go back to our houses and apartments and




pack small overnight bags and to go over to the Canal Zone. So we all then were over in the
Canal Zone in some barracks and so forth over there and had all been ordered to leave Panama.
We were in the Canal Zone, which is American territory under the terms of the Canal. Then that
weekend they told us - I guess the chargé - that it had now been agreed with Panama that, while
they had broken diplomatic relations, they hadn’t broken consular relations, so that we would be
allowed to operate a consulate until diplomatic relations were reestablished. There were seven
officers on the embassy staff who had consular exequaturs for one reason or another. It was the
chief of the consular section, and the chief of the political section actually had earlier on been the
chief of the consular section and then had moved on. So he still had a consular exequatur because
they had never rescinded it, and there were five of us junior officers. Some of them were in the
consular section at the time, and some were like myself, who had been in it and had the consular
exequatur, no longer in it but still had the consular exequatur. One of those five, incidentally,
was Steve Bosworth, who later on went on to be ambassador in Tunisia and in the Philippines
and now in Korea. Steve, he and his wife, in fact, were the people who met me at the airport
when I arrived in Panama. Steve by this time actually was supposed to have finished up his tour,
but had continued on as the principal officer, only officer, at a consulate we had at Colon at the
time, and he and his wife had been caught over there in the riots, but he was part of this staff.
There were five of us junior officers and consular chiefs. The political guy happened to be
actually the most senior, so he was named the consul general. Then we were allowed to bring
some staff with us, some communicators and a secretary or something like this, and we were
allowed that same weekend to go back into Panama and run a consulate, and so for the next four
months we ran a consulate. We were the embassy in fact. The rest of the people had to stay in the
Canal Zone. They went bonkers over there after a while and really didn’t have much to do, so
they started accelerating transfers and doing a lot of different things to get people moved on
elsewhere as time went on. It was four months later before they finally struck an arrangement
with Panama to come up with a satisfactory statement that restored diplomatic relations. This
absurdity that Panama and we did not have diplomatic relations...

Q: It was something that went on. It was used at that time in some other places. I remember
about a year or two later, I was consul general in Saigon and halfway down the diplomatic list, a
pretty low-ranking officer. We had broken relations with Cambodia but kept consular relations
for a while. I thought there’s a conceivability that I might end up with 50,000 American troops
and all this [inaudible] American representative. Of course, it never would have happened, but it
was of that period where consular relations were a possibility.

McCONVILLE: Well, that’s what we had for four months.
Q: What did you do?

McCONVILLE: Well, mostly consular work, but we did some other reporting and so forth. In
fact, I was put back at that time to run the special consular services, and so for that stretch of four
months I did special consular services. Anyone who’s done plenty of that, you have all sorts of
weird stories with special consular services. But in any event, that was a very unusual situation,
to say the least.



Q: How about Americans there? There must have been a lot of disquiet among Americans in
Panama.

McCONVILLE: Well, certainly in the Canal. Of course, the people in the Canal Zone then didn’t
dare [venture out].

Q: They were a breed apart almost, weren’t they?

McCONVILLE: Many of them were. There were some who really enjoyed Panama, loved
Panama, made a big effort to cultivate friends and acquaintances among the Panamanians, but
the majority tended to look down on Panamanians, tended to stay in the Zone itself, and then
there were those that used to brag about the fact that they almost never went into Panama itself.
Now, the Canal Zone was self-contained. It was like a little American community. They had
practically every kind of organization that you have in a typical small city in the United States,
you had there in Panama: the American Legion, the Boy Scouts, Goodwill. They had almost
everything, and they had their own stores there in addition to the PX’s and so forth on the
military bases, which we had access to, but they didn’t have access to them, the civilians. They
had their own stores there and restaurants and other things, none of them anything very special.
They could live there in that very neatly cultivated Panama Canal area and never venture into the
city of Panama itself. Then, of course, we had significant military at the various military bases in
the Canal Zone. Living in Panama itself there were quite a number of Americans. There were
also people who had dual citizenship and very strong ties to the United States. Almost everyone
spoke fluent English. They clearly were distinct from the rest of Latin America. They had more
experience with Americans than most other Latin Americans. There were things about
Americans that irritated them, but most of them had closer ties with individual Americans than
almost anyone else in Latin America. The idea they’d break diplomatic relations with us was the
ultimate absurdity. It was having a significant economic impact on them, because virtually all of
their economic ties outside were either the Canal or with the United States. Their currency is
actually - they call it the balboa; it’s got a picture of George Washington on it. They use the
American dollar as their currency. They had sent a delegation to the United States to try to argue
for some additional economic aid to assist them during this period of time of broken diplomatic
relations because of their special relationship with the United States. The striking thing about the
arrangement that was made to restore diplomatic relations was that the Panamanians had tried to
insist that we would agree to open negotiations on the Panama Canal, renegotiate the whole
treaty on the Panama Canal. Amazingly enough, at that time there had still been very
considerable thought given to the idea of doing major construction work with atomic explosion,
and so President Johnson came out with an announcement that we indeed would reopen
negotiations on the Panama Canal, but at the same time he also announced that we intended to
build a new sea-level canal in one of four locations, only two of which were in Panama. I think
one was Nicaragua, and I don’t recall what the other one was. But the effect of it was to say that
we would renegotiate the existing treaty and would turn over the Canal to the Panamanians. |
think it was like in 15 years or something, and that was what our proposal would be. But in the
meantime, we would build a new sea-level canal. They would have the old locks canal, if it was
going to be of any value. The sea-level canal might not be in Panama, and that would give us a
lot of leverage about what this negotiation might be all about. This was widely praised in the
United States. Editorials and other commentary from all quarters of the United States were very



laudatory of this brilliant idea. The embassy in Panama - not myself but some of the senior levels
- had been very much involved in helping develop this idea along with the State Department and
others in Panamanian affairs and so forth. By that time we hadn’t named a new ambassador yet. |
think I’m getting ahead of myself at some point, because we didn’t have an ambassador, of
course, during that break in diplomatic relations. Anyhow, they had struck this deal and had
come up with the arrangement. We did get a new ambassador then, and I’'m trying to remember
the name. It was Jack - he later on went on to head the Peace Corps; he was actually Assistant
Secretary for East Asia for a while and then went on to head the Peace Corps. He’s been an AID
(United States Agency for International Development) worker. But the guy who really impressed
me was the DCM who came at the time, somebody named Rufus Smith. Rufus Smith was
probably the finest all-around Foreign Service Officer I ever knew in my entire service. He had a
great deal to do with every success that the embassy had.

Q: Jack Vaughn, was it?

McCONVILLE: Jack Vaughn, Jack Hood Vaughn. He’d been an AID worker actually, an AID
employee, a mid-level AID employee, and then I think on a tour of Africa or something. Then
Vice President Lyndon Johnson and Bill Moyers, who was with him, had been very impressed
by this young fellow they had met in Africa, and when Moyers headed the Peace Corps, he made
Jack Vaughn an assistant director for Latin America or something or other, and that led to his
appointment as ambassador when Johnson got to be President and so forth. But in any event, that
was a totally different period then, because by this time, when we restored diplomatic relations,
virtually the entire staff of the embassy had turned over because of this whole process except for
a few of us who had been there running the consulate. So we had an almost entirely new group of
people in the embassy, a different period entirely. After relations were restored, I was assigned
then to complete my rotation in the economic section. As it happened, just as I got in the
economic section, the economic officer - it was the economic counselor, economic officer and
commercial officer - the economic officer left. So I was given that job, full-time economic
officer job. As it just happened, the man who was the economic counselor had a little different
background than most Foreign Service Officers. He’d grown up in Nicaragua. His parents were
Americans who had grown up in Nicaragua, actually in a coffee plantation there or something
like that. He had started working with the American embassy in Nicaragua as a local hire
American, and eventually was brought into the Foreign Service. In fact, a number of people,
almost all the counselors at that time, everyone between sort of the middle-grade Foreign Service
Officers and the DCM were people who had been Wristonized, as they called it at the time,
people who had been staff people who had been converted to Foreign Service Officers under the
Wriston Program. In any event, one peculiarity about this guy, because he had this coffee
plantation - his whole family still owned it in Nicaragua - every year at a certain time he would
take three or four weeks leave and go up and oversee the harvests or something up there in
Nicaragua of the coffee. I had hardly started in the economic section when he was off on his
three or four weeks, and one of our big tasks at the time was to do the economic trends. There
used to be the six-month economic reports put out by the Department of Commerce but provided
by the economic section of the U.S. embassy. This was, of course, a particularly critical time
because they had had this break in diplomatic relations, riots, and so forth, so there was a great
deal of interest by those who were interested in the economy of Panama and what sort of effect
all of this had on the economy of Panama. They had no economic training of any consequence at



all. Now, you could in Panama, because of the fact that it was a very small place, you could go
around and speak to a lot of people, interview a lot of people, and get a lot of information. So |
started calling people up and going around seeing people, and found doors opened very easily,
talked to a lot of people in the business community and various other places, and I wrote an
assessment of the Panamanian economy and the impact. Essentially my conclusion was that,
while the economy had flattened out, there hadn’t been any serious downturn, and they’d
probably ride this out fairly well as long as confidence would come back before too long. This
economic counselor came back from his three or four weeks in Nicaragua. The thing was due in
a few days. He looked at it, made two or three word changes, and that was it, off it went. Some
weeks later there was a headline in the Panamanian newspapers, “US Says Panamanian
Economy Okay” or something like this, and it’s quoting from this Department of Commerce
publication, and here this was all my work, this guy who had had no real economic training.
Every word of it was mine. In fact, it proved to be pretty accurate as time wore on. It was a pretty
good assessment. As I say, I did like writing and I wrote pretty well, so that part of it came to me
pretty easily. I could write the reports well, and I did really enjoy that experience of going out
and interviewing a great number of people. It was like a lot of journalistic work in many ways.
But my experience in the economic section in Panama persuaded me that I really enjoyed the
economic side of economic relations more than the political, just the fact that it’s a little more
concrete and it just attracted me. In fact, the inspectors came and we had an inspection. At that
time they used to write individual reports on each one of you, and I told the inspectors I had
pretty much decided I wanted to emphasize economic work. There were some other episodes in
Panama. It seemed like every time I was on duty - it was a joke in the embassy - something
major would occur. As I say, my first tour as a duty officer had been the week the riots broke out.
There was a subsequent time there was an election in Panama, and a fellow named Marco Robles
had succeeded as president. He was from the established party. But there had been a fellow who
had been sort of a rogue in Panamanian politics for a long period of time named Arias. He’d
actually been president briefly during the Second World War and showed sympathies with the
fascists, the Nazis and so forth, and quickly there had been a coup that overturned him. He’d
only lasted a few weeks or something like. He’d been banned from running for a number of years
but had just recently been allowed to run again, and here he was campaigning again and he did
very well. He kept insisting that in fact the election had been stolen from him. Our own evidence
was that that wasn’t true, but he had persuaded a number of people of that. So there were a
number of his activists who were starting to throw some bombs around and stir up trouble of
different kinds. This particular weekend, again, when I was duty officer - it also happened to be
right at the same time as the episode in the Dominican Republic where the U.S. intervened and
we had the Marines and the 82™ Airborne in the Dominican Republic - there was a major effort
made by the United States to get the OAS to approve our intervention in the Dominican Republic.
Averell Harriman was sent out by President Johnson to visit these Latin American countries. He
visited 14 countries in six days or something like that. I had just gotten home for supper and
suddenly the phone rings and it’s somebody saying that there had been some communication
from a plane coming up from Colombia or something or other, a military craft of some kind,
Averell Harriman was on it, and he’d already been in communication with the chargé. By that
time, Ambassador Vaughn had gone off to be suddenly pulled out to be Assistant Secretary for
East Asia, and Rufus Smith again was the chargé at that point. Harriman had suddenly decided at
the last moment that he wanted to stop in Panama. He was supposed to come there on a military
aircraft to Albrook Air Force Base, I guess it was, but he decided he wanted to call on the



president of Panama and also seek to persuade him to support it. This is again what struck me:
Rufus Smith managed to arrange inside of a few hours for an appointment with the president of
Panama for Harriman, who was landing out at the airport and was going to be there for relatively
few hours but was going to switch in Panama to commercial aircraft and leave sometime in the
early morning hours going back to Washington. In any event, I was being asked to come back
down to the embassy because they wanted me to be on hand while this was taking place. There
was one group going to meet him at the airport and another group doing something else, and I
was supposed to be the person in between and be at the embassy and be able to communicate
with both groups. While this was happening, the new ambassador was arriving - well, I think the
new ambassador’s arrival was a little bit separate. In any event, Harriman did come, and Rufus
Smith did manage to arrange a call on the president and set up that appointment within a few
hours of getting the instruction. There was that call made, and then I remember being at the
embassy. Smith came back and said that Harriman was leaving on a commercial flight about four
o’clock in the morning and that he had insisted that Smith not come out the airport to see him off,
but Smith felt somebody from the embassy ought to be there, and since I was the duty officer, I
was it. So I went home with an hour’s sleep or something and was then back out to the airport to
see Harriman off. The plane was delayed for about a half hour and we ended up spending a half
hour or so there at the airport, a half hour or 45 minutes. It was just Harriman, myself, and one of
his aides. I’d brought some cables for him from the embassy that had come in at the time, and he
was reading these cables with this aide. It was probably a half hour or 45 minutes, but sitting
there with Averell Harriman, and he was ruminating about his visit down in Latin American and
about the fact of what was happening in the Dominican Republic. I don’t remember how old he
looked at the time, but he was already probably 78 or something like. The guy had hit 14
countries in six days or something like that. I still remember that half hour, 45 minutes or so, to
sit there and listen to Harriman rumble on. It was quite an experience.

I think the episode with the ambassador arriving was a separate one shortly thereafter. The
ambassador was supposed to arrive at the airport - [ was again duty officer. The Dominican thing
was still going on, because I was called in to the embassy to see two cables, again on the
Dominican situation, and they were classified, so as duty officer, I was supposed to pick up the
classified cables and decide whether or not somebody needed to be notified any action. There
were two immediate cables, or immediate action cables. I went into the embassy and was sitting
up in the communications room. At that time, the communicator had to type these things up, so I
was sitting there with him while he’s typing this up, and suddenly there’s a loud explosion
outside. We looked at each other, and I went dashing out the door - we were on about the third
floor or something like that - and went downstairs. The Marine guard was there, and he was
starting to go out the big front doors of the embassy. I went out with him. We got out there, and
there was smoke drifting off and the smell of powder and so forth. Somebody had thrown a
bomb at the embassy. The new ambassador, a guy named Chuck Adair, had arrived and all the
big wheels in the embassy had been out to the airport to meet him and then were going to
convene at the ambassador’s residence and have a few drinks with him welcoming him in. I
knew they were all there, and I called them and asked to speak to the political counselor, a man
named Henry Kaler, and I say, “Henry, we’ve got a couple things. First of all, we’ve got two
cables on the Dominican situation, at least one of which will require action tonight, and
somebody threw a bomb at the embassy.” The DCM or chargé - DCM by this time, I guess -
Rufus Smith was there. So I repeated it to him. So they all came down to the chancery at that



point. [ remember one of them came walking back into the embassy carrying the sort of charred
remains of this bomb. Then they called over to the bomb squad at the Canal Zone, and they came
over to take a look at this thing and promptly told these guys that this was still unexploded sticks
of dynamite that they had in their hand there, that the detonator had gone off but apparently the
dynamite itself probably had been sitting somewhere where it had gotten very damp or
something for too long and hadn’t actually exploded and they were carrying around some live
dynamite yet. It had only been actually the detonators that had gone off. Had the dynamite itself
gone off, it would have probably blown a hole in the side of the embassy. That was the groups
that were so unhappy about the election and so forth, and they tossed this bomb at us. These
kinds of things seemed to happen every time I was the duty officer. So it was a very interesting
period of time when I was there. I really enjoyed the experience in the economic section, and
then by this time, because of all these interruptions, they only had about four months left and
they had suggested to me, “Look, we can split that time between admin and political, but it might
make more sense - we could really use you in admin - if we kept you four months in admin and
make more use of you.” I said that was fine with me, because by that point I really didn’t think I
had a lot of interest in the political side. I really wanted to be in economic, and I thought admin
might be a fallback because of my own experience. So I worked in the admin section for four
months. Again, there were things about the admin operation that appealed to me, but the
economic was clearly my first choice. My next assignment was the Philippines.

Q: Okay. I'd like to end at this point here, and we’ll pick this up the next time. You went off to
the Philippines when?

McCONVILLE: “65.

JOHN N. IRWIN II
US Representative
Panama Canal Treaty Negotiations (1963-1967)

Ambassador John N. Irwin, Il was born in lowa in 1913. He was a partner in a
law firm for several years before he began his work with the government. He was
the U.S. Representative in negotiations for the new draft of the Panama Canal
Treaty from 1965 to 1967, Under Secretary of State in 1970, Secretary of State in
1972, and ambassador to France from 1973-1974. This interview was conducted
by Gordon W. Evans on May 30, 1991.

IRWIN: That opportunity came in 1963, I think it was. President Johnson had asked the former
Secretary of the Treasury, Robert Anderson, to negotiate with Panama, and asked if [ would help
Secretary Anderson, which I was happy to do. That was a part time job, maybe fifty percent
negotiating and fifty percent practicing law in New York. As a matter of fact I did most of the
negotiations, keeping in touch with Secretary Anderson so he could participate to what ever
degree he wished.



We ultimately reached an agreement with the Panamanian negotiators, of which there were three,
and both presidents, President Johnson and the then president of Panama approved the agreement
and were willing to sign, but this was in June 1968, perhaps, or 1967, I am a little uncertain, in
any case the president of Panama said "we have an election in September and it is now already
June, even though I approve the treaty I think it would be wiser politically here in Panama if we
waited until after the election. My party will undoubtedly win, I will not be the president, but my
successor, whom I have talked to, will approve the treaty and he will have the support of the
electorate, having just been elected." That was a good plan, but his party was defeated, the
opposition took over and two weeks later there was a military coup which remained in power
until relatively recently. So the agreement was never executed, although the impetus which it
started continued and in the late 60's or perhaps even later, Ambassador Bunker and Ambassador
Sol Linowitz took over the job of negotiating a treaty with Panama, which they accomplished
and which was signed and ratified by our Senate and is now the law in the sense of international
law and having revoked the 1903 treaty which was certainly unpopular in Panama, and other
countries in South America who supported Panama, even though there was a strong element in
the United States that said we received it, it was a legitimate treaty that was negotiated back in
1903 and we should not give it up. My personal view, while understandable, was short sighted. If
we had kept the Canal, at the very least there would have been bad relations, not only in Panama
but in other Central American countries and in South America and at worst it could have been
the type of guerrilla, not real warfare, but attacks on ships or parts of the Canal. As a historical
note, those people who said we had a legitimate agreement with Panama in 1903, that is correct,
but also it could be stated that in essence the United States encouraged Panama to have a
revolution against Colombia, which at that time owned Panama, or considered it part of it. It
became two countries, Colombia and Panama, and then we negotiated the 1903 agreement with
the new government which we had just helped free itself from Colombia. So you have all this
type of background and one can argue both sides.

Actually the treaty accomplished by ambassadors Bunker and Linowitz is better than our treaty
considerably, more simple, and that can be ascribed to the fact of the maturing of the views of
some of congressmen and senators. When we began negotiating we had to keep in very close
touch with the Senate and the House too, and to be sure that we only negotiated what we could
get confirmed by the Senate. Whether we were right or wrong, we felt that we had to have more
restrictive agreements than Ambassador Bunker and Ambassador Linowitz were able to succeed
in accomplishing. I think it is partially because they did not have quite the difficult attitudes in
the Senate that existed those five to ten years earlier.

CLYDE DONALD TAYLOR
Consular Officer
Panama City (1964-1966)

Ambassador Clyde Donald Taylor was born in Columbia in 1937. After receiving
his bachelor’s degree from Wheaton College in 1959 he received his master’s
degree in interdisciplinary studies from American University in 1961. His career
has included positions in Panama City, Canberra, San Salvador, Teheran, and an



ambassadorship to Paraguay. Ambassador Taylor was interviewed by Charles
Stuart Kennedy in January 1996.

TAYLOR: In Spring of 1964, I was assigned to Panama as Vice Consul.

Q: Being born in Colombia and having this background, had you had Latin America as
something you were going to point yourself towards?

TAYLOR: Well, it was the language that I had, not real well, but I had some Spanish. And I had
taken several courses at the graduate level in Latin American regional studies. So I remember
that my first preferences in the assignment processes were in Latin America, and my first
assignment was to have been in Caracas. That was an interesting introduction into the Foreign
Service assignment process, because on the day we were being moved, I was told that the
position I was going to was being filled by someone from Maracaibo because they shouldn’t
have assigned that person to Maracaibo. And so here we were the day of the move, and my
assignment was canceled, and my in-laws were already in New York to see us off on the boat,
and we had known about that assignment for nine months.

Q: You got to Panama when?

TAYLOR: In April of 1964.

Q: You were there from April ‘64 until when?
TAYLOR: Until, I think it was June of ‘66.
Q: What was your job in Panama?

TAYLOR: I was the Vice Consul for everything except visas. I handled citizenship services, a
very big Federal benefits program, a lot of relations that involved the Republic of Panama, with
the government of the Canal Zone, and with the military in the Canal Zone, so I often said I
worked with three governments. It was a fascinating job.

Q. Could you describe sort of the political situation there, because including the Canal Zone,
which as you indicated was sort of a government unto itself, although it was American, and at
that time, also the Panamanians.

TAYLOR: We arrived just, I think, about three weeks after relations were reestablished after the
January 1964 riots over that flag incident at Balboa High School. So we arrived in a city where
the cars that belonged to Canal Zone employees who resided in the Republic, and the had the
letter “Z” at the beginning of their license plates, those cars were burned, and they were all over
the city. It was a city that was still traumatized by those events; there were, I don’t know, some
21 that I believe were killed. There had been a period of time when Panamanians could not
transit their own country because the Canal Zone was closed to them to cross.



It was a very difficult time politically. Effectively, all arrangements were back on the table in
terms of whether U.S. military people could live off base, whether Panama Canal Company
people could continue to live out of the Zone in the Republic, and what arrangements
Panamanians would have in the Zone itself. Interestingly, you had a Canal Zone was under the
Fifth Circuit Court of the United States. For all one’s preparation, you had to see the Canal Zone
to believe it. I mean, it was really the last U.S. colony; the contrast between the Republic and the
Zone was night and day; it was sort of a pristine babysat area as the Canal Zone residents felt
very safe letting their children move about at will in the Zone. But there were a lot of tensions.

The anomalies that existed still stick out in my mind. For example, a Panamanian resident
arrested in the Zone would not be provided a lawyer or an interpreter when they were hauled into
the U.S. Zone Court. There were a lot of areas of discrimination. A lot of us felt that even the
slogan on the Canal Zone license plate was a major diplomatic affront, because it said, “Dividing
a country to unite the world,” and a lot of Panamanians saw that as just sort of turning the knife.

We had as an Ambassador when we first arrived Jack Vaughn who had many, many talents. I
think he later was head of Peace Corps, and had just been Associate Director of Peace Corps for
Latin America. But he quickly became known for his antipathy toward the Canal Zone, and that,
frankly, didn’t help. He would not accept protocollary and social invitations in the Canal Zone,
and those often passed to me, a very young Vice Consul. And so I often spoke when they wanted
anyone from the Embassy at Veterans of Foreign Wars, and VA affairs, and as my job would
require, I got to know the port captains on both the Atlantic and Pacific, and went to a number of
just civic affairs in the Zone. I found some, as you will anywhere, very delightful people. There
was unfortunately just a small minority of Canal Zone residents that took advantage of where
they were geographically; they learned Spanish, they learned the local history and culture, and in
fact, there was virtually no cultural activity of note in the Republic that was not either initiated or
didn’t benefit from major support from Canal Zone residents. So while the vast majority of them
lived unto themselves, there was a very active and commendable minority that were good
citizens, good guests in that Republic.

Q: What type of government was there in Panama at that time?

TAYLOR: Well, it was a military-supported government as you would find throughout most of
Latin America in the 1960s, even later. Panama had been a history of fraudulent and contested
elections, coups and anti-American riots. By April 1964, when we arrived, Panama was quieting
down after the January riots, but it was in a run up to Presidential elections. Panamanians took
their elections very seriously; voting was very high, even illiterate people converged on positions,
on candidates. I remember our maid had campaign posters all in her room. And the issue of the
Canal always was in the middle of their elections. The candidates’ rhetoric had a degree of
shrillness in their proclamation of sovereignty and redress of injustices; that was the outward
sign. Underneath, there were distinct levels on commitment on cooperating with the U.S.
Government. In the end, Marco Robles won but was challenged by previous President Arnufo
Arias, who alleged fraud.



Q: I don’t know Panama at all, but was there the usual thing of society as a gap between the
wealthy who maybe work with the military and are doing quite well, run in sort of the top social
circle, and then the minor commercial class, and then you go down, or not?

TAYLOR: That’s very accurate. A lot of it had to do with color; of course. Throughout Latin
America the relatively light-skinned people tended to be in the elite. There was a very interesting
schism in the Black community, which was West Indian. Those who had been imported by the
French on their attempt to build the Canal and had then stayed, regarded themselves as
significant socioeconomic step above the West Indians that were brought in by the Americans.
These West Indians were trying to maintain their culture, including their own churches and
schools, usually Methodist or Episcopal. Their difficulty arose when they retired from the Canal
Company, because at that point they had to leave their communities in the Canal Zone and move
in the Republic. Then, some of their progeny who did not work for the Canal Company wanted
English-language schools as key to maintaining their culture. A very prominent newspaper was
still in English, there was a significant English subculture among this group of immigrates. In
contrast, the first group of West Indians had integrated into the Panamanian society and had
pretty much left their language. This contest was a real element in the discrimination the “new”
West Indians experienced.

As you said, there was a very small upper class, what would stand for an aristocracy in the
country, and that class was generally landed and was moving into commerce. A lot of them had
businesses that related to the Canal Company. The whole function of the Canal, probably in its
secondary, tertiary economic effects counted for, in those days, probably 25-30% of the economy.

Q: Was the embassy pretty much embraced by the equivalent to the aristocracy or not? I mean,
was...

TAYLOR: Well, we had a few Foreign Service Nationals who came out of that aristocracy, as
embassies did back in those days. In fact, the one accorded the unofficial title as most senior
local worked for me. She was a very refined lady, but could become very contentious in
providing services to some from the Canal Zone who she sensed were condescending toward
Panamanians.

We had, I think, a pretty good range of contacts, including with the labor elements. We had those
in the Chiriqui Land Company, which belonged to United Fruit, and had its labor problems up in
the west toward the Costa Rican border. We had a consulate at David in that region in those days
that. Cuban influences were there as elsewhere, particularly through the labor sector; and so we
paid attention to labor.

There was friction, of course, with our own military; some of it was healthy, some not. Military
units had civic action projects that we certainly liked, but they would tend to not be coordinated
with AID, which was often likely to be engaged in similar activities. The Panamanians, who had
very few areas in which they could exercise sovereignty, tended to exaggerate the areas in which
they did, to the point where some of it was, frankly, a little ridiculous. We would provide out of
the Canal Zone air bases medical emergency transport from all around the country into Panama
hospitals. This required overflight clearances, and they were exacting in this because this was an



exercise in which they could exercise sovereignty. They were picayunish; they wanted to know
the full names of everyone who’d be on the helicopter, the tail numbers, exact flight plans, and
all these things that sometimes we didn’t have all of that as soon as we wanted to, and yet,
somebody was in jeopardy. One could appreciate their need to exercise sovereignty where they
could, and yet, they picked some funny areas to do it. I remember as evidence of the dominant
U.S. Presence, and I’ll close with this, that their Foreign Ministry was divided into two
arcas/bureaus: one, relations with the United States, and the other, relations with the rest of the
world.

Q: What about the Canal Zone, when you were there. In the first place, what was sort of your
attitude, and you might say, of the embassy, was there a feeling that, you know, this isn’t going
to last, that eventually something will have to be done about this, or not?

TAYLOR: Well, if you reviewed our various Executive Agreements (and after the January 1964
riots modifications were being made and President Johnson had declared the U.S. Intention to
renegotiate the Panama Canal Treaty), you could see a long history that did not point favorably
toward U.S. implementation. Typically, what happened is that there would be by Executive
Agreement some commercial concession for Panamanians to participate in specified commercial
activities with the Canal Company, in the Canal Zone, or just concerning our presence in the
Zone. Or there was an agreement, central to the riots in January, on where the U.S. flags would
be flown in the Zone. And there were areas stipulated where if one flag was flown, both would
be flown. And you could see that time after time, Canal Zone residents, Americans, would take
those Executive Agreements to U.S. Federal Court and tie them up in legal knots, at minimum
delaying implementation. Thus, there was a well-founded perception on the part of many
Panamanians that what we were doing lacked good will. Because their legal system was much
more politicized, they concluded that the actions in our courts likewise reflected political
considerations. It was clear that Panamanian concerns over the conditions under which U.S.
operated the canal were heating up and were unlikely to go away. This was complicated by the
lively issue in those days over the prospect of a sea level canal, a development that could
radically change the politics as well as economics of the canal.

Q: Sea level canal was basically through Nicaragua, wasn’t it?

TAYLOR: The two key options discussed were one in Panama and one in Nicaragua. One of the
things that stands out in my mind that affected Foreign Service life was that we were accredited
to the Republic of Panama, and I would say there was strong consensus in the Embassy that we
were doing things that were inimical to the accreditation. In lieu of having allowances that
compensated for what was a high cost situation in the Republic, our government gave us access
to the Canal Zone commissaries and the military PXs. The result of that was obvious: we tended
to go into the Canal Zone for our shopping, for our recreation, to go to the movies, to play golf,
use their recreational vehicles, so our leisure, our out-of-office lifestyle was too much directed
toward a community where we had no accreditation, where we had no business. And
Ambassador Vaughan quite rightly tried to do everything possible to get us to focus on the
Republic, and he tried to work this around its issue and didn’t succeed.



This Embassy optic was aggravated by the period when relations were broken, because
employees who were in a transit or insecure accommodation status in Panama City moved into
the Canal Zone. Some moved into the old Tivoli Guest House, a hotel, and once settled, stayed.
So you had, in the extreme, people living in the Canal Zone working in the Embassy; the
Ambassador did end that. But I’'m always struck by the anomalous situation of being accredited
to a Republic and then having our lifestyle too much oriented to what was, in effect, a U.S.
colony.

Q: We have some of the same problems, don’t we, in Tijuana even today, where you have people,
consular officers and families and all, living in the San Diego area, and commuting on a daily
basis. Maybe that’s stopped, I don’t know. We have this a lot, of course, in Europe, where our
people do their shopping in major commissaries and PXs, including those out of country. And to
the extent that they do that, they re not getting to know the local shopkeepers, and walking the
local streets, and it’s an economic determination but it’s unfortunate to the role of a diplomat,
which should be to try and mix and get to know people. By the way, I can’t remember exactly
when the Dominican intervention came - was that while you were in Panama, or not?

TAYLOR: I think I was in Australia at that point.

Q: Okay, fine, if you don’t remember, [ was just wondering... Then you left there in ‘66. Oh, by
the way, how about consular cases? Arrest cases.

TAYLOR: The workload in Panama was fascinating, each aspect of it. I worked with the
military to develop arrangements and information on how we could encourage our residents in
the Canal Zone, military and civilians, to drive the Inter-American Highway to Central America
and to the States when they went on their transfers and holidays. We thought that that would be
good for diplomacy and good for their personal growth. So we developed maps and booklets and
through our embassies tried to facilitate such travel. That was a fun exercise.

I was interview for a five-part series in the Los Angeles Times, that was called “The End of the
Road,” referring to Panama City as (save 38 miles) the end of the Inter-American Highway until
it resumed in Colombia. It consisted of anecdotal stories I gave the reporter each representing a
case where people did not know we were the end of the road.

And this responds to your question about my workload, because I averaged in each of those two
years some 300 welfare and protection cases, defining a case as that which took at least an hour.
And the bulk of those were young people who would come down as far as Panama and would
assume that they could easily get on a ship back to the States. What they did not know was that
there was a huge resident seaman’s community in Panama, and a lot of these people didn’t want
to work full-time, so they were available. There were a lot of them, and they had their seamen’s
cards. So the typical case was two to four students would show up in the office in the morning,
and they’d be down to their last few dollars, and they would want that repatriation loan from the
State Department that had been made famous by Lee Harvey Oswald. They’d say, “Hi, Cons,
where’s my money?” That’s the way the conversation would start. I inherited a small fund from
the local American Society, and to this day I’'m proud of the fact that that fund was diminished
by, I think, $50 during my two years. I managed to get money from everybody’s family, get



some old loans repaid, and only take one loan out of that repatriation, and that was for a large
Puerto Rican family of eight.

But we had peculiar cases: we had those who tried to breach the Darien Gap (where the Inter-
American Highway becomes a swampy, jungle stretch) in an amphibious jeep and got stuck. We
had people who would assume they could just drive from Panama to South America. I remember
two Jehovah’s Witnesses out of New York who drove all the way down to Panama on their way
to Belem, Brazil. They walked into my office, pointed to strip maps and other maps from AAA,
and said, “AAA told us to go into the Embassy in Panama, and you would give us the rest of the
strip map.” When I explained to them that they could not drive from Panama to the east coast of
South America, they were appalled, and likewise, that they couldn’t drive to South America at all.

Q: Particularly during the ‘30s and up to the ‘60s, there was great talk about the Pan American
Highway, where you could go...

TAYLOR: You could go 38 miles from Panama south to Chepo, and then it ended. And then you
hit swamp. But a number of folk would come to Panama by road or otherwise and think it was
easy for them to go by road from there on.

Q: Well, how did the Panamanians deal with, I mean, how did you find the Panamanian police
and authorities dealing with Americans who got in trouble there?

TAYLOR: Well, they were quite cooperative, because basically, what we wanted to do was get
them out of our jurisdiction, and they didn’t want them in their jails if they didn’t have to be. A
lot of the incidents related to the military, and of course, the military had people that worked
those, and I worked with the military enforcement and judicial folk. We had a community of
pensioners, a large community of West Indian pensioners, that was our Federal Benefits Program,
and that’s another story of service. But we had a small community of Americans that would find
it inexpensive to live in rural parts of Panama, and they created difficulties, because they often
died intestate families or their U.S. Relatives couldn’t reach them. And then we also had a small
workload, small in number but large in difficulties, of people who would fly from Miami to
Panama - it was about $63 in those days - and it seemed that there was a high number of people
with mental problems, people who were under U.S. Veterans Administration or other U.S.
Governmental care, who weren’t mentally well, and they would come to our attention because
they were doing peculiar things in some small town in Panama, and we had to deal with those,
and try to repatriate them by a return flight to Miami.

Q: In those days, though, you could kind of, with cooperation, really get somebody to get a
tranquilizing shot and get them on the plane.

TAYLOR: Well, this confesses almost a breach of human rights here, but on several occasions,
we would arrange with authorities in the Canal Zone to drive one of these unwell folk into the
Canal Zone and have them arrested, and then during that period of detention without charges,
transport would be arranged to send them back to Miami, and it would be covered by the old
HEW. And so, it would move into domestic resources of the U.S. Government, and all the



arrangements would be handled by the Canal Zone. That’s because we developed good
cooperation there.

And same on deaths. The Canal Zone had a crematorium, and a mortuary that we were able to
use. This worked well through the first year of my tour, and then we hit another manifestation of
Panama's exercise of sovereignty. They caught on to this use of the Canal Zone, and realized that
there was money in the mortician business, and so they prohibited any transfer of American
bodies into the Canal Zone. Not surprisingly, my second year witnessed some very messy and
contentious death and returned bodies cases.

Q: The drug culture hadn’t really hit at that point.
TAYLOR: No, I had never heard of drugs at that point. We had a lot of contraband activity.
Q: Contraband being what?

TAYLOR: Well, it was tobacco, liquor, and electronic appliances, because Panama had duty free
zones in both ends of the Canal. There was a heavy trans shipment business and things would
somehow (local corruption) leak out; goods would go from the duty free zone and be flown to
Curacao or to other islands, other parts of Latin America, and enter illegally.

The odd kind of thing is you’d have contrabandists come to the Embassy with complaints that
their plane was stolen, or complaints that were over some civil air issue when they were in the
contraband business. Clearly, the business was so well established that they felt comfortable in
pursuing rights they might otherwise have had. Those were interesting cases.

Q: Of course, we were at the height of a Cold War, and the Panama Canal being one of the most
strategic sites, did the Cold War intrude at all, spies, that sort of thing, saboteurs, or Cuban
problems, or anything like that that you re aware of?

TAYLOR: Well, yes. Of course, Cuba was very much on our radar screen by the 1964-66 period.
We had revolutionary pockets, particularly up in the western part of Panama. There were caches
of weapons found up there in some of the guerrilla movements in Panama. I can remember one
cache of weapons and information found in which all of the homes in the Canal Zone had been
allocated to revolutionaries by house number and name.

Q: What was Castro’s, Feguretta was in charge....

TAYLOR: Very active in the western part of the country, supported by the labor union
movement centered in Porto Armuelles. This was a period of a lot of political activity that had
support out of Cuba and out of Moscow, so we did a lot of ship watching in that Canal area. We
had a very large intelligence community based both in our military bases in the Canal Zone, as
well as in the Republic.

We witnessed a lot of anti-U.S. demonstrations. There’s a comical aspect on this. A typical
demonstration would form up in the old sector of Panama City, probably 12 blocks from the



embassy. Sometimes we would say that up to half the demonstrators were “watchers/intelligence
types in the pay of the U.S. Government. One or two embassy people would go down there, and
over time, got to know all the people in the employ of the intelligence services based in the
Canal Zone, and it was almost akin to the story in the U.S. that the only reliable members of the
Communist Party were FBI informants. It was almost that way in Panama.

The typical drill would be that this demonstration would form up, and their target was the
American Embassy. They would come toward the embassy, and about two blocks from the
embassy, the National Guard would stop them, and usually send off some tear gas. Almost
without fail the prevailing wind brought that tear gas to the embassy. I don’t know to this day
whether or not those demonstrators ever learned how effective they were, but we would get that
tear gas into our air system in the embassy, and often, there were some very pernicious effects.
But I don’t think, looking back, that hardly a week passed that we didn’t have some security
incidents; bomb threats. I remember one bomb was laid right outside my office door; if it had
gone off there would have been a six-foot diameter hole. A lot of this reflected the political ill
will in the aftermath of the riots.

Q: You might explain. You mentioned the flag thing at Balboa High School, but you might just
put that into perspective as to what it was.

TAYLOR: This related to the agreement I alluded to earlier, that talked about... It was an
agreement between the U.S. and Panama as to where the U.S. flags would be flown in the Canal
Zone and where it must be accompanied by a Panamanian flag. Either schools were on the list to
fly any flag or if they did it would be a case for a parallel Panamanian flag. This didn’t sit well
with most Canal Zone Americans. At Balboa High School, some American students raised the
American flag, and it was up there for some hours. You’ve got to remember, the Zone is only ten
miles wide, and this was at the edge of that ten miles, right close to Panama City, and the word
got out very quickly that one flag was up. So some students came in from the Republic carrying
the Panamanian flag to rise also. And the rest is history: riots ensued, and it escalated, and there
were a lot of burnings in the city, the Pan Am building was burned, and people were - about 21, |
think - were killed. Again, if you read the history of this, most of the people killed were looters.
The ironically sad thing about the building where Pan Am was was that it was owned by the
Social Security Administration of Panama, and just leased in part by Pan American Airways. But
Americans were targeted, and it was, in a sense, a straw breaking a camel’s back; there were just
a lot of grievances, a lot of complexes, and this incident ignited those. And so it took the two
governments back to the drawing board. President Johnson, as soon as this happened, said that
there would be a new treaty.

Q: When you left there, then, is there anything else we should cover, do you think? How did your
wife find it?

TAYLOR: Those were the days when the Foreign Service wife was two for the price of one,
very much under the discipline of the Foreign Service establishment. Ginny was an elementary
school teacher, had just dominated what was called in those days “the new math,” and the
Ambassador’s wife, Mrs. Vaughn, was fascinated by this. Then, recall that I said earlier that her
husband viewed the Canal Zone as sort of an object of missionary zeal, and we had to convert



them. And so between the Ambassador and Mrs. Vaughn, they were encouraging my wife
strongly to teach in the Canal Zone, both because she had this new math education, and because
they, the Zone, needed people from State Department. So once we got settled and had a maid
looking after our child and what have you, Ginny did substitute teaching, and eventually, at their
urging, she was a full-time teacher in the Canal Zone.

The reaction of the DCM’s wife was interesting, because she, in writing, told Ginny that this in
no way would relieve her of her obligations as an embassy spouse, to take her turn on charitable
activities and embassy activities. I remember even in the period when she was substitute teaching,
she had agreed to a two- or three-week period, and the DCM’s wife arranged for the monthly tea
to be in our apartment without ever checking with my Ginny. She expected my wife to cancel her
substitute teaching. That was not atypical at that time. It made for an interesting climate in those
days.

Our housing situation for us three was adequate but definitely not luxurious. The other identical
apartment in our building was occupied by a single embassy secretary. I remember the
inspections in those days. We had an inspection team of four come through, and we were all told
to sign up for which nights we would entertain the inspectors, and that they could open anything
in our apartment - our closets, bureaus, dressers, what have you. I recall we invited the lead
inspector, a former Ambassador, and another inspector. They came out, and the Ambassador just
sat there and drank about half a bottle of Scotch and went sound asleep, and the other person was
embarrassed and delightful. It was an interesting period. I recall this especially later when I was
in charge of inspections. The contrast was night and day, with current practice being a polite,
“The inspectors would be pleased to be included in your scheduled representational activities.”

Q. We're talking about 1966, you left Panama.

TAYLOR: Well, the Service in those days was changing. We were moving then into
specialization, and I remember the inspectors asked me, when they came, in effect, “What do
you want to be when you grow up?” And the specific question was, “Where do you see yourself
in the next five years?” And we had heard so many things as to where the Foreign Service was
going, | said, with full respect, “Well, I’'m really committed to the Foreign Service as a career, so
if you tell me where the Foreign Service is going to be in five years, I could answer that question,
because basically, I will respond to how the Foreign Service is moving.” So we then did get our
options, and I remember carefully considering these new functional designations, and chose to
go into the economic area. I had had some economics in undergraduate and graduate, but it
certainly wasn’t my strong suit, but I saw it as an area that was developing, and I was fascinated
by some of the things I had done in some economic surveys in Panama, even as a Consular
Officer. So my next tour was to Canberra, as the number two Economic Officer.

Q: So you took home leave and then went to Canberra.

TAYLOR: That’s right.

Q: How did your wife feel about the Foreign Service at this time?



TAYLOR: Well, we’d had a rocky arrival for our first overseas tour. You recall that we prepared
to be posted to Caracas where we had been told to bring a year’s supply of everything; we had
sold our car because it was not suitable for the hills and servicing available in Caracas, and had
gone in hock to buy a new car, and so we, in those days people eschewed debt, and we were in
debt. Posted then to Panama, it took us a full two years to pay off these consumer loans, and here
we were in the land of the PX, and we brought all of our toothbrushes and the like with us for
two years. So it was a rocky start financially, but she enjoyed her teaching, we had good friends,
both Panamanian and in the Canal Zone, and I think we look back at that as a very good period.
We still have friends from that period.

STEPHEN BOSWORTH
Panama Desk Officer
Washington, DC (1964-1967)
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Q: July of ‘64 and were on the desk for three years?
BOSWORTH: Yes.

Q: Okay. You re there on the desk and it’s the same central issue, which is the question of the
canal?

BOSWORTH: Right.

Q: We’ll come back to that, but were there other things that as a desk officer you spent much
time on?

BOSWORTH: Yes, although frankly they kind of pale in my memory in comparison with the
issue of the Canal Zone. Sure, I got involved in some multilateral questions that we wanted
Panama’s vote on. I got very involved.

Q: In the UN?



BOSWORTH: In the UN. I got very involved in some of the internal political issues that had
direct and indirect implications for the question of the Canal Zone and its status. I became; I was
sort of seized with the notion of knowing more about Panama, its history and its current
condition than anyone else in the U.S. government. So, I used to work at this pretty hard and I
think probably did make that, achieve that position in terms of its internal politics, its economy
which was fairly small and insignificant. Its history, its background. It’s a strange little country
because it is really very much an artificial relation.

Q: Right. How did the government set itself up then to deal with this problem with the Canal?
What kind of structure did it have to work on?

BOSWORTH: Yes. President Johnson appointed as a special representative a fellow named
Robert Anderson who had been secretary of the treasury and was an old Johnson crony.

Q: Not a Latin American expert?
BOSWORTH: Not a Latin American expert, no.
Q: Johnson presumably picked him because he was somebody he trusted and knew?

BOSWORTH: Yes and someone who had political leverage and experience at the senior levels.
His deputy, who in fact took on most of the work, was a fellow named Jack Irwin who later
became deputy secretary of the State Department.

Q: Was Irwin a career diplomat?

BOSWORTH: No. He was then the general counsel of IBM. He had married Tom Watson, Sr.’s
daughter and still was married to her.

Q: How did he get picked for this?

BOSWORTH: Anderson knew him and Anderson wanted someone he could trust and these guys
were both republicans, they were not democrats.

Q: Did Johnson have that in mind?

BOSWORTH: No, I think Johnson was trying to protect his right flank by bringing in people to
work on this issue. It was as you can remember very controversial and we knew we would have
to give up a good deal of what we then had in order to mollify the Panamanians and have any
hope of a stable long lasting relationship. So, I think Johnson was trying to cover his right flank
most definitely.

Q: This began, this effort began, when did those guys come on the scene?

BOSWORTH: They came on the scene in 1964, just about the time I came back to the desk.
There had been a four or five month period in which the U.S. government was kind of gearing up



for this. The fellow who had been political counselor when I first arrived in Panama City went on
to be DCM I think in Ecuador or Lima, one of the two and came back as the country director.

Q: Who was that?

BOSWORTH: A fellow named Ed Clark, Edward W. Clark and he was country director for
Panama. Panama had its own office. It was not part of the office of Central American Affairs.

Q: Why was that, because of the Canal?
BOSWORTH: Because of the Canal.
Q: It had high visibility?

BOSWORTH: Oh, very high visibility. At that point in Latin America we had back to back
positioning of State and AID so there was, the deputy director of the office was an AID officer.

Q: That was an unusual arrangement, only in Latin America I think did they do that, right?
BOSWORTH: Yes and it worked quite well actually.

Q: Did you have much interaction with Anderson and Irwin?

BOSWORTH: I was a brash young FSO who developed a knack for writing about these issues
fairly quickly so I was frequently the pen for a lot of the things that they were doing. It was a
time when I learned a lot about how to succeed in a bureaucracy.

Q. How do you succeed in a bureaucracy?

BOSWORTH: Well, I think first of all you have to be relentless and tireless, but also it’s very
important to have a degree of control or at least influence over what it is that everybody is
looking at. So, whoever has the task of preparing the first draft generally has an ability to remain
engaged in the issue over a protracted period of time.

Q: Even though you don’t necessarily go to the principles meetings?

BOSWORTH: You don’t go to all of the principles meetings, no. I was an FSO-7, subsequently
an FSO-6, so I didn’t go over to the NSC for meetings there. I didn’t really usually even sit in on

the meetings with the assistant secretary, but I was producing the papers that went up.

Q: Even at this point instead of saying we re really going to be hard nosed and just blow the
Panamanians off, they really had decided that they had to make a deal with them?

BOSWORTH: Yes.

Q: Was it inevitable or do you think?



BOSWORTH: Oh, I think it was pretty much inevitable. I mean it was an issue not just in
Panama as an issue, but colored our relationships with all of Latin America. This was a time of
rising nationalism.

Q: Was the U.S. hearing from a lot of other Latins?
BOSWORTH: Yes. It was a big issue in the OAS.
Q: The Organization of American States.

BOSWORTH: Right and you know, our position on that could not stand in total contradiction
with what we were trying to do in the alliance for progress. Again you have to look at all these
issues in the context of the Cold War. I think we were wise enough to recognize that had we held
to a kind of ultra nationalist position with regard to the future of the Panama Canal and the Canal
Zone, that it would have cost us very substantially in terms of public opinions throughout Latin
America.

Q: Did you get the sense working on the desk in this issue that the Pentagon was of this view as
well?

BOSWORTH: Some were in the Pentagon, but it was a very difficult issue for them. It struck at
the question of the future of U.S. military presence in Latin America. The Canal itself, which
was something that strategically, the Pentagon viewed as very important. It was a congressional
act I believe which set up a commission to study the future of the Panama Canal and possible
alternatives to it. The Panama Canal Authority, I can’t remember the full name, but I was
involved in the staffing of that as well.

Q: Did you deal with congress at all during this period to get their sense?

BOSWORTH: Not too directly. I dealt with some congressional staffers, but again when people
had to go up and testify on Panama I would frequently participate in drafting the testimony, but I
didn’t go.

Q: What was your sense of congress at this period?

BOSWORTH: There was strong opposition within the congress to the things that we eventually
ended up doing.

Q: Was that because they were hearing from their constituents?

BOSWORTH: They were hearing from their constituents. This was an issue unlike most others
in terms of its ability to draw out very strong feelings for the American public. People who
otherwise cared almost nothing about foreign policy cared a lot about the Canal Zone because
they had learned in school that Teddy Roosevelt took the Canal, the Canal Zone and we built the
Panama Canal. It was a symbol of great national pride.



Q: Was there an effort being made at this period to try to educate congress?
BOSWORTH: Well, there was, but.

Q: I mean privately, let me put it this way, privately did you get the sense of great opposition
apart from what they said publicly or were they more, how would you characterize it?

BOSWORTH: Privately and publicly they were pretty opposed. You know, Johnson given his
links to the conservative side of the Democratic Party was able to hold some of them in check,
but it was not an easy proposition.

Q: So, you were there for three years specializing in this and you said you did some amount of
multilateral stuff in terms of, you were always around trying to round up votes in the UN on
various issues I suppose.

BOSWORTH: Exactly, but that was not a very significant part of what I was doing. [ was very
focused on Panama, the bilateral relationship, the future of the Canal and the bureaucratic
struggles within the U.S. government to try to find a reasonable negotiation position. Then the
negotiations actually began with the Panamanians.

Q. About when was that?

BOSWORTH: They began I think in 1965 and they continued, they were still going on after |
left in ‘67 and then that agreement fell apart because of a coup in Panama. They went through a
retracted period of instability and it wasn’t until the mid-’70s that the efforts to renegotiate the
Canal Treaty resumed and produced a new treaty finally during the Carter administration.

Q: Did you have a sense of from what you know looking back now were the main parameters in
place by ‘67?

BOSWORTH: I think so.
Q: Had they faced up to that they were really going to hand this back?

BOSWORTH: I think that we had faced up to that very early on, but the notion that we could act
as though we were sovereign which is what the original treaty said in a piece of land which was
obviously not American, that we had somehow taken that and expropriated, that notion was not
durable. We had to figure out a way to get what we wanted, what we thought we needed which
was in the end it was an extended period of transition from ‘78 until ‘99.

Q: So, in 1967 you finished three years on the desk with an extensive involvement with Panama.
Had you worked your Spanish up pretty well by the time you were finished with this?

BOSWORTH: It was fair. In Panama it was very difficult to acquire a great fluency in Spanish
because everybody spoke English. As soon as they saw me they were tempted to believe I was



not a Panamanian so everybody would speak to me in English. It was very hard to practice
Spanish, but I had gotten a 3 at the end of my FSI course so I was off language probation.

HARRY HAVEN KENDALL
Information Officer, USIS
Panama City (1964-1967)

Harry Haven Kendall was born in Louisiana in 1920. He joined
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Panama, Chile, Vietnam, and Thailand. Mr. Kendall was
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KENDALL: In January 1964, during the early days of the Johnson Administration, there was a
diplomatic break with Panama, our USIS library was burned, and all of the USIS Panama staff
except the PAO was dispersed. Then in March, when relations were suddenly resumed, the
Agency needed an information officer quickly. So with my Latin American experience I was
nabbed and sent to Panama as 1O.

President Johnson selected Jack Vaughn as ambassador to go to Panama to pick up the pieces.
During this vice-presidential travels he had met Vaughn in some small country in Africa, Chad, I
believe, where Jack was chief of an AID mission. Vaughn had impressed Johnson as a very gutsy
guy. He'd been to school in Mexico, earning his way through the university as a prize fighter. He
spoke a very fluent, very colloquial Spanish.

I worked with Carl Davis as PAO getting the post back on its feet. After about a year Carl was
transferred to Washington as head of VOA's Latin American Service. He was succeeded by Hoyt
Ware who had spent most of his career with the Associated Press in Latin America, mostly
Brazil, and spoke Spanish with a pronounced Portuguese accent.

The major U.S. presence in the area was the Panama Canal Company and the U.S. military. We
met regularly with their information officers to coordinate our activities. Of course, I did the
usual routine with press, radio, television, and motion pictures. We put a lot of effort into
promoting the Alliance for Progress which was the principal emphasis of both the Kennedy and
the Johnson administrations.

I spent three years in Panama. I continued the practice I had developed in my three previous
posts of getting around the country a lot. I always felt that getting out into the country and
meeting people helps to convey a better sense of the United States through personal contact,
answering questions, asking them, bringing the information media to bear on specific problems
that I encountered. It also gives you a much better understanding of the country and its people
than you get from staying in the capital.



Q: This was the period during the Lyndon Johnson era when Johnson was trying to bring about
some kind of a reconciliation on the disenchantment of the Panamanians with the Panama Canal
Authority and I suppose that coincided with your period there?

KENDALL: Basically, as you may recall, in early January of '64 there were flag incidents in the
Panama Canal Zone which irritated the Panamanians quite a bit. There had been a tacit
agreement that the schools in the Zone would fly both the American and Panamanian flags. The
American students in Balboa High objected to flying the Panamanian flag and took it down. That
inspired a Panamanian mob, many of them students too, to invade the Zone which is just across
the street from Panama City's main thoroughfare. They tore down the American flags from in
front of Balboa High and other schools and burned them. In the melee that followed several
Panamanian students lost their lives and this led the Panamanian government to break relations
with the U.S. Emotions soared on both sides and there was a lot of very hard feeling. So much of
the work that I had to do during my first year in Panama was in assuaging animosities in the
Panamanian public. We did this in various ways. One of them was investing a lot of AID money
in building schools and roads and hospitals.

Q: By that time you were supporting the Alliance for Progress with information?

KENDALL: Yes. Unfortunately, this alliance turned out to be more a U.S. aid program than an
alliance. Although the Panamanian government did participate rather actively in these programs
their resources were limited and all too often the projects became handout programs on the part
of the United States rather than jointly financed, jointly conducted programs.

Q: Did you feel that after that very serious feeling of antipathy toward the U.S. that there was
some diminution of that--that animosities had died down, or was there still a continuing
undertow of antipathy towards the United States afterward?

KENDALL: It died down, but the Panamanians have always had a love-hate feeling toward the
United States since the time the Panama Canal was first built, since Teddy Roosevelt took
Panama.

Q: Made them a country by taking it away from Colombia.

KENDALL: Exactly, the love-hate feeling goes back throughout their history, and you had to
understand its psychological aspects to be able to juggle the two sides, to play up the love side
and try to play down the hate side. It was difficult, but somehow we managed. I felt that Jack
Vaughn did a superior job in this respect. His successor, Charles Adair, was also a very able
ambassador and worked very hard at it.

Q: Did he speak Spanish?
KENDALL: Yes. He was a Latin American hand and spoke Spanish quite well. He did not have

the vernacular flair that made Jack Vaughn so popular, but he conducted his office with dignity
and was well respected by both the government and the public.



I had intimate relations with the press, both the anti-American and the pro-American and even
those who were available just for what they could get out of it. You know, if you wanted an anti-
American column you could pay a guy and he would write you an anti-American column. If you
wanted a pro-American column, you could pay someone--maybe even the same man--and get the
same results. Columnists for hire, I guess, is what they were. I should make the point here that
never in all my career with USIS did I pay a single dime to get a newspaper column inserted. But
there were also quite a few whose integrity was not for sale. I knew them all, their lines, who you
could trust and who you couldn't, in the press as well as in radio and television.

Apart from my regular information officer activities, I developed a program for myself based on
my NASA experience. Interest in the U.S. lunar exploration program was high at the time so I
acquired a set of NASA slides and developed a slide lecture at the binational center, the Instituto
Panameno-Norteamericano, and at various schools to help promote what we were then
emphasizing in our information output, the U.S. in space.

I felt that we did a commendable job for American interests in Panama; but the problem of the
Panama Canal was bigger than any of us, and there were strong differences of opinion among the
American officials working in the Embassy and in the Canal Zone about the proper role for the
United States with respect to the canal. Eventually they were resolved by the treaty negotiated by
the Carter administration. I recall a discussion at my home one night with an official from the
Panama Canal information office.

Q: An American?

KENDALL: Yes. An American and a Panamanian journalist whom I respected. We were
discussing the pros and cons of the American presence in the canal and how they might be
resolved. In part, [ was playing the devil's advocate with respect to the American role; and some
of the ideas I expressed appeared later in the Carter-Torrijos treaty. The Panama Canal
information officer took strong offense and wrote a bitter denunciation accusing me of being
anti-American and working against the United States interests from within the staff of USIS. He
submitted it to the DCM, very tough guy, and the DCM called me to his office and asked me to
defend my outspoken attitude.

Q: What was the ambassador's attitude at that time?

KENDALL: It wasn't the ambassador. It was the DCM.

Q: Yes, I know, but what was the ambassador's attitude?

KENDALL: He was in the difficult position of trying to keep a straddle of two shaky platforms,

the American and the Panamanian. I don't think the matter ever reached the ambassador. The
DCM said "Harry, maybe you ought to be a little more discreet when you talk in front of these

guys."

Q: What were his personal beliefs? Did he feel we ought to keep the canal or was he sympathetic
with our attempt gradually to turn it over?



KENDALL: I think he tended to be sympathetic with our efforts to turn it over. That was Rufus
Smith who later became ambassador to Canada, a very able political officer. I think he
sympathized with me and what I was trying to do. It had been a conversation in my own home
among supposed friends, where for the sake of conversation you might take one side and then the
other at times. The DCM asked me to give him a written reply for the record. I did and never
heard anything more about it, though my relations with my PanCanal "friends" became
somewhat strained. That episode was one of my more uncomfortable moments in Panama, but it
didn't stop me from expressing myself. We spent three years in Panama, many trips up and down
the peninsula, many trips to villages, village fairs, out into the boon-docks, into the banana
plantations, to country fairs, and entertaining press and television people, all the stuff USIS does.

Q: Who did you say was your PAO during most of your period there?

KENDALL: Carl Davis at first. Later we worked together in Santiago, Chile. Then Hoyt Ware.
Hoyt was an old AP man. You knew him. Our tour of duty was up in 1967. He went there in
March of '64 and left in the spring of '67 with an assignment to Santiago in the same position.

ROBERT F. WOODWARD
Advisor
Panama Canal Treaty Negotiations (1965-1967)

Ambassador Robert F. Woodward was born and raised in Minneapolis,
Minnesota. He entered the Foreign Service in 1932. Ambassador Woodward's
career included Deputy Chief of Mission positions in Bolivia, Guatemala, Cuba,
and Sweden. He was ambassador to Costa Rica, Uruguay, Chile, and Spain.
Ambassador Woodward was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1987.

WOODWARD: That was my last foreign assignment, yes. I was replaced by Angie Duke, and I
was assigned to the department. I was only 56, so I wasn't really of retirement age yet. I was
assigned as a so-called advisor to a group that was then trying to negotiate a Panama Canal
Treaty. There was a very able lawyer, who subsequently was Deputy Secretary of State, Jack
Irwin, who was doing this negotiating. He did all the negotiating. I sat at his side. We had 100
meetings at the Panamanian Embassy, and then the final meetings were in the office of the man
who was supposed to be Irwin's boss in this, Robert Anderson, who was up in New York, doing
business there. We had the last few meetings in Anderson's office in New York.

The whole negotiation came up with three draft treaties. One had to do with the operation of the
present canal; the second was a military cooperation agreement; and the third was an agreement
that we would have the right to negotiate for construction of a sea-level canal in Panama. After
about two years' of meetings, these three complete agreements were ready; there was then a
breathing spell, in which the treaties were to be presented to the committees of the United States
Congress for consideration, and the Panamanians were to present the draft treaties for study by
the Panamanian Congress. Then we were to present the draft treaties for study by the



Panamanian Congress. Then we were to come back and negotiate whatever changes were
considered essential, before signature and ratification.

At this point, when the drafting of the treaties had been completed, I thought Jack Irwin did a
very meticulous job, but that I never agreed with the fundamental concept of the draft treaty for
operation of the present canal, which Irwin had dreamed up when he had made a trip to Panama
with the Secretary of the Army, Steve Ailes, who was the sole stockholder of the United States in
the Panama Canal. The Secretary of War is legally the sole stockholder, or was at that time. They
went to Panama for first-hand observation, and Irwin decided he would propose the creation of
an independent corporation to operate the canal. The only relationship the two governments
would have with the corporation would be that the board of directors would be composed of a
bare majority of U.S. appointees, and the minority would be Panamanian. The Board of Directors
would control the canal, and would not only have the administrative control, but it would make
all the laws of the canal zone, and it would establish and operate the courts. In other words, it
would have control of all three branches of government. My point was that it was a concept
utterly foreign to the separation of powers, and that it just didn't seem to me that this was going
to be approved by the U.S. Senate. Anyhow, the draft treaties got no further. I retired at the time
the draft treaties were turned over to the legislative bodies of the two countries for study and
consideration. These treaties were pigeon-holed and the negotiations with Panama later were
begun all over again by other negotiators.

CLARKE McCURDY BRINTNALL
Watch Officer/Intelligence Analyst
United States Southern Command, Panama (1966-1969)

Brigadier General Clark M. Brintnall was born and raised in Omaha, Nebraska.
He graduated from West Point Academy in 1958. His career included service in
Brazil, Panama, and Vietnam. Brigadier General Brintnall was interviewed by
Charles Stuart Kennedy in 1996.

BRINTNALL: Then I was sent to Panama. I was assigned to the Headquarters of the United
States Southern Command, first as a watch officer and intelligence briefer and then as an
intelligence analyst.

Q: This was from when to when?

BRINTNALL: This was from December of 1966 to December of 1968.

Q: What was the situation in Panama as you saw it at that time? You mentioned earlier on there
had been riots against some American students...?

BRINTNALL: The situation in Panama was of some, but not major concern. There were several
demonstrations while we were there but without serious injury. At times, the gates to Quarry



Heights where the headquarters was located had to be closed. Generally, there were no travel
restrictions, however.

Did you get a feel for the Americans who lived in the Canal Zone?

BRINTNALL: Many were very isolated. This was generally more true of the civilians than the
military. There were some Americans that entered Panama only rarely. It was a comfortable,
isolated community. My wife and I enjoyed our Panamanian contacts, and we had Panamanian
friends. We were fortunate in that our boss, Brigadier General Ken Skaer, was very active in
promoting good US-Panamanian relations. We would go to dances, picnics, outings with
Panamanians and thoroughly enjoyed the interaction.

Q: Southern Command, was this what you had?
BRINTNALL: Southern Command, Headquarters.
Q: What did that cover?

BRINTNALL: It covered the land area of Central and South America. The Atlantic Ocean and
Caribbean were under the Atlantic Command in Norfolk, VA. Mexican military relations were
handled by the 5th Army in San Antonio, Texas.

DAVID LAZAR
USAID Director
Panama City (1968-1970)

David Lazar was born and raised in Chicago, Illinois. He attended Northwestern
University, De Paul University and Georgetown University. He joined the
International Cooperation Administration, later known as AID in 1958. His posts
included Peru, Bolivia, Panama, Vietnam, and Washington, DC. He also had
assignments with OAS, the National Security Council, and as the US
Representative to DAC. Lazar was interviewed by W. Haven North in 1997.

LAZAR: Then I moved on to Panama.
Q: What was the situation in Panama at that time?

LAZAR: When I got there, 1968, they were building up to an election and it looked like, and as
it turned out, the election was won by a man name Arnulfo Arias. He had been elected president
before and had been overthrown by a military coup which had been engineered by what is known
in Panama as the Rabi Blanco, the White Tails, the elite. There were rumors that the same thing
was going to happen. He did win the election. He was an odd, enigmatic man. He was very much
on the outs with the in crowd. There was talk among the Rabi Blanco about Arias being a
communist, which was nonsense. He didn’t like the United States much and given our role in



Panama you didn’t have to be a communist to dislike the United States. What he was was a
Panamanian patriot.

Q: What was the development situation in the country at that time?

LAZAR: Considerably better, of course, than in Peru and Bolivia. You didn’t have a small elite
sitting on top of a large underclass. The underclass in Peru and Bolivia was largely Indian. There
are Indians in Panama, but not that many and they live pretty much on reservations, maintaining
their own ways of life. They are not only allowed to do that, they are helped to do that. There are
certain negatives about the reservation system, obviously, but there were no pressures to try to
get them to assimilate. There were schools and hospitals, not great and not a lot of them, but they
were there. A large part of the rest of Panama was middle class, so that was one marked
difference. The middle class in Peru and Bolivia was very small.

There was a lot of entrepreneurial activity, both small business and the larger businesses,
although the big businesses, like the Coke Cola Bottling Company, were in the hands of the Rabi
Blanco. You had a lot of banking and insurance companies. Panama, as you know, is a “flag of
convenience” country and insurance goes along with that and banking goes along with the
insurance. This meant there were a lot of middle class jobs.

From an infrastructure point of view, Panama is a much smaller country than either Peru or
Bolivia and the Panamanian highway is passable all the way through it, in fact, in pretty good
shape all the way.

Q: What were our interests in Panama?

LAZAR: It was a pretty rounded program, health, education, agriculture. It seems to me we were
getting out and just about out of the capital assistance business. We did schools and hospitals, but
no big roads. We did some street repair or even street building in Panama City, itself. We were
not entirely disinterested. The U.S. government considered it had a pretty big stake in how
Panama ran in general and how Panama City and Colon ran as cities.

Q: Did short term political considerations pretty much dominate what you did with the program?

LAZAR: No. There was some of that, but outside the urban upkeep in Panama City, we were
pretty free to develop and run long range programs. Both ambassadors that I worked for, Charles
Adair and Bob Sayre, had a fair understanding of the longer term nature of development. Both of
them were Latin American club members and within that group of Latin American ambassadors
were former Latin American mission directors, who tended to stay in the Latin American area.
As a consequence, over the years we trained a generation of ambassadors. They got to know
about development and were less inclined to try to push the programming into short term
directions. This was true of the ambassadors, but not necessarily true of others within the
embassy.

Q: Were there any major issues that you had to deal with during that time?



LAZAR: Yes, there were. One of the them, and this did impinge on the AID program, was the
thought in some quarters of the embassy that we had to watch the Panamanians very closely for
indications that they were liable to go off and do things on their own, in terms of running their
own country, that some people in the embassy didn’t think were good ideas.

Q: Such as?

LAZAR: An extreme example, which probably wouldn’t have been a good idea, but they were
never serious about it, was printing their own money. In Panama the US dollar and coins
circulate. This, obviously is a great advantage to us, putting them under some restraints. There
had been talk from time to time, particularly from the nationalist side, of coining their own
money. Well, this used to drive some of the people in the embassy nuts.

The Panamanian development strategy relied very heavily on projected income from the Canal
and projected income from copper deposits which they had started to exploit. There is
considerable copper in Panama. They were doing future projections, planning out based on
assumed proceeds from the sale of that copper. That was a risky thing and they knew it was risky.
You had the Minister of Finance, who had been an officer in, I think Chase Manhattan, and was
a banker essentially. The minister of planning was an ABD (all but dissertation) from Chicago, a
very, very bright guy, Nick Barletta, who later ran for and became president. He was my closest
counterpart, although I worked with most of them. I had to kind of argue constantly with some
people in the embassy that they were not kooks. They were sophisticated people. They were
running risks, but it is their country after all. One of the guys I was arguing with in the embassy
was a six-months economic whiz. That six-month economics course was pretty good, but it
doesn’t really get you to the level you get to going for a doctorate in economics at the University
of Chicago. I eventually brought in an economist, an American friend of mine from Bolivia days,
primarily so he could fight with this guy and give me arguments.

Q: Were there any projects that you found quite significant or effective?
LAZAR: Significant, yes, effective, no.

I was told before I went down that probably the single most important thing I could do in
Panama was to work on public administration. There was a small public administration program.
I tried to make public administration a cross cutting issue. They had been working it just in the
traditional sense. I tried to make all of my division chiefs work with the public administration
people in terms of what their ministries needed in public administration. That was only partially
successful.

Q: What were some of the specific things you were trying to do in that program?

LAZAR: We were trying to get at organizational and management problems in the ministries.
Now, the Panamanian government was a lot better than either the Bolivian or Peruvian
governments in terms of functioning, but there were still a lot of hangovers from the Spanish
colonial system. You still had ministers signing too many documents. You had a lot of payroll



loading, which was political more than administration, but we tried to approach it as a public
administration problem. Getting services out more effectively in all the ministries.

The division chiefs resisted that. The agriculture guy felt the agricultural ministry was his and he
had important things to do working on specific crops and marketing, etc. and didn’t want to be
bothered with this nonsense. So it was a constant effort to get them to talk to each other to say
nothing of trying to integrate programs. What are farm kids being taught? Was the education
program entirely based on the needs of urban students? Well, of course, it was. What about the
rural kids? Trying to get that kind of thinking going.

Having learned from that experience with Irv Tragen of integrating that wool program, all those
little projects, well, it makes sense on the micro level and makes sense on a macro level, if you
can do it. But, anybody who is looking for very, very tough material, ought to seriously
investigate the panels between various divisions in the USAID. Boy, they were hard to penetrate
then and still are.

Q: They are compartmentalized.

LAZAR: Yes. They don’t interact, they don’t want to interact. They want to do their own thing,
and this is still going on. I saw it in Africa two years ago, for example.
Q: This is within a mission you are talking about?

LAZAR: Yes. Anyway, very shortly after Arnulfo Arias took office there was a coup but the
people who took over were not the old military, who had run things for the Rabi Blanco. They
were two younger officers, I think a Lieutenant Colonel, and a Captain, of a definite more
populist to left wing orientation. As it turns out, one was a populist and the other rather left of
that. So, we shut down the program and kept it shut down.

Q: A State Department act of disapproval?
LAZAR: Yes.
Q: Did this action make its point? What were the consequences for the AID program?

LAZAR: The program shut down was temporary as it turned out, but at the time we didn’t know
what was going to happen or for how long. As far as I know, the embassy had no clear strategy
to try to displace them. There was no possibility of a counter coup. These guys were senior
officers in the National Guard. Panama doesn’t have an army, it was a National Guard.
Eventually they made an overture to us which came in through me. The Director of Planning,
with whom I had worked, asked me to brief them on what the AID program was, what it had
been doing and where I thought it ought to go. I talked to the ambassador about that and
presumably he talked to Washington about it. We got a go. I went and talk to the two of them.
The Lieutenant Colonel was Omar Torrijos and the captain was a guy named Boris Martinez.
The meeting lasted about five hours and we talked about all kinds of things. What were their
plans with respect to elections, or did they just expect to run the country? Talked a lot about



development, about public administration. They talked quite a lot about corruption under the old
government. They had quite a lot to talk about.

It was a very good talk. I went back and did a memcon of some length. One of the points in the
memcon was that these two guys were a very unstable combination and made the prediction that
within six months there would only be one of them. If that one was Martinez, Torrijos would go
out feet first. If it was Torrijos, Martinez would wind up pumping gas in Florida somewhere. As
it happened it was Torrijos who emerged on top and Martinez wound up in Florida and I did hear,
I swear, at some point that he did end up working at a gas station. I was being sort of allegorical,
a prediction that he would end up alive but out of the country and not coming back. Anyhow it
turned out that that memo of mine had gone all over Washington so my stock kind of went up.

I argued that Torrijos did have some questionable people around him, politically. He wasn’t a
communist or any kind of ideologue at all. He didn’t think that way. He was a populist. His
father had been a rural school teacher and he had gone into the guard for the same reason people
of that background go into the military all over Latin America; it is the one way you could get
yourself outside that class chain and work up the ladder. The guard itself was pretty corrupt,
shakedowns, etc.

Q: What happened to the program in that context?

LAZAR: When we started planning for opening up, we did a big public administration program,
pitching all the rest of the activities around that. It was a program of $12 million in technical
assistance, a large program. We insisted, as a show of faith, not only that the Panamanians put up
an equal amount of money, but that their $12 million included some of the dollar costs of the
program. The Minister of Finance and Minister of Planning, were very enthusiastic and thought
it was the right program at the right time. They pushed it and sold it to Torrijos. So, we went
ahead with it. I left the country about eight or nine months after that got started, so it was still in
the start up phase. At that point the Minister of Finance was sent to Washington as ambassador. I
am trying to think what happened to the Minister of Planning; I think he went to the World Bank,
although that may have been later. Consequently the program collapsed.

Q: What was the program’s main thrust? What were you hoping to accomplish?

LAZAR: What I had always hoped to accomplish, to put the Panamanian structures on a much
more up-to-date, efficient footing. Get them into the real world of public administration and
completely off that Spanish colonial system.

Q: So it covered all aspects of public administration?

LAZAR: Yes. And rational personnel planning to get rid of the payroll padding.

Q: So, the program never went ahead?

LAZAR: No. It never got out of the start up stage. In later years I had contact with both the
Minister of Finance and Minister of Planning and I asked if the decision to send the finance



minister to Washington was an independent thing or was that done to get rid of the public
administration program, which was not popular with a number of ministers? They weren’t used
to being told how to run their ministries or advised how to run their administrative procedures.
They didn’t want to be bothered with it or threatened by it.

Q: It interfered with their sovereignty.

LAZAR: Right. In the case of the ambassador, he said he didn’t think so. He had worked for
Chase Manhattan in the United States and knew his way around. It was just that Torrijos wanted
him in Washington. Nick Barletta, the planning minister, was quite young and was getting a lot
of pressure from a lot of the ministers who were older and very much resented this kid who had
some control over them through the Planning Office. The Planning Office got a lot of its clout
from the fact that that was the office that we worked with. You would have to know in Panama,
this is true all through Central America, the United States is deemed to be behind whatever is
happening. We were perceived as running those countries. It was not always a misperception.
The mindset of the economic guy I kept arguing with at the embassy was frankly colonial. That
is the word for it. The fact that Nick was our closest plug in gave him a lot of clout. Although we
worked with the other substantive ministers too, the money came in through the Planning Office.

Q: Do you think our program made much of a difference in the country while you were there?

LAZAR: That is much harder to say in Panama than in Peru or Bolivia. Panama is so
Americanized that you never really had the mindset problems that you run into in other countries,
particularly in the Andes countries, of getting the bulk of the population to realize that change is
possible and that change is not necessarily a threat. You didn’t have the experience such as I
described in the Andes of people who had lived in a small, closed in area all their life and had
never gotten out of it. The Panamanians traveled around quite a bit. Even small farmers from the
interior get into Panama City. And the Panamanians are very sentimental about what they call the
interior, meaning the country outside of Panama City, so they tend to go back home to their
small rural towns for family events, birthdays, holidays, etc. So there is a lot of mixing. And
added to that the rub off from our very large presence there means that they were seeing things
very much in a 20th century way as opposed to a 17th century way.

One of the things AID programs do and need to do is get people to see things in different ways.
You do that in a lot of ways. Capital assistance can have that effect, a road, for example, a school
system. You wouldn’t have seen that in Panama because the mindset was already there. We put a
lot of money in Panama on a per capita basis. Did you know Jack Heller? Well, he was head of
Latin America Development Planning at one point. Jack and I were old friends. I was up for a
program review. Jack asked me how I could justify the per capita expenditure in Panama? I said
in effect, “Knock it off Jack, the ambassador has already taken care of that with the Secretary of
State. What we are talking about is how we spend it.”

Q: What level are we talking about roughly?

LAZAR: I don’t have a very good memory for figures. Sixty, seventy million dollars a year.



Q: That is substantial.

LAZAR: Yes, it was one of the biggest programs in Latin America for one of the smallest
countries.

Q: What did you feel was the impact of all this, it must have had some effect on the country?

LAZAR: Oh, I am sure it did. There are marketing systems in place now that weren’t there. We
did teach the agriculture people to think marketing. For example, the Minister of Agriculture,
who was not a farmer and didn’t know anything about agriculture, talked to me at one point
about the need for an onion dryer in a particular community because what was happening was
that all their onions would come out of the ground at one point and the price would go low. They
had no way of storing their onions and had to sell them for whatever price they could get. The
intermediaries, who you know are sharks, are the ones who make all the money in every product
all over the world. That notion turns out to be nonsense. Anyway, we sat down and talked to him
about what happens after the onions are dried. He said drying them would take care of all the
problems and they could store their onions. And sell them to whom, the same sharks? And, by
the way, those sharks do move stuff to market, what is the cost structure like? Are they really
putting all that money into their pockets, or are their costs high? If their costs are high, maybe
there is some ways of lowering their costs so that the farmers can get a better break and the
people in the cities can get a better break.

Going back to Bolivia for a moment, we brought Michigan State to do a marketing study on a
couple of specific products coming from a lowland production area up to La Paz. Of course, the
differential of what the farmers got and what the consumer paid...that by the way is taking a
product over a distance of maybe 160 miles on a road almost straight up from almost sea level to
14,000 ft., in fact they had to come over a pass that was about 17,000 ft, on bad roads and
antiquated trucks. The study discovered what you would expect to discover, and we keep
rediscovering all over the world, the costs are murderous. It just cost an awful lot of money. One
answer to that was to widen and pave that road, which we were going to do anyway.

We did the same kind of study in Panama starting with those onions. There was a target of
opportunity and we grabbed it and helped them develop a more efficient marketing structure.
Then we spread that from onions to other products. There was an impact.

Q: Were there other areas where we had an impact that you were aware of?

LAZAR: I haven’t been back to Panama as much as I have to Peru and Bolivia and change is
harder to see. In Bolivia I can go back to the area on top of the rim around La Paz, which sits in a
canyon. There was always a little town up there of houses that were typical of that altitude,
adobe, straw roofs, no glass in the windows, just smoke holes. Today, that city, which is called
El Alto, must have near the same population as La Paz. It has tiled roofs, glass in the windows
and lots of bicycles and cars. Did we do that? We did some of it, but unweaving the entire
process would be difficult.



The same thing is true in Panama, except that Panama started much further ahead. I would
suppose that the small farmers in the countryside still live in straw shacks. It is, after all, tropical
and that is a pretty cheap housing solution. The palms are there and thatching doesn’t take that
much time. So, I don’t know. I can’t really say we did this, we did that.

Q: In the education and health areas?

LAZAR: Yes, health. Thank you for reminding me of that. We started a program to wipe out a
particular childhood disease and did. Don’t remember which one it was, it may have been
measles. But, that program worked.

Q: An immunization program?

LAZAR: Yes. I particularly like the Minister of Health. He was a pediatrician and very interested
in children and their health and very much opposed to anything that got in the way. He was also
a darling man, one of the sweetest people I have ever met. We worked very well together.

Q: Where did you go after Panama?

RONALD D. GODARD
Rotational Officer
Panama City (1968-1970)

Ambassador Ronal Godard was born in Oklahoma and raised in Oklahoma and
Texas. He was educated at Odessa College and the University of Texas. After a
tour with the Peace Corps in Ecuador, he joined the State Department in 1967
and was posted to Panama, the first of his assignments in Central and South
America. These include Costa Rica, Chile, Nicaragua, Argentina and Guyana,
where he served as Ambassador from 2000 to 2003. His Washington assignments
also concerned Latin American Affairs. During his career the Ambassador served
with the Organization of American States, was diplomat in residence at the
University of Illinois in Chicago and was Political Olfficer in Istanbul.
Ambassador Godard was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in 2004.

GODARD: I wanted to go to Latin America, and I got Latin America. My first assignment was
to Panama City, Panama.

Q: Of course, this is almost non-Spanish speaking, isn't it practically?
GODARD: You could survive in Panama with just English, but it's Spanish speaking. I was in
Panama City for one year and then I was sent up to David, Panama, which is way up on the

border with Costa Rica, and there it was all Spanish.

Q: So you went out about '68?



GODARD: Yeah, '68.

Q: Ok, well we'll pick this up for the next time and you're off to your first post in Panama and
you're going to Panama City.

Today is the twelfth of November, 2004. You were in Panama from '68 to when?

GODARD: '70.
Q: What were you doing there?

GODARD: I was initially a rotational officer and was assigned to the consular section. I was a
non-immigrant visa officer adjudicating visas essentially, and I remember the staff, still
remember some of them. Very qualified people, the FSN staff that I worked with. I was a green
junior officer on his first assignment. These were people that had worked in the embassy for
years and years, knew backwards and forwards what we were supposed to doing.

Q: You'd point, say you sign there and do this.

GODARD: Still, I had to do the interviews and it was an interesting assignment as it turns out.
One thing was I was interviewing prostitutes for one thing, that you had to watch for coming out
of Panama.

Q: Well I assume there was a substantial number who were plying their trade there.

GODARD: Right. I had an interesting case when I first was exposed to the prohibitions against
those citizens who had been involved in subversive organizations of one kind or another. Of
course in Panama there's all kinds of left-wing politics. Got involved with a case that was very
complicated. The most interesting thing I did as a consular officer was issue a visa to the
president. When I got there, Marco Robles was just finishing up his administration as president
of Panama. And he had very carefully prepared the way and gotten his immigrant visa to the
United States to go up to Boca Raton I think it was, in Florida, to be director of a bank. He had
prepared his exile. And so I was dispatched over to the presidential palace, they call it the
Palacio de las Garzas. They have these cranes that are in a roundabout. I issued a visa,
fingerprinted he president and his wife, and they had a little girl as well going. I did all the
paperwork for his visas so as soon as inauguration day come he'd be on a plane off to Miami into
exile. And that's when Arnulfo Arias came into office. Arnulfo Arias was a famous Latin
American politician who had been president I think by that time, a couple of times before, then
thrown out by the military both times, and was coming back again to be president. This time,
after we'd gone through this gala inauguration, I was control officer for the politician from
California, Jess Unruh.

Q: He was Speaker of the House, but he was Mr. Politician par excellence.



GODARD: I was his control officer. He came down for some reason for the inauguration of
Arnulfo Arias. I guess they'd been friends at some stage or another. And so we went to this gala
inauguration, and Arnulfo Arias lasted 11 days and was thrown out by the military. They had a
military coup and I went through all that, the roadblocks and so forth. Those were the most
interesting parts, I think, of my tour as consular officer. But it gave me a good grounding I think
in what consular work was all about.

Q: Let's talk about a bit as you saw, what was the political situation when you arrived there?

GODARD: When I arrived in Central America, obviously it was tenuous. Panama had a
democratically elected government, but it was the only country in Central America besides Costa
Rica that did have. They were all military governments throughout the isthmus. Then, of course,
Arnulfo Arias was overthrown and the military took over there too. It was a poor country. My
wife and I got very involved. Panama was a tough place because of the strained relationship over
the canal zone. There'd been riots in the past, so bad in '64 that rioters sacked our consulate over
in Colon, Panama, and we closed it. And so it was always sort of an undercurrent of anti-
Americanism in Panama. [ remember we were near a university and students came over and
threw rocks at the embassy every once in a while. It seemed like every weekend.

We made an effort, my wife and I, to try to reach out. We both taught English classes at the
binational center. It's one way to meet average citizens in Panama. But it was not easy. It was a
good life for us though. We'd come out of college living in an old army barracks for married
students' housing at the University of Texas. In Panama City we had what we thought was a
palatial apartment, three bedroom apartment for two of us in a very nice apartment building.
Actually, it was an apartment over a private residence, and it was owned by a politician there. A
guy who was a member of the Chinese ethnic community in Panama who was a deputy back in
those days, a member of their national assembly. An interesting time, and I think a good
introduction to the Foreign Service. I had a superb boss, George Berkeley who was the consul
back in those days. He spent a lot of time with me teaching me my trade, and his wife, Melissa
Berkeley, was just marvelous as well. They sort of adopted us and taught us the ropes. I was very
much tied up on that first tour in particular with the Peace Corps as well. We stayed in touch
with volunteers, in fact we had a lot of volunteers who stayed with us at the house when they
were in town, and we knew the Peace Corps director, and the deputy director we stayed in touch
with for years and years after that. So we had that connection when we were in Panama. And
then you had all those movies in the canal zone. There were all these bases, and there were
movies that you could go to for 50 cents and five cents, and going over to the canal zone, having
a hamburger and going to a movie in the evening was a great thing to do.

We didn't travel a heck of a lot during that first year while in Panama City. Then I was
transferred up to David, Panama. David is a lot like Texas, really. It's the cattle producing part of
the country. A lot of ranches up there. It's also where Boquete is located. Boquete is in Volcan
which is now very much more developed than they were then, but they were sort of the retreats
up in the mountains, the resorts up in the mountains where people went to in Panama. Now even
more so I think. There was a big fair in Chiriqui province, where David is located up in that
northern part of the country. And the ambassador came to visit us, and we arranged a place for
him to stay. Not up to ambassadorial standards. They didn't have any hot water in this little cabin



we arranged. They had asked me to make the arrangements a little late in the game. All the good
stuff was all gone, so it was only because I had friends up there that were willing to give up their
vacation house. They didn't have anything for him. He came up for the Chiriqui fair.

Q: Who was the ambassador?

GODARD: Robert Sayre, who I had a lot of contact with later on. I had two ambassadors while I
was there. Chuck Adair, Charles Adair, whose son later on, Marshall Adair, became a Foreign
Service officer. But he and Bob Sayre changed positions. They just switched them. Adair went to
Uruguay and Robert Sayre came to Panama. This is during the last half of my tour. Sayre was the
ambassador.

Q: Did you have much contact or get involved with the Zonians I guess you called them, and the
Panamanians, that longstanding strained relationship?

GODARD: You came across them all the time. None stand out as particularly close friends.
There was sort of a different culture there. We hear a lot about the Zonians as never setting foot
in Panama, the Republic of Panama, and some of those people certainly existed. But there were
an awful lot of Americans who had become culturally Panamanian as much as American. I mean
they had married Panamanians and their children were growing up in the zone. So it was sort of a
cross-cultural environment too I think. I didn't come across any of the Panama haters. It seems
like I remember meeting one guy who boasted that he had never been in the Republic of Panama,
which seems pretty extraordinary, but there was some awful nice stuff over there. Laid out, all
the military bases, the Tibali house was a great place to go eat right there on the border on John F.
Kennedy Boulevard. It was an interesting city. Lots of interesting people there.

Q: How about in David. Was this a different mindset? People there, were they different?

GODARD: The Panamanians themselves? I always felt that you scratch a Panamanian and you'd
find a core of anti-Americanism with the resentment that built up over our presence there. I
certainly left there with the conviction that it was a bone in the throat of U.S. foreign policy in
Latin America. Not only was our treaty of indefinite possession of that zone resented deeply by
Panamanians, but other Latins had picked that up as part of a litany of complaints against the
United States. So I was quite pleased when we were finally able to negotiate an agreement to get

ourselves out of that predicament. It just removed a very difficult obstacle to normal relations I
think.

Q: How about American military? Was that part of the unhappiness for the presence there?

GODARD: Of course that was part of the package, the presence there and the bases. That was
part of the complaint against our presence in the canal zone. But I think it's a love-hate
relationship. I say scratch a Panamanian you'll find anti-Americanism, but superficially they
were wonderfully open and accessible, seemed to admire the United States. They were certainly
a society, at least the elite, where they spent a lot of time in the United States, were educated in
the United States, were certainly culturally, played baseball and all that sort of thing. But the
military when I was there were at pains to minimize the friction with the populace I think. There



were no incidents that I recall. You know, inevitably there were problems with service men
getting in fights, those were the sort of things that you always had when you have bases overseas.
But Panama City depended so much economically on the income derived from the presence of
the bases there that I think they could overlook a lot because of that.

Q: You mentioned leftist organizations. This was the height of the Cold War. Were there groups
that were Cuban oriented or just plain Marxist oriented, or anyway people you were kind of
watching for particularly in the visa function?

GODARD: Oh yeah, there were a lot of those. And there were sympathizers with Castro and
Castro's revolution, especially on the university campuses. We were always watching that. We
had access to voluminous files on activities by various left-wing groups. Like everywhere else
I've been in Latin America, it was very difficult to find a successful politician who hadn't himself
passed through a radical phase flirting at least with radical leftist politics, so it was not unusual at
all to find that sort of mention in the background. In those days it was dangerous to go onto most
university campuses in Latin America if you were an American. After my time in the consular
section I spent several months in the political section developing contacts with student
organizations, because that was part of our charge as young political officers, go out and meet
young political leaders. But that's kind of hard to do when you couldn't safely work on the
university campus. I don't recall having any student contacts, other than those I met in my
English classes at the cultural center that USIS (United States Information Service) ran there.

Q: How about ties to Colombia. Were they there anymore, did you discern them or not?

GODARD: No, Panama was wrested from Colombia. Teddy Roosevelt had a real strong hand in
that. But back in those days, drugs, it was not an important conduit for drug trafficking.

Q: But also even the Colombia connection even before the taking over of Roosevelt, to me it was
sort of kind of an appendage. There were mountains in between, and there really wasn't much
back and forth anyway.

GODARD: It was tenuous. The geography is really, that's still the one gap in the Pan-American
highway of the Darien jungles in Panama. So the ties between Colombia on the continent of
South America and the isthmus, that little piece of the isthmus with Panama were pretty tenuous.

Q: After two years, 1970 whither?

GODARD: After I left Panama City I was in David and had an interesting tour there. I should
tell you about my brush with Manuel Noriega back in those days. The DCM (Deputy Chief of
Mission) called me into his office one day, this is when I was in the political section during my
rotational tour, and asked me if I'd like to go to David and be the principal officer, and I leaped at
it. We had an opening up there because one of our officers, he was just back from Vietnam, and
he had resigned in protest against policies he thought were favoring the colonels that had taken
over the government. So we had a vacancy up there, and he asked me if I wanted to go. My wife
was pregnant with our first child, but yeah, we decided to go up there and do it. And up there,
there was a Neanderthal of an officer who was his own commander, and he had begun a process



of just arresting American citizens left and right, and I got word of this. He certainly didn't report
it to me.

Q: This was a Panamanian?

GODARD: A Panamanian zone commander. This nun got word to me that these American
citizens, there were seven or eight of them in jail, being held without letting the consulate know.
And I pounded my fist, and finally got access and they were released to me, and we lodged a real
stiff protest. And so this colonel was replaced by Major Noriega, Manuel Noriega, who was,
interestingly enough, a real breath of fresh air after this other guy. He was working for good
relations with the American consulate, so I had a pretty good relationship with Tony Noriega
back in those days. He went on of course to do bad things. While Noriega was the zone
commander, I was in David when there was a coup against the man who emerged from the
military, Golthe, against Omar Torrijos, the coup against him while he was in Mexico City. And
for a while there, my little consular district looked like the only place that had not gone over to
the colonels who were trying to take over from Torrijos. But Noriega remained loyal, and kept
open the airport where Torrijos could fly back from Mexico City and then led the troops up in
the north, in Chiriqui, and triumph back to Panama City. Well I was the one letting them know in
Panama City that it wasn't over yet, that these guys had not consolidated their power. For some
reason they didn't cut my telephone line so I had a line of communications. And I'm told that it's
in large part because of my reporting, because we had reached the stage where we were going to
recognize this new government of colonels, and they were not in control of the country because
of what was happening up in my consular district. So, that was my introduction to Latin
American history.

WILLIAM T. PRYCE
Political Officer
Panama City (1968-1971)
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Wesleyan University and the Fletcher School of Tufts University. After service in
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the Foreign Service in 1958. Though primarily a Latin America specialist, Mr.
Pryce also served in Moscow. His Latin America assignments include Mexico,
Panama, Guatemala, Bolivia and Honduras, where he was Ambassador from
1992-1996. Ambassador Pryce was interviewed by Charles Stuart Kennedy in
1997.

Q: You left the Soviet Union in ‘68, where did you go?
PRYCE: I went to Panama.

Q: This is kind of a shock isn’t it?



PRYCE: Well no, no. Actually it wasn’t a shock because I wanted to combine Soviet Union and
Latin America so it was a big difference but it wasn’t a shock. It was an interesting job. [ was
assigned to the political section in Panama as the number two and it turned out to be a very, very
interesting assignment.

Q: You were there from ‘68 to when?

PRYCE: I was there from ‘68 to 71. I’'ll tell you an interesting sort of aside where I sort of
learned to read between the lines. Once I had been assigned to Panama, I got a very nice letter
from the ambassador. I had written the ambassador, I had written the administrative counselor,
and I had written to the political counselor, my boss. I had done all the things that we did in those
days and not everybody does now. I remember explaining my travel plans how I hoped to take a
certain amount of leave and do one thing or another. I got this very nice letter back from the
ambassador saying we’re glad to see hear that you are coming. He said, “I know you’re planning
to get here in October but you would be interested to know that there is going to be a change of
government starting September first and there will be a number of social functions. This might
be an interesting time for you to be here.” It was very nicely put in his letter. What it said was if
you know what’s good for you buddy, change your travel plans, cut your leave short, and get
here by the first of September which I did. It turned out to be fascinating because I arrived just in
time for the inauguration of Arnulfo Arias.

I remember wanting very badly not to be involved in the Panama Canal Zone. I wanted to live in
Panama. There is a tremendous attraction. You had all these big bases and the Panama Canal
Company had all kinds of attractions but both my wife and I were determined that we wanted
very much to be centered on Panama. When we arrived it turned out that we could get no hotel
rooms in Panama so we had to stay in the Panama Canal Zone in the old Tivoli Hotel. It was a
nice hotel but I was getting off, I thought, to the wrong start because the government had half the
rooms and the [inaudible] Party had the half.

As it turned out this was a real stroke of luck because about 11 days after Arnulfo Arias took
over, he was overthrown by a coup engineered by Omar Torrijos. As often happened in those
days when there was a major change in government, all the opposition, where did they go? Right
into the Canal Zone. Where did they stay? At the Tivoli Hotel. I was the inside man and sort of
the person that was talking every day with the opposition so it turned out to be very, very
interesting.

Q: You went there in ‘68, could you first talk about our ambassador, how he operated and the
view from there of the situation before the coup?

PRYCE: Ambassador Adair was very able, professional ambassador. He had good contacts on
both sides. We were not surprised, as I remember, by the results of the elections and there was
some worry as to what the relations were going to be with Arnulfo Arias. I think Sherry was the
opponent and I know that the conclusion was that we can get along with whoever wins. In those
days we were involved in some activities that we are no longer involved in. The intelligence
agencies were involved in helping out in one way or another. I remember on this we were



evenhanded and we were willing to work with either one. We felt the U.S. interests would be
served with either one.

Q: To understand the situation, at that time we were hyper sensitive. You had Castro in Cuba
doing his thing and you had this country and one of our most vital communication links ran right
through the middle of the country. It is one of these things where we get away, we couldn’t
tolerate a really opposition type government.

PRYCE: A truly unfriendly government.
Q: Yes.

PRYCE: We were not faced with that choice. We felt that whoever won, we would be able to
work with. Arnulfo Arias was an immensely popular person. I think he was elected president at
least three times and he was thrown out three times. This was about the third time and he lasted
about 12 days. The reason he was thrown out is because he made the mistake of pushing too hard
in those days against the national guard. There was a modus vivendi between the civilian
government and the equivalent of the military where the national guard was run by military
people who paid allegiance, at least lip allegiance, to civilian government but they ran their own
operation.

The heard of the guard was a man named Viarino who had been there for about ten or 12 years
and rightfully said “I am going to step aside. It is time for somebody new to become the head of
the guard.” Arias I guess reached down into the national guard hierarchy and tried to appoint
people friendly to him, ignoring the guard hierarchy. He tried to stack the guard with officers
friendly to him. This was not acceptable to the guards and they pulled a coup and threw him out.

Q: What was the role of the guard?
PRYCE: Basically the role was domestic tranquility.

Q: Some societies in Latin America, Central America particularly, there is a lot of fighting and it
was a difficult society. What was the Panama society at that time?

PRYCE: It was an oligarchy. There was a political, economic, social elite that basically had run
the country. They were of different parties but it was really a society that had the form of
democracy but not the substance of democracy. There were great inequities in income. There
was a great deal of corruption and there was poor education, poor health. It was a society that
then wealthy people lived very well off and not so wealthy really didn’t.

Q: Outside of just keeping the canal going, as the political officer what were you particularly
interested in?

PRYCE: You were interested in what the relationships were, in the beginning, between the
civilian and the military. You were interested in what the political forces were doing in terms of
working with the military who manned the country. You were also interested in pushing for



democracy, for human rights, for trying to get the best deals you could for U.S. business. It was a
standard, I would say, political situation where you wanted to find out what was going on and
you wanted to affect what you could in terms of helping the society be more democratic. We
were also very interested in what attitude could be towards the new Panama Canal Treaty.

Q: What was the status of the Panama Canal when you arrived?

PRYCE: When I arrived the Panama Canal Company was a very, very influential force. It was
the principal employer. There was sort of a benevolent colony. There was a very conservative
general attitude among the people who worked in the Panama Canal, many of whom became
good friends but it was sort of like a small Southern town in terms of the social edge. Clearly U.S.
employees ran the canal, ran every aspect of it.

They were conservative in attitude but it was really a complete socialist operation literally from
cradle to grave. There was a gorgeous hospital, a very, very excellent hospital and there was a
government mortuarium that buried you or cremated you if you wanted to. There was a U.S.
court system. There was a U.S. naval district. Basically we had the right to act as if we were
sovereign and we certainly did. There was a strain. I guess the biggest single unifying factor
among all segments of the Panamanian population was resentment at the status of
U.S.-Panamanian relations in the form of the canal because we basically had a strip of land ten
miles wide in the middle of the country.

Q: Was there the feeling at the embassy, particularly when you first arrived, that this isn’t going
to last and that somehow or another some accommodation has to be made?

PRYCE: Yes, there definitely was. We had been working on a revision of the treaty in one
manner or another for some period of time. I think there was definitely a feeling that there had to
be a change but the question was when and how? How could we manage it in a way that would
enable us to continue to use the canal?

Q: Did you and your fellow officers see that the canal could be managed by Panamanians?
PRYCE: Yes.
Q: Was the Suez Canal nationalization sort of something that you kind of thought about?

PRYCE: There was a feeling that very definitely the Panamanians could manage it. I’ll give you
one example. During the time that I was there the FAA, who ran the airport, turned over the
management of the airport to the Panamanians and they ran it perfectly well. There was a feeling
on the part of the ambassador and everyone else that if the Panamanians were given the proper
training, there is no question that they can man it. If they can run the aviation system, they can
run the canal. I would say that on the part of the canal management, there was a recognition that
they really should bring along management and that they should train Panamanians to eventually
get higher and higher but it was a very slow process and there was great resistance. There was
sort of a club of people who frankly had a very good meal and wanted to keep it. The top rung of
the elite of the U.S. employees, were the pilots. There was a feeling among the pilots that no



Panamanian could every really be a good pilot because they just wouldn’t have the training,
wouldn’t have the dedication and couldn’t handle it. Of course these pilots were making $80,000
to $90,000 and this was 30 years ago. It was big, big money.

The commission very wisely had a program which started out saying we are going to break this
monopoly of having just U.S. people and we are going to have Panamanians trained. You had to
be ship captain before you could become a pilot. It’s a very difficult job but the Canal
Commission did start a training program and they actually sent people to Naval Maritime
Academy, four years, and sent them to sea to train all this time so that they could then train to be
pilots, two people at a time.

That was one example of a far sighted policy on the part of the commission but there was great
resistance and [inaudible] to have a promotion; would you promote an American or would you
promote a Panamanian? When I first got there all of the positions of senior management were
U.S. Over a period of time they had to get more and more Panamanians and of course now I
would say 95 percent of the Panama Canal Company is Panamanian including many people in
senior management. There was a recognition, I think more on the part of the embassy but also
among thinking people in the Panama Canal Commission itself, that we should train
Panamanians and that they could run it.

Q: Did you feel a bit like a civil rights activist in a small Southern town in the 1950s in the
United States? Was there a problem sort of how embassy people were viewed by most of the
canal people?

PRYCE: No, I don’t think so. I think you had to build trust and confidence among the people in
the canal that you had U.S. interests and also their interests at heart in terms of better working
relationships with Panamanians. There was a little bit of a feeling among some people in the
canal organization that the people in the embassy didn’t understand how complicated it was to
run the canal. How it really was going to take 50 or 100 years before Panamanians could assume
a more active role in running the canal. But no, I certainly didn’t feel like somebody
campaigning to get more Panamanian involvement. I think there was a recognition that this was
going to be in our long-term best interest and so there were often discussions about how we
could help make the transition better.

I think the big worry then, and frankly now, is not whether Panama will have the technical
capability of running the canal but whether they will be able to insulate the canal. This is always
a worry which we had back then. And we had later when I helped negotiate the Panama Canal
Treaty, and later as deputy chief of mission in Panama, my second tour there. Would the
Panamanians be able to insulate the management operation of the canal from the political system
of corruption that the government had itself? Would they spend the money needed to maintain
the canal or would they succumb to the temptation of turning it into a cash cow and milking what
you could out of it and not spending money on maintenance? That was, and is, my biggest
preoccupation. It looks like now the Panamanians recognize that money needs to be spent both in
training on personnel and in maintenance of the facility to keep it as a long-term economic asset.



Q: One of the dynamics from casual reading about what has happened there seems to have been
over the years the U.S. high school there when students sometimes would do something which
would outrage Panamanians. Was that a problem while you were there?

PRYCE: It wasn’t really, no. It had been. Of course there were Panamanian students who
basically burned the flag which had caused the riots way back long before we got there. The
interesting thing about the high school there is that many Panamanians went to the high school.
In fact it was considered one of the best, if not the best, educational institution and so the
Panamanian elite often tried to get their children to be enrolled and so useful friendships and
relationships were developed there.

Q: Did most of the elite in Panama send their children to schools in the United States, colleges
and all?

PRYCE: Yes, very definitely. There is a little bit of a love-hate relationship, but a great
admiration for the United States and certainly a great many Panamanian elites sent their children
to school in the States.

Q: Was there an effort on the part of our embassy to reach down and get to the children who
were not part of the elite?

PRYCE: Yes, there very, very definitely was. As a matter of fact the peace scholarship program
which frankly was started as a counterfoil to a university in the Soviet Union, was a program
which was very, very effective. I am sorry that it is no longer funded like it was because the
Soviet Union is not the danger. I think the benefits that you get from having good scholarship
programs are tremendous. Both in my first tour there from ‘68 to ‘71 and later when I was there
from ‘82 to ‘86 as deputy chief of mission, we worked very hard at pushing scholarship
programs that got leaders who would not otherwise go, to go the United States. We had a
network of trying to get priests, business leaders and labor union leaders to recommend able
young people who could go to the United States on scholarships. We had a first rate scholarship
program.

Q: What was the relationship of our military at this time, ‘68 to ‘71, because we had training
camps and all?

PRYCE: I think that there was a tendency, naturally, to have direct relations with the
Panamanian military and to give the military perhaps greater political strength than the embassy
would like to see but it was never conscious. The policy of the military leadership in the canal
area, and the Panama Canal leadership, was always in concert with the ambassador to try to
emphasize civilian run in the military, civilian influence, but there was a great affinity. That’s
where the money was. That’s where the power and influence was.

Q: You said you had been there a relatively short period of time...

PRYCE: It must have been less than a month.



Q: Was that expected and how did you all, the embassy....

PRYCE: It wasn’t expected although it was a worry. People knew that Arnulfo had been thrown
out at least twice before and that he was pushing the envelope. There was a wonder whether
relationships were going to be so strained that he would be thrown out again but I don’t think
anyone expected him to get thrown out so quickly. We supported him for a reasonable period of
time and tried to help see if he could reestablish himself but there was no way that was going to
happen. When the national guard took over, it was an authoritarian regime but it was not despotic.
I don’t know if that is a distinction but not a difference but it was not despotic. It was clearly an
authoritarian regime which we had to deal with.

I remember in the beginning we of course broke relations. I remember establishing contacts, the
first official contacts. I was perhaps the number two or perhaps the acting head of the political
section and my counterpart or the person I dealt with was the head of the U.S. desk in the
Panamanian Foreign Ministry. There were practical things that had to be done. We had to go on
with day-to-day life and we had to arrange customs, we had to arrange for buying things. I was
the contact person so that we had a relationship which was not official but which was practical,
finally expanded to a re-establishment of relations. It was an interesting time.

Q: The embassy as such had been through this before.

PRYCE: Yes.

Q: The name escapes me now, the head of, the guy who died in the crash later on?
PRYCE: Omar Torrijos.

Q: What was our estimate of him at that time?

PRYCE: It depended on who you talked to but I think there was a feeling that he was effective.
He was highly popular. He was not anti-U.S. He was very pro-Panamanian and he was a good
politician. In the beginning there was a duel between Torrijos and Martinez. Flores Martinez was
the number two person. He was a much more direct, much more our kind of guy in the sense that
he was a more honest, a more professional military or police official. There ended up being a
power struggle between Torrijos and Martinez and Martinez ended up on a plane to the United
States. For a while he was pumping gas at a gas station in Miami. Torrijos was charismatic and
able, and he ran an authoritarian but not a despotic regime for quite a few years.

Q: Did you find that as we established relations, was there any problem? Did we sort of pick up
where we had been?

PRYCE: There were strains but there was a recognition that we needed to get on with the work.
There had to be contacts and there had to be relations. We found ways to do that even though
there was not official recognition. The embassy and the officials never had to depart and so we
operated under a limbo area in which they respected our diplomatic status. It wasn’t business as
usual but we managed.



Q: Was the temperature raised on the nationalist point of view as far as the canal and all during
this time?

PRYCE: Yes, sure. It was viewed as a diversion any time the United States exercised
sovereignty. People would come into the canal area and they would get thrown into U.S. jail. |
remember one of the biggest resentments that even the people who were very, very friendly to
the United States would say, “You know I have to get a Panama Canal drivers license to get from
one part of my country to the other” because we did not recognize the Panamanian drivers
license. You had to go down to the U.S. magistrate, to the court or whatever it was, and get a
Canal Zone license. To use the bridge, to cross over from the eastern part of Panama...

Q: I would have thought this would be something where the embassy could play a role and say,
come on fellows?

PRYCE: We did play a role but believe me there was a regime in place that was used to doing
things...

Q: You 're talking about the...

PRYCE: I'm talking about the Panama Canal Commission and Company. The U.S. had the right
to act as if it were sovereign and it did. The first time I was there the preeminent person was not
the CINC commander-in-chief but the governor who had all the resources. He had a huge house.
He had money coming from the Panama Canal revenues. He was able to dispense contracts. In
many ways he did a lot of positive things. For example they helped get dairies started in Panama
that could supply milk so you wouldn’t have to bring it from the States. There were a lot of really
foresighted positive attitudes on the part of the management of the Panama Canal Commission
and Company.

Q: Did you sense any change when the Nixon administration came in towards what we were
trying to do in Panama? He would have come in in ‘69, or was this not on the radar at all?

PRYCE: No, it was on the radar but I'm trying to remember. Bob Anderson I think had been
appointed at one point to try to develop a new tactic towards negotiations. It’s funny I’d have to
go back and refresh my memory but I don’t remember a feeling that there was a great change. I
don’t think there was.

I think there was the Rockefeller Commission which Nixon sent all over Latin America fairly
early on in his administration. [ remember that Rockefeller wasn’t very happy with our
ambassador, Ambassador Adair, because Rockefeller had sort of again this distrust of the
Foreign Service. He was going to have this independent commission and he didn’t want the
embassy involved. He wanted to go call on the president without the ambassador. The
ambassador I think worked it, probably through the president, having the president say to
Rockefeller, “I’d really like to have the ambassador here when I talk to you.” Rockefeller didn’t
like that.



Q: I know that because I had that very same thing. I think it was in Brazil where he did do this.
He wanted to go around and not talk to the embassy. You left there in ‘71...

PRYCE: I left there in ‘71 and went to Guatemala.

Q: I thought we might close at this point here and we’ll pick up Guatemala next time. Before we
leave, during the time you were there were there any particular problems?

PRYCE: Very, very definitely. The thing I remember most was the coup against Torrijos.
Torrijos had left the country and had gone up to Mexico to cajole and to relax, and his deputy or
one of his deputies a fellow named Sanhuer who was our kind of guy, our kind of military person,
had basically taken over the guards and said “I’m in charge.” He called up Torrijos and said,
“Omar, you’re a great guy but you’re out, don’t come back. We’ll send you 5,000 a month to

stay away.”

Torrijos decided he was going to try and come back. He was given 5,000 bucks by one of the
Panamanian oligarch elite, Nandu Alleta, who was in Mexico at the time. He borrowed the
money, got down and rented a plane and came down to Salvador. He got support from the
Salvadorans where he had gone to the military academy to give him a plane to come back into
Panama.

I can remember very clearly that we had a new ambassador, Ambassador Bob Sayre, who was
trying to manage what our relationship should be in this coup. We frankly may have known
about the coup, that is the Panama Canal intelligence may have known but the embassy did not
know and we may have encouraged the coup. It was investigated but it never came out. My
suspicion is that we may have authorized it in a manner, or encouraged it, or at least winked.
You had this coup take place. You had a friendly towards the U.S. man in charge and I
remember that the Panama Canal was saying we would like to give permission for some national
guard officers friendly to the new people who were capable leaders who had been exiled by
Torrijos in Miami to come back in. Ambassador Sayre was cautious. I remember advising him
very strongly that if there was no problem of these guys coming back in, then why don’t they
land in Panama? Why should we allow them to land in the canal area as opposed to landing at
the national airport?

This is where Foreign Service reporting really came through. We got a call from Ron Garrett,
who is now the deputy U.S. representative to the OAS. He was at the consulate in David which is
where Torrijos would have to land. He called up and said, “Bill, I can’t figure out what is
happening but something is up here. There is a lot of activity at the airport and there is a lot of
activity at the national guard headquarters. It isn’t all over. I can’t find out what it is but
something is up.” This enabled us to go to the ambassador and say, “It really isn’t over. Let’s
stay out of this completely and not in any way be friendly to the new government.”

What had happened is that Noriega was the captain in charge of the guard unit in David and
Noriega was telling Sanhuer down in Panama City, “Don’t worry I’'m with you. Everything is
fine.” He is telling Omar Torrijos, “You’re my true commander. Come on in, everything is safe.”
He had Torrijos’s future in his hand. It was like the old cowboy movies, I’ll never forget this,



where the plane was coming in late and there were no lights on the field. They lined up trucks to
delineate the landing strip. Torrijos came in and Noriega said “I’m with you buddy.”

Torrijos then came down in a triumphant tour. The guys that were backing Sanhuer, it took them
about 18 hours to figure out that Torrijos was going to be back in power so they threw Sanhuer

in the slammer and said, “You know Torrijos, we were always with you. We were just waiting
for the right moment to throw this guy in the slammer.” It was pretty good reporting enabling us
to know that something else was happening. This let us to stay out of it and to have a much better
relationship with Torrijos once he was back in power and to try to influence him in positive ways.

Torrijos was a tremendously popular person. I guess I should say what kind of person was
Torrijos. He was an authoritarian ruler but he improved the education and health services in
Panama quite a bit. He did much more for them than the previous regime had. He was an
immensely popular person. We obviously pushed him to hold elections and to step aside but he
was an effective despotic leader.

Q: If I recall, somebody else who was dealing with him said he spent an awful lot of time down
by the beach in his hammock and you’d go down and see him there.

PRYCE: Yes, that’s right. He was a great relaxer. He liked his liquor and he liked his women. He
also spent a lot of time touring. He got strength from dealing with people, touring individual
villages, trying to improve their economic conditions and paying attention to the needs of the
people. He was effective.

Q: Had he had any American training?

PRYCE: Yes, sure. He had been to a number of U.S. military training.

Q: Was there any concern about the School of the Americas that you were getting reflected at
this time because later on the School of the Americas developed at least in the press a rather bad

name that we were training torturers?

PRYCE: I think that is false, I really do. My recollection of it is that it never taught torture. It
may not have been as strong in terms of teaching civilian control of the military as it might have.
They developed courses to do this later on but it was basically a military training school. They
never trained in torture.

Q: To me that sounds kind of false but it sounds like young reporters who were coming out of the
investigatory school of reporting who sort of despise the military of any kind at all.

PRYCE: I never saw any substance for that.

Q: Bill why don’t we stop at this point and we'’ll pick it up next time in 1971 when you 're off to
Guatemala.

PRYCE: Right.
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GROVE: The executive director of the Bureau of American Republics Affairs (ARA), Findley
Burns, called me in Berlin. I met this urbane Baltimorean with a dry sense of humor when he
was in charge of administering our London embassy, and have encountered few others who
understood bureaucratic politics better. Findley's job was to manage the bureau's resources,
including personnel. Charles A. Meyer, the assistant secretary, had been newly appointed by the
incoming Nixon administration. Charlie had previously been a Sears, Roebuck executive, and
wanted fresh blood in his bureau. Cheerful 